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Academic Senate 
October 18, 2011 
 
Present:   
Baker, Bettencourt, Bice, Bolton, Broadwater,  
Buehler-Scott, Burroughs, Colnic, De Vries, Drake, 
Espinoza, Filling, Foreman, Garcia, Gerson, Gomula, 
Gonzales, Grobner, Hauselt, Held, Khodabandeh, 
Lindsay, Manrique, Marcell, Marshall, M. Mayer, 
McCulley, McGhee, Mulder, Nagel, O’Brien, 
Peterson, Regalado, Silverman, Stone, Strahm, Strong, 
Tan, Vang, and Werling.  
 
Proxies:  Diane Crayton for Judith Keswick, Randy 
Brown for Al Petrosky, and Steven Filling for Panos 
Petratos. 
 
Guests: President Shirvani, John Sarraille, Shauna 
Keeler, Lauren Byerly, Robert Marino, Annie Hor, 
Kevin Nemeth, Halyna Kornuta, Jim Tuedio, Kathy 
Norman, Linda Nowak, Glenn Pillsbury, Betsy Eudey, 
Wendy Smith and Brian Duggan. 
 
 
Isabel Silveira Pierce, Recording Secretary 
 
 
 

 
Second Reading: 17/AS/11/SEC Position on Shared 
Governance.  Approved.  
 
Second Reading: 18/AS/11/SEC Reaffirming the 
Graduate Council’s Responsibility for Graduate 
Curriculum and Programs. Approved.  
 
First Reading 13/AS/11/FAC/SEC Sexual/Intimate 
Relations (Power/Disparity) Policy.  Deferred to next 
meeting.  
 
First Reading 19/AS/11/FAC/SEC Resolution on 
Academic Freedom. Deferred to next meeting.  
 
       
Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
 
November 1, 2011 
2:00-4:00 pm., JSRFDC Reference Room 
       
 
 
 
Minutes submitted by: 
Chris De Vries, Clerk 

 

1. Call to order 
3:05 start 
 

2. Approval of Agenda 
Speaker Stone Moved Item 9 ahead of the first reading items, seconded by Provost Strong.  
 

3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of September 27, 2011 
Approved without revisions 
 

4. Introductions 
Lauren Byerly, Brian Duggan, Dennis Shimek, Betsy Eudey, John Sarraille, Wendy Smith, Russ 
Giambelluca, Shauna Keeler, Halyna Kornuta, Marge Jaasma, David Tonelli, Annie Hor, and Deans Nowak, 
Marino, Moore, Norman, and Tuedio.   
 
5. Announcements 
Speaker Stone mentioned that the Qualtrics ballot should have been received for the SWAS constitution 
amendment to include a statement on Academic Freedom. She also recommends that everyone read the book 
by Robert C. Dickeson titled “Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services” which Provost Strong shared 
with SEC. 
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Halyna Kornuta reminded everyone that the WASC Special Visit Team approved the schedule, and that it 
will be available on the website as follows: 
 
• The WASC Special Visit Schedule is now posted and can be found at the Special Visit website 

http://www.csustan.edu/WASC/specialvisit.html under Site Visit Central.  Please be reminded that 
once the team arrives, we will need to be flexible and any necessary changes will be communicated 
to you.  Please keep your availability open for those two days, specifically for the Faculty Open 
Forum, November 7, 3:45 – 4:30 p.m., FDC 118, and for the Team Report Synopsis, November 8, 
11:00 a.m., Library West Reading Room.    

 
• The Special Visit Faculty Forum on Blackboard is now available for faculty use.  Please access as the 

course “Special Visit Faculty Forum” on the CSU Stanislaus Blackboard page at 
http://www.csustan.edu/Blackboard/.  Once you have logged in, instructions for posting will be found 
on the “Announcements” page.  Only faculty are enrolled in the Forum course, and there is an option 
for anonymous posts and replies.  For technical, login, or password questions, please contact the OIT 
Help Desk at 667-3687.  For content-specific questions, please contact the Accreditation Liaison 
Officer (ALO), Dr. Halyna Kornuta, at 667-3082. 

 
• The two Special Visit Open Faculty Forums, hosted by the Special Visit Research Team and the 

ALO, will be held prior to the Special Visit.  The first Open Faculty Forum will take place on 
Thursday, October 27th from 9:30-11:30am in FDC 118.  The second Open Faculty Forum is being 
planned.  

 
As always, if you have any questions regarding the report or visit, please feel free to email AVP/ALO 
Halyna Kornuta at hkornuta@csustan.edu or the Special Visit Research Team (SVRT) at svrt@csustan.edu. 
 
Khodabandeh announced that he attended the CSSA meeting and they passed a resolution dealing with 
AB970 bill on student fee increases. The resolution passed so that the Board of Trustees must tell the system 
(6 months) for raising fees but can be given permission by the legislature to raise them in case of 
emergencies. They also discussed the Pell grant situation, and they’re currently writing a resolution 
regarding for-profits institutions of higher education. They take a lot of loans and Pell grant recipients away 
from the CSU and other public institutions but have higher default rates. They had a shared governance 
summit with very interesting conversations. 
 
Marshall announced that there will be a forum titled Perspectives in Higher Education with a panel of 4 
people, including State Assembly Representative Kristin Olsen that will be to discussing hot-button 
educational topics. This forum is funded thru the Title V grant and is taking place next Tuesday, October 
25th, at 3pm, in MSR 130. This event is sponsored by the First Year Experience Program, the Office of 
Service Learning, and the Program for Academic and Career Excellence (PACE). 
 
Please join First Year Experience students for this discussion of trends in higher education and how differing 
educational philosophies and priorities relate to educational policy, access, and classroom practice.   
 
Filling announced that Diane Ravitsch, a publicized writer, will be speaking at the Sacramento Convention 
Center this Friday night. Tickets are only $5. 
 
6. Committee Reports/Questions 
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Regalado asked a question at the last Senate meeting regarding the make-up of the search committees for 
Dean’s searches. In his query with the Provost he did not get a clear answer from the Provost. He would like 
to know what FAC or SEC feel about the statement that he made. 
 
Speaker Stone noted that we have not discussed it yet but it is on the list. We will move it up on the list for 
SEC discussion.  
 
7. Discussion Items 

a. Discussion of WASC Special Visit Report: http://www.csustan.edu/wasc/specialvisit.html 
Kornuta brought copies of the 5 questions and recommendations to help facilitate the discussion. She 
mentioned that other methods of discussion will be available.  

• What substantive actions have occurred during the past year that impact trust, leadership, 
and governance? 

• What impact have these activities/actions had on trust, leadership, and governance? 
• What further issues remain to be addressed? 
• How will such issues be addressed, by whom, and what timetable? 
• How can the University continue to monitor trust, leadership, and governance? 
 

Speaker Stone noted that the first two bullets are covered in the report. 
 
Khodabandeh noted that from his perspective he hoped that both sides could come to the table, but both sides 
have contempt for each other. Both sides seem to shun the others’ comments. In his opinion, if both sides can 
put aside their differences we could build a much more cohesive community. 
 
Regalado noted that we passed the TRPC resolution last year with the 6 resolutions. Have all those 
resolutions been addressed? 
 
Speaker Stone replied that we are still working on those.  
 
Regalado said that we still have concerns.  For example, with regard to the more recent RPT issues. 
 
Speaker Stone asked who should address those issues and on what timetable?  
 
Regalado said that those six TRPC recommendations were adopted in the Senate in May of last year. Those 
were discussed before issues with the most recent RPT issues. He would put those under the issue of Trust 
which is a concern which WASC would address. 
 
Grobner noted that from what he’s seen discussion is ongoing and the questions are being addressed. There 
is a committee that is working on RPT. He wouldn’t say nothing is being done, but it may not be moving as 
fast as you want. The individuals on the Trust Restoration Planning Committee are working. We are meeting 
and there is ongoing dialogue, and there is a group that will start looking at RPT. 
 
Tuedio suggested another example, when the Deans and Provost met with the co-chairs of URPTC in 
September to go over policy and procedures, which included discussion of issues with the elaborations that 
came up during the last review cycle. We need to recognize these issues are still on the table and need to be 
discussed carefully, but this was an important step in acknowledging the significance of these issues. There 
have been interesting perspectives on the elaborations, including how administrators should factor them into 
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their decisions, given how elaborations are written and approved. 
 
Filling’s take is that the meeting with the Deans was more of a rehashing of policy and not a substantive 
discussion. 
 
Provost Strong stated that currently we are collecting survey questions regarding RPT.  They will be putting 
a survey out shortly to collect information which is the first step in that particular charge of the resolution. 
He thinks that we are making progress on all the issues. We just had a recap this morning and in the Trust 
Restoration Planning Committee (TRPC) meeting regarding 6 charges on the TRPC resolution.  Some of the 
resolution charges have advanced further than others. He is happy to give a synopsis at the next Senate 
meeting or he can send a synopsis to the Senators as soon as possible. 
 
Speaker Stone asked for comment on how can the University continue to monitor trust, leadership, and 
governance.  
Khodabandeh said that seems to be a loaded question.  How can you measure leadership? Trust and 
leadership are intangibles and there is nothing to monitor trust and leadership. As far as governance that can 
be monitored through policy. When he thinks of good governance he thinks of the University of Wisconsin 
which has a good model including student governance. 
 
McGhee asked what is “the University” referring to under Phase 2? Are the faculty monitoring 
administration or is it the administration monitoring faculty? He thinks you can monitor trust by looking at 
disagreement. Indications of lack of leadership is the revolving door of Dean’s which to him means that they 
don’t have time to develop leadership. 
 
Garcia would just add that these are very good statements. The SVRT is asking that we should look at these 
questions. These guiding research questions were not developed by the SVRT. Rather, they were developed 
by the TRPC. At the time, the TRPC thought these were the most pressing questions. We went about 
answering the first two given the time frame that we had. For us, we think that the members of the University 
community should look at the next three questions. Are these the most pressing questions? Is the SVRT the 
group that should be in charge of answering the questions? Should we look at different questions? 
 
O’Brien added to Garcia’s comments.  We saw our charge as doing phase 1a and 1b and that research is done 
and in the special visit document. The next three questions is who should do this?  The University is 
comprised of many different people in different positions, and we need to have an open discussion of how to 
continue.  It wasn’t written to be cryptic, but unbiased in that we’re not assuming the original committee 
should continue what it’s doing. 
 
Provost Strong has met with 8–10 groups to discuss the SVRT group. He has had very good conversations, 
and Dennis Shimek has joined him in those meetings. He thinks the charge to the SVRT from TRPC was 
appropriate and well crafted, and that the research team did an excellent job and wrote an excellent report 
that can be the foundation for moving forward to address the charge in the WASC letter of July 3, 2010.  He 
thinks the recommendations are good and on-point. He encourages people to read and understand the report. 
He thinks that people are engaged in the report. He is hearing from the meetings he has attended that we need 
to improve communication, add collaboration, remove competition, and try to compromise. He left one 
meeting thinking collaboration and compromise were the key. How do we do that? He thinks that we need to 
change some practices. Operationalizing and executing shared governance is the hard part, but that is the 
sense he had from faculty in the last 6–8 weeks. 
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O’Brien asked what do we want to say to WASC during the visit on November 7th and 8th? He’s posing that 
rhetorically at this point, but where do we want to go from here? What are the next steps? The Provost 
mentioned collaboration and compromise, Regalado mentioned RPT, and there has been discussion of shared 
governance. All those things seem like good steps to take.  
 
Peterson said that according to the report’s conclusion some people are very discontent, while some people 
are cautiously optimistic. That seems to indicate that the Provost is right, more work needs to be done to 
build trust. Some people are worried that once WASC leaves there will be no pressure to resolve the 
problems. The complete disconnect on major issues is the reason there is a lack of trust. People think they 
understand the policies which are the rules of the game here, but the policies seem to be interpreted 
differently and sometimes ignored. We need to think of the long term mission here, and we need to discuss 
that. The Provost is talking about program prioritization.  She thinks that documents he refers to should be up 
on Blackboard for more people to access. She doesn’t know how to answer the Special Visit Research 
Team’s Phase 2 questions, but in the question “How can the University continue to monitor trust, leadership, 
and governance?” the University is us. We, the faculty, need to monitor and direct this. 
 
Regalado said that we still don’t know the administration’s position on shared governance. As far as he 
knows the Provost has not yet responded. It would be hard to move ahead if we don’t know where the 
administration stands on shared governance. 
 
Vang is still confused on this particular visit because he has not seen a report from the administration or 
faculty addressing this visit. He would like to see something in writing. He is curious what has been done 
about these issues. 
 
Tan wants to make a comment on the second bullet on pg. 48 of the SVRT for Phase 2 as follows.  
• Seek commitments from faculty and administration to continue to gather, analyze, and use data 
to inform decision making and operationalize more effective practices of shared governance.  
 
Tan doesn’t really see that happening, especially when it comes to prioritization. She would like to see more 
transparency and data so we can talk about the best approach rather than just one group making the decision 
and implementing it without transparency and collaboration. 
 
Strong said he is not interested in imposing decisions or proceeding without transparency. He does not have 
a plan for program prioritization. He passed the book out because it is an issue we need to consider. He is 
working on some thoughts, and he will be making some comments on that. We are going through 
consultation regarding a charge to broadly consider how to administer academic programs as effectively and 
efficiently as possible and will follow policies as appropriate. We may disagree on the implementation of 
those policies at some points, but he is willing to go back and discuss those different interpretations.  He 
thinks that that bullet on use of data to inform decision making is important but not necessarily an easy thing 
to do.  We are endeavoring to improve that as fast as we possibly can, and certainly there is a commitment to 
do that. Regarding questions and comments and particularly Mehran’s comment. He has the utmost respect 
for the faculty and he knows that the University cannot advance without the faculty’s support and 
engagement. He knows there are times when decisions are made and that the full story of the decision might 
not be known or recollections may change over time. He thinks it is important for us to be committed to the 
type of communication that supports relationships between faculty and the administration. 
 
Regalado asked if we will we get the administration’s position on shared governance before the WASC 
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visits.  
 
Provost Strong will do his best to maintain and build strong relationships between faculty and administration. 
We have Dauwalder’s response from July 2002 and with a few clear caveats Dauwalder expressed the 
administration’s commitment to shared governance. Shared governance is important, and the administration 
has voiced its commitment to shared governance repeatedly.  Provost Strong is planning to offer his thoughts 
on shared governance to the Senate, as he indicated earlier in the semester that he would, but he is not sure 
he can do it before the WASC visits. When he responds he wants to make sure it is as thoughtful and 
complete as possible. 
 
Halyna Kornuta said that just in the interest of the first bullet, we made a commitment to hold an open 
forum. On October 27 in this room between 9:30am and 11:30pm we will have an open forum. We would 
like to continue to engage in conversation, so please consider coming. We would also like to pick a Monday, 
Tuesday, or Wednesday lunchtime to meet. WASC will speak with faculty November 7th, from 2:45-3:30pm 
(faculty leaders who responded to survey) and 3:45–4:30pm for an open forum. On November 8th the team 
will give a synopsis at 11am in the Library West Reading Room. 
 

b. GE Goals & Objectives 
Speaker Stone noted that this is not a resolution and is just a discussion item. 
 
Marshall said that this item has been on the agenda several times and we have been open for discussion for a 
long time. It is very important to move it along and get a resolution from UEPC. 
 
Speaker Stone asked if Susan Marshall has a vision on how to operationalize these goals. Is every GE class 
going to do each of the three goals? How are you going to make sure a student who takes the path of least 
resistance will meet these goals? 
 
Marshall said that we are creating a curriculum map which will assure that students will be meeting these 
requirements in at least one class. She can share the curriculum map, although it is a work in progress. 
 
Peterson noted that all GE classes had to go through a process in which they described how a course will 
meet the GE goals. Will every course have to do that again with these new goals? Yes per Marshall. 
Hopefully, the new one will be more realistic because you won’t have to meet every goal. Gomula asked if 
this means that English will need to meet each goal. 
 
De Vries said it’s difficult to approve this without seeing the curriculum map. There are lots of units that 
students must take. We need to make sure that our curriculum map is complete enough to get students 
through and to make sure departments need to know which goals they are responsible for.   
 
Marshall said that learning objectives related to GE outcomes have not always been obvious from the course 
proposals faculty submit to the GE Subcommittee. 
  
Gomula said that she teaches several lower and upper division courses, and she is not sure how we would be 
able to apply the scientific method. 
 
Marcell noted that the catalog has A-E in GE categories, and it seems difficult to figure out how those goals 
will be categorized within the A-E letters.  
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De Vries said that if we have these goals we may take one piece that satisfies different parts of the goals. It 
would be easier to implement during advising as we can say that they’ve taken one from each goal. It might 
also be easier if our catalog matched the goals.   
 
Peterson doesn’t see how the goals match the bullet points. Are the bullet points examples of the goals or are 
they sub-goals within the goals. Peterson is concerned because some of the bullet points might not fit all GE 
classes well.  For the bullet point “Demonstrate the ability to think logically, critically, and creatively” our 
Art classes might be better for the creative part, but Economics classes would prioritize the logical and 
critical thinking. Marshall said that they are supposed to be the outcomes. 
 
Tuedio pointed out that WASC has directed out attention in the past to the question of how students integrate 
or connect their learning experiences within our GE curriculum. So one of the questions to ask is whether we 
like these new goals in general; they don’t seem to deviate much from our current categories, with one 
possible exception (regarding area F2). One question we might consider is if there are ways to get through 
the existing curriculum without being exposed to each of these new learning objectives.  If we approve these 
overarching learning goals and outcomes we should review the current GE areas to confirm that existing 
courses address the new expectations. For instance, the first bullet of goal 3 (re: upper-division GE) asks for 
demonstration of the ability to reflect on and assess relevant ethical values.  Not all F2 courses emphasize 
these relations to ethical values. If we don’t intend to be this narrow we may want to reword this bullet; but 
he likes it.  The other 2 bullets might suggest similar questions, but they appear more consistent with what 
we currently have in place.    
 
Foreman doesn’t think it overrides the student learning goals (SLO), but not every course is a GE course. If 
there are places where the SLO overlaps with this then he thinks that that could be a GE course. These goals 
seem concentrated toward the various ABCD, etc.  The A-F format cannot be redone. 
 
Marcell followed up on the upper division F.3. Do we have to meet all three bullet points? 
 
Halyna Kornuta said that all the questions asked are excellent ones. Part of the challenge was not going too 
far to create a model to answer these points. There was a goal for faculty to affirm that these are the student 
learning outcomes for the end of the GE. That means it will be incumbent on us to figure out how to make 
sure students will meet these learning outcomes after four years. The questions we are asking is what is the 
learning of students represented in these 13 learning outcomes so we can keep track of this and help you 
achieve that. 
 
Khodabandeh said that we were already at 7 GE Goals, but why not trim it down to 6 and try to cater to the 
categories in the catalog. 
 
Strahm wanted to affirm what Tuedio and Halyna have said. She doesn’t want to lose the purpose of these 
goals. The purpose of Higher Education is the common good of society. What these goals represent is the 
holistic development of the human mind for good citizenship. She thinks that cutting this out and saying we 
can’t do that is problematic. These things are to help us not have stupid people. Stupid people are not born 
that way, but they don’t have the proper tools in their toolbox and one of the things we do is provide those 
tools. 
 
Nagel said that one of the things he hears Marcell saying is that the learning objectives are listed as bullet 
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points and some seem incompatible with certain courses. Maybe we should divide these bullet points into 
more bullet points to help us think more creatively.   
 
Colnic likes the concept but doesn’t know how we can ensure that we are hitting these bullet points. He can 
imagine an F.2 hitting 1 or 2 bullet points, but not the third bullet point. 
 
Regalado thinks these points will undergo adjustments through the years. He says that because he thinks we 
have a different level of student entering the University. Who knows if these will be applicable to students 
who come here in five years? 
 
Strahm asked if we can add “qualitative” to “quantitative” in the analysis bullet #4 under goal #1.  
 
Gerson wants to point out that we have goals and objectives. The goals are not very assessable but the 
objectives are. That is something tangible. What we really need to get to is how many of the objectives must 
a GE course satisfy. She's not sure what the magic number is, but maybe if instructors of different courses 
evaluate how many their courses do satisfy, it will give us an idea of what the magic number should be. 
 
Tan said that Goals 1 and 2 are primarily lower division. She often asks for the evaluation for transfer credit 
from students she advises.  How would she assess that her students have met these goals. 
Foreman thinks one of the ways that we are looking at this is that we are looking at this a bit defensively. He 
thinks that if we just look at things in terms of just wanting majors to have distribution courses we are not 
quite getting what we want which is integrated knowledge. The goal should be that every GE instructor 
should look at how they are filling these goals. 
 
De Vries is concerned about integrative learning. Often in his upper division GE classes the students never 
learned how to write a technical paper and trying to get them to integrate knowledge is difficult. He tries to 
do that in his F1class, but he’s concerned how attainable these goals are if we don’t have a good way to 
make sure they are progressing if they have met goals 1 & 2.  He likes the principle but is concerned about 
the implementation.  
  
Eudey said that one of the challenges of this process is how to get faculty to be included and also have them 
buy in to this. One of the reasons Susan Marshall has always brought these to the Senate is so we can get a 
buy in. We do need to approve these goals, as we have a Chancellor’s Office mandate that we link our goals 
to some system-wide goals. We are bringing this to senate today so we can get these goals approved. We 
need guidance on what we need to do to get these approved. We think we need to get these agreed upon 
before the certification is finalized. It seems from this discussion that we need to see these together. We 
understand that people were uncomfortable with the idea of every class meeting every goal, so now we have 
this situation where we don’t know how to meet these goals. So please provide us guidance in what we need. 
 
Gonzales noted that they have to get all teachers to do this in breadth and in depth in Liberal Studies. If they 
take a concentration in Liberal Studies they must measure the outcomes. They measure it with their signature 
student learning outcome assessments. She agrees with Eudey that if we had some guidelines it would be 
helpful. 
 
Colnic thinks that these are a repackaging of our existing 5+1+1 goals that we already have. He’s wondering 
why repackaging is better than creating categories for what we already have.   
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Vang said that as a member of the GE Subcommittee of UEPC that this has been discussed at length. One of 
the things we have talked about is recertification of GE courses to make sure recertification will address 
these standards. As far as these goals look, he thinks they are reachable as far as all GE students are 
concerned. 
 
Marshall just wants to reiterate that the reason it does not mirror the catalog is that the 5 areas do not mirror 
the student learning outcomes as mandated by the Chancellor’s Office. Colnic asked why not have outcomes 
associated with what we are already doing. 
 
Provost Strong supports these GE goals and thinks they are well thought out. They signify what we want to 
accomplish with our students.  
 
Gomula supports these, but doesn’t know how she will address the scientific method in her class. 
 
Tuedio said that it’s important not to get caught up thinking that every bulleted item on the list has to be 
incorporated into each specific course.  But it may be that after implementing new goals we will need to 
adjust some course requirements. We might even need to review upper division GE and rethink that 
curriculum. The main point is we’re looking here for a way to convey a holistic view of what students should 
gain from completing our GE program. 
 
Speaker Stone said that maybe we need a campus forum to discuss how to operationalize this. 
 
Nagel called a point of order and motioned to change the agenda and move the Action Items next. Agreed  
 
8. Action Item/Second Reading 

a. 17/AS/11/SEC Position on Shared Governance (Revised) 
De Vries summarized the changes to this resolution. 
 
Provost Strong moved to amend the resolution and strike the first sentence of the first paragraph of the 
rationale, as he doesn’t think it’s necessary. The administration wants to work together to support shared 
governance, but he doesn’t think there’s been sufficient time associated with this resolution. He noted that 
we didn’t find the Dauwalder memo right away. As we looked into the original motion we were unsure if the 
crafters even wanted a response, so he thinks that in the spirit of collegiality this sentence is not helpful. 
 
Espinoza seconded. 
 
Filling disagrees with the proposed deletion. He thinks the sentence is accurate. He also thinks it is incorrect 
that we have not spent a lot of time crafting it. He finds it strange to say there is something lacking in 
collegiality. In light of the Provost’s desire to find out what happened he could have asked people who were 
consulted at that time. 
 
Nagel said that we don’t normally amend rationales. We might want to move this forward. 
 
Filling said that we should rule this out of order as Rationales are not forwarded to the President.  
 
Provost Strong said that it’s a matter of record, so he stands with his assertion that the following sentence is 
not accurate and implies negatively on the administration. “At a recent Academic Senate meeting we, the 
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elected senators of the Academic Senate, realized that the Administration at CSU Stanislaus has not taken 
the opportunity to engage with us in crafting a unified vision for shared governance.”  The Provost assumes 
that getting Provost Dauwalder’s memo was about correcting the record and removing this sentence also 
does that. 
 
Foreman noted that we’re asking the administration to approve the resolution, but is this sentence within the 
rationale something they are approving. 
 
Filling noted that what the President is asked to approve is the resolution, not the rationale. 
 
Bolton thinks this is an example of what we do on this campus, as this sentence is so irrelevant. We want the 
administration to support our resolution and move forward. 
 
The question was called on the Provost’s amendment. A Yes vote amends the rationale.   
 
Results of the vote were 19 yes, 21 no, 2 abstentions. The amendment fails.   
 
Speaker Stone noted that we’re back to the original question. 
 
Garcia thinks that everyone should be in support of this resolution. He referred to pg. 25 item #1 in the 
WASC report. This passage describes the administration’s vision regarding what needs to be done to build 
trust, leadership and shared governance on this campus. Garcia believes that the administration’s view is 
very consistent with the resolution that is before the Academic Senate. If the President is true to the 
articulated vision, this suggests that he will support this resolution. 

1. Each of the administrative leaders articulated a “plan of action” for addressing the concerns 
surrounding trust, governance, and leadership that was clear and consistent. Each participant 
articulated various actions taken to address the concerns, and the participants collectively spoke 
of the substantive actions as being anchored by a unifying vision. The senior administrators 
believed that their charge was clear and that they were all in agreement regarding how to begin 
building trust and improving leadership and governance: a) the administration must engage in 
authentic dialogue with faculty; b) the administration must engage in actions and activities that 
foster positive relationships between administration and faculty; c) the administration must 
ensure that existing policies are followed and, where needed, must work with faculty to develop 
or amend policies that promote the long term well‐being of the University; and d) the 
administration must take actions to promote transparency and the sharing of information. 
Collectively, the administrators spoke of the need to take ownership of the problem and to 
engage with faculty differently than in the past. 

 
Results of the vote on the resolution as presented, 40 for it and 2 against. The resolution passed as follows: 
 

17/AS/11/SEC Position on Shared Governance 
 
Resolved: That California State University, Stanislaus embrace the three principles of former Executive Vice‐
Chancellor and Chief Academic Officer Spence’s initiative on shared governance; viz., 
 
1.  Early inclusion of faculty in identifying issues and in agenda setting,  
2.  Ongoing consultation, much of it face‐to‐face, as an iterative process between faculty and 

administration to reach understanding, and,  
3.  Substantive and forthcoming explanations of decisions when agreement cannot be reached. 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and be it further, 
 
Resolved: That, the Academic Senate asserts the primacy of the Faculty's responsibility for generating, 
defining, and refining policies for the educational functions of the University. 
 
Rationale: At a recent Academic Senate meeting we, the elected senators of the Academic Senate, realized 
that the Administration at CSU Stanislaus has not taken the opportunity to engage with us in crafting a 
unified vision for shared governance.  We believe that it is important, as a show of trust and unity, that we 
move forward with a shared vision of our roles in the shared governance of CSU Stanislaus.  We also believe 
that former Executive Vice‐Chancellor Spence's framework must be the principle that guides and informs our 
campus‐wide policy. We believe these provisions continue to provide a strong foundation for trust, the most 
important element of shared governance. 
 
In academic senate resolution 21/AS/01/SEC, we approved these principles of shared governance as a sense 
of the senate, and invited the Administration to join us in adopting these principles as the campus model.   
Provost Dauwalder provided comments and concurred with parts of 21/AS/01/SEC. Now, we ask President 
Shirvani to approve this resolution in the hope of fulfilling former EVC Spence’s initiative to improve shared 
governance.  
 
The EVC/CAO’s initiative was likely in response to the growing unease among faculty system wide that the 
strength of the Faculty’s voice in governance had declined. We believe this unease has continued to grow in 
the years since the EVC/CAO's initiative, both within the CSU system and on the Stanislaus campus in 
particular. The 2001 document Shared Governance Reconsidered, a joint project of the ASCSU and the 
Chancellor’s Office, relates a faculty view that, contrary to the detailed views of the 1985 document, 
“administrators have taken the initiative in the area of academic policy and that faculty members have been 
relegated to a reactive or defensive mode,” (5) adding that many faculty:  
 
perceive that they are not respected by the administration and that they believe the administration does not 
treat them as an “equal partner” in governance of the institution. The survey indicated that faculty, in 
general, are skeptical not only of administrators’ intentions and motives, but also of the notion that shared 
governance even exists. In short, it appears that some people believe the notions of “respect” and “trust” 
are so important to concepts of shared governance that their absence indicates that shared governance 
does not really exist—despite the presence of formal structures and processes. (4) 
 
The Higher Education Employer‐Employee Relations Act (HEERA) articulates the Legislature’s understanding 
that “joint decision making and consultation between administration and faculty or academic employees is 
the long‐accepted manner of governing institutions of higher learning and is essential to the performance of 
the educational missions of these institutions.” 
 
Precedent, practice, contractual responsibility, and the CSU Board of Trustee’s (BOT) CSU Statement on 
Collegiality “assigns primary responsibility to the faculty for the educational functions of the institution in 
accordance with basic policy as determined by the Trustees,” adding that “faculty recommendations are 
normally accepted, except in rare instances and for compelling  reasons.” The BOT also recognizes the 
“value of participation by the faculty in budgetary matters, particularly those directly affecting the areas for 
which for which the faculty has primary responsibility.” We are asking that the Administration reaffirm this 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commitment as well. 
 
Approved by the Senate on 10/18/11 
 
 

b. 18/AS/11/SEC/GC Resolution Reaffirming the Graduate Council’s Responsibility for Graduate 
Curriculum and Programs (Revised) 

Colnic said that based on the discussion last time we changed the first resolved a bit. It makes it consistent 
with the other resolution from UEPC and it reflects our constitution well. 
 
Provost Strong would like to include the some new language after programs in the first resolved to include, 
“while recognizing the President holds final authority.” The Provost would also like to substitute the 
rationale from the 15/AS/11/SEC/UEPC/FBAC Resolution into this one to read as follows: During the 2010‐
11 academic year, the University Budget Advisory Committee (UBAC) suggested on several occasions that 
the University consider the prioritization of academic programs in an effort to manage costs.  
 
Espinoza seconded the revision. 
 
Speaker Stone suggested splitting it and the Provost agreed. 
 
Colnic said that he’s judging this from our Academic Senate General Faculty constitution and the Graduate 
Council, and he is not suggesting that others don’t play a role in this. He does not think this either affirms or 
denies the President’s role in this. This is suggesting that we reaffirm the Graduate Council’s role in 
formulating and approving plans. He maintains the position that the Graduate Council and the Academic 
Senate have a role in establishing criteria and procedures. 
 
De Vries noted that our role is formulating and approving. The President always has a role in taking the 
policies this group moves forward and we respect his decision to approve or not.  It’s noted in the General 
Faculty constitution that we send the policies to the President for his approval.   
 
Results of the vote on adding the amendment “while recognizing the President holds final authority.” was 7 
yes, 35 no. The amendment fails. 
 
Colnic accepts the second suggestion as friendly. The resolution was modified to read as follows:  
 
18/AS/11/SEC/GC Resolution Reaffirming the Graduate Council’s Responsibility for Graduate Curriculum 

and Programs 
 

Resolved:   That the University and the Academic Senate hereby reiterates the decision‐making primacy 
of the Graduate Council and the Senate in formulating policies and approving and maintaining graduate 
academic programs, and be it further 
 
Resolved:   That the Graduate Council and the Academic Senate commit to finding appropriate means of 
coordinating between the areas of curriculum and budgets, through the mandated liaison with the Faculty 
Budget Advisory Committee, to maintain a strong graduate program at CSU Stanislaus, and be it further 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Resolved:  That this resolution be distributed electronically to the faculty, staff, and students of CSU 
Stanislaus and delivered to the University Budget Advisory Committee.   
 
Rationale:   
The enabling legislation that created the California State University places primary responsibility for 
curriculum and academic programs with the faculty of each campus. 
 
The constitution of the General Faculty of California State University, Stanislaus places primary 
responsibility for curriculum and academic programs with the Graduate Council , giving that committee the 
responsibility to “Formulate, review, and recommend to the Academic Senate graduate curricular policy.”  
 
During the 2010‐11 academic year, the University Budget Advisory Committee (UBAC) suggested on several 
occasions that the University consider the prioritization of academic programs in an effort to manage costs. 
 
The Western Association of Schools and Colleges accreditation process suggests that there should be a 
systematic process for the integration of Academic Program Reviews (APR) into planning and budgeting 
processes. 
 
A Vote was called on the question.  The results of the vote was 38 yes, 3 no, 1 abstention. The Resolution 
passed as amended.   
 
Nagel asked that we table the remaining resolutions to the next meeting, seconded by Strahm. 
 
Lindsay reminded everyone that this Thursday is a memorial event in Snider Music Hall for Dr. Rao 
Cherukuri.  Professor Cherukuri earned the Outstanding Professor Award in 2002.  He was very active in the 
University Faculty Mentor program since its inception, and also served for more than a decade as advisor to 
the Stanislaus Team for the International Business Policy Simulation Games, which won five championships 
under his guidance.  Rao Cherukuri was a good friend to us and he encourages you to attend.  
 
9. First Reading Items 

a. 19/AS/11/FAC/SEC Resolution on Academic Freedom 
 Tabled until the next Academic Senate meeting.   
 
b. 13/AS/11/FAC/SEC Sexual/Intimate Relations (Power/Disparity) Policy  

  Tabled until the next Academic Senate meeting.   
 
10. Adjournment 

4:02pm 
 

 


