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Academic Senate 
November 15, 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, Steve 
Arounsack for Peggy Hauselt, Susan Marshall for 
Nancy Burroughs and Mitch McGhee for Panos 
Petratos.  
 
Guests: John Sarraille, Shauna Keeler, Lauren Byerly, 
Robert Marino, Annie Hor, Kevin Nemeth, Halyna 
Kornuta, Jim Tuedio, Kathy Norman, Linda Nowak, 
Betsy Eudey, Stan Trevino, Wendy Smith Carl 
Whitman, and Brian Duggan. 
 
 
 
Isabel Silveira Pierce, Recording Secretary 
 
 
 

 
 
First Reading of 24/AS/11/SEC Resolution Calling for 
Greater Faculty Inclusion in the Design of the CSU 
Online Initiative.  Moved to a Second Reading. Passed as 
a Sense of the Senate. 
 
First Reading of 25/AS/11/SEC Resolution in Support of 
the Associated Students Incorporated Resolution on 
Continuation of the Federal Pell Grant Program.  Moved 
to a Second Reading. Passed as a Sense of the Senate.   
 
First Reading of 26/AS/11/SEC Authentic Discussion of 
Mission Statement and Strategic Plan.  To be returned as a 
Second Reading Item at a future Senate Meeting.   
 
First Reading of 27/AS/11/UEPC Resolution to Revise 
Add/Drop Policy.  Referred to the FBAC for review.   
 
First Reading of 28/AS/11/AS Resolution in Support of 
CFA Concerted Action on November 17, 2011.  Moved to 
a Second Reading.  Passed as a Sense of the Senate.   
       
Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
 
Special Meeting called on November 22, 2011 
2:00-2:30 pm., JSRFDC Reference Room 
       
Minutes submitted by: 
Chris De Vries, Clerk 

 

1. Call to order 
3:03pm 

 
2. Approval of Agenda 

Approved. 
 
3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of November 1, 2011 

Filling added 28/11/AS/AS Resolution in Support of CFA Concerted Action on November 17, 2011 to 
the agenda. Approved. 
 

4. Introductions 
Lauren Byerly, Dennis Shimek Kevin Nemeth, John Sarraille, Shauna Keeler, Stan Trevino, Brian 
Duggan, Carl Whitman, Betsy Eudey, Wendy Smith, and Deans June Boffman,  Robert Marino, Linda 
Nowak and James Tuedio.   
 
5. Announcements 
Provost Strong commented on the WASC briefing in which Chair McTaggart commented that trust is being 
restored. It was a positive briefing and the Provost would like to thank  those involved. Chair McTaggart 
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mentioned 3 points which were RPT, planning for the future, and further improvements on shared 
governance. Provost Strong thanked everyone for a successful visit.   
 
Marcell thanked Coach Bolton for the successful soccer season! Applause. 
 
Filling announced that there will be a celebration honoring the faculty who received tenure and promotion 
immediately following the Senate meeting. Please stay and join in the celebration. Applause. 
 
6. Committee Reports/Questions 

No comments. 
 
7. Consent Items 
a. 23/AS/11/SEC Standing Rules of the Academic Senate  
Filling moved the resolution, seconded by McGhee.   
 
Speaker Stone noted that the changes are identifying that the things which are on the floor are only the 
resolved statements and not the rationale or the attached policy. 
 
Nagel asked if everyone was happy with that change. Obviously, rationales do not move forward, but is 
everyone happy with that change? 
 
Speaker Stone asked if Nagel was calling the question. 
 
Nagel said that this gives him pause. He thinks creatively about these things, and he can imagine a situation 
in which someone might want to change a rationale on the floor. Even if it doesn’t go forward, it does enter 
the minutes. 
 
Marcell agrees with Nagel. There have been instances in his time in the Senate when we have debated and 
changed rationales. He is confused on the mechanics. 
 
Filling thinks the way SWAS deals with this is that they return comments on the rationales to the committee 
that produced the resolution. Maybe it’s imprecise to say that what we talk about goes in the minutes. 
 
De Vries noted that we can refer the resolution back to the committee. 
 
Marcell asked if we are saying that there is no debate on the rationale. How would those suggestions get 
back to the committee? 
 
Speaker Stone said that we are discussing the rationales in debate, but we won’t do the amendments which 
change the rationales on the floor. The rationales are to help encourage you to vote. 
 
Vote results, 44 for, 1 against. Resolution passes.   
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8. First Reading Items 
a. 28/11/AS/AS Resolution is support of CFA concerted Action on November 17, 2011 
Filling moved the resolution, seconded by Nagel.   
 

RESOLUTION	  IN	  SUPPORT	  OF	  CFA	  CONCERTED	  ACTION	  ON	  NOVEMBER	  17,	  2011	  
-‐-‐-‐-‐Sense	  of	  the	  Senate	  -‐-‐-‐-‐	  Waiver	  Requested-‐-‐-‐-‐	  

	  
RESOLVED:	  	   That	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  of	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  –	  in	  keeping	  with	  its	  
historical	  role	  as	  an	  integral	  component	  of	  governance	  at	  the	  CSU	  -‐	  	  strongly	  support	  the	  California	  Faculty	  
Association's	  Concerted	  Action	  on	  behalf	  of	  all	  CSU	  faculty	  scheduled	  for	  November	  17,	  2011	  on	  the	  CSU	  
campuses	  of	  Dominguez	  Hills	  and	  East	  Bay;	  and	  be	  it	  further	  
	  
RESOLVED:	  	   That	  the	  Academic	  Senate,	  CSU	  Stanislaus	  distribute	  this	  resolution	  to	  the	  Office	  of	  the	  
Chancellor,	  the	  California	  Faculty	  Association,	  CSU	  campus	  senate	  chairs,	  and	  the	  Academic	  Senate,	  
California	  State	  University.	  
RATIONALE:	  	  
The	  Academic	  Senate	  is	  a	  representative	  body	  authorized	  by	  the	  California	  Higher	  Education	  Employer-‐
Employee	  Relations	  Act	  (HEERA)	  and,	  as	  such,	  represents	  one	  of	  the	  largest	  groups	  of	  public	  employees	  
working	  under	  collective	  bargaining	  agreements	  at	  CSU	  Stanislaus.	  	  Without	  those	  collective	  bargaining	  
agreements	  covering	  faculty,	  the	  Academic	  Senate,	  CSU	  Stanislaus	  would	  be	  both	  weakened	  and	  diverted	  
from	  its	  primary	  mission,	  as	  its	  focus	  would	  necessarily	  then	  include	  discussion	  and	  negotiation	  of	  other	  
conditions	  vital	  to	  the	  well-‐being	  of	  faculty	  including	  compensation,	  tenure	  protections,	  and	  grievance	  
concerns	  currently	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  CSU/CFA	  Collective	  Bargaining	  Agreement.	  
	  
AAUP	  President	  Cary	  Nelson	  remarked	  on	  the	  relationship	  between	  collective	  bargaining	  agreements,	  
academic	  freedom	  and	  faculty	  governance	  in	  a	  3-‐12-‐11	  communication	  to	  AAUP	  members	  
(http://www.popecenter.org/clarion_call/article.html?id=2489):	  
	  
"As	  professional	  educators,	  faculty	  members	  are	  particularly	  concerned	  with	  their	  role	  in	  curriculum	  design,	  
setting	  hiring	  priorities,	  and	  shaping	  instructional	  budget	  decisions…	  [Collective	  bargaining	  can]	  secure	  
agreements	  on	  these	  matters	  and…can	  also	  win	  contractual	  status	  for	  the	  fundamental	  values	  of	  academic	  
freedom	  and	  shared	  governance…[Collective	  bargaining]	  protects	  the	  freedom	  of	  choice	  and	  expression	  we	  
value	  in	  members	  of	  a	  university	  community".	  
	  
As	  enunciated	  in	  the	  1986	  Memorandum	  of	  the	  Academic	  Senate,	  California	  State	  University,	  
"Communications	  from	  academic	  senates	  to	  the	  CSU,	  or	  to	  CSU	  and	  CFA,	  expressing	  opinions	  or	  seeking	  
consultation	  on	  matters	  within	  scope	  [of	  representation]	  are	  not	  prohibited.	  To	  the	  contrary,	  they	  are	  clearly	  
permitted.”	  [http://www.calstate.edu/AcadSen/Records/Reports/pp.pdf]	  (See	  Section	  II,	  beginning	  with:	  
"Definitions	  of	  Role	  and	  Responsibilities	  of	  Academic	  Senates").	  	  There	  is	  thus	  no	  question	  that	  academic	  
senates	  have	  the	  right	  [some	  would	  argue	  responsibility]	  to	  communicate	  with	  both	  CSU	  and	  CFA	  on	  issues	  
of	  joint	  interest.	  	  
	  
CFA	  provides	  a	  plethora	  of	  data	  to	  support	  its	  position	  that	  the	  CSU	  can	  and	  should	  meet	  the	  obligations	  it	  
agreed	  to	  in	  the	  Collective	  Bargaining	  Agreement.	  	  Two	  independent	  fact-‐finders	  find	  that	  data	  compelling.	  	  
Given	  the	  CSU's	  unwillingness	  to	  meet	  those	  obligations	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  CSU	  has	  chosen	  to	  ignore	  the	  
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conclusions	  and	  recommendations	  of	  two	  fact-‐finding	  panels,	  it	  is	  incumbent	  upon	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  to	  
express	  its	  considered	  opinion	  that	  CFA	  is	  taking	  a	  measured	  and	  careful	  response	  to	  the	  CSU's	  
intransigence.	  	  While	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  recognizes	  the	  cost	  of	  even	  single	  day	  strikes	  to	  our	  students'	  
education,	  we	  believe	  the	  pursuit	  of	  meaningful	  bargaining	  agreements	  that	  are	  respected	  and	  executed	  by	  
all	  parties	  is	  in	  the	  best	  interest	  of	  the	  CSU,	  our	  students,	  and	  our	  continued	  abilities	  to	  meet	  our	  mission.	  
 
Filling requested waiver of the first reading because the action is on Thursday. Foreman moved to a second 
reading, seconded by Strahm. 
 
McGhee thinks it would be wise to show support before something happens. 
 
Results of the vote to move to a second reading, 42 for, 2 against, 1 abstention. The resolution moved to a 
second reading. 
 
Filling said that embedded in the rationale is some language from a memoranda of the Academic Senate in 
1976. One of the things that is very clear from reading this is that Academic Senates have the right to 
communicate with the CFA and CSU in matters of mutual interest. Speaking as someone who was at the fact 
findings that were the basis of this action; it is true that the CSU has refused twice to go along with the 
independent fact finders who they agreed to abide by when they selected them. Last year, the CSU took in 
$300 million more money than the year before and spent $200 million less. As a member of the bargaining 
team, he has spent years sitting in rooms trying to reach a compromise to be told No, then the CSU bargainer 
gets up and leaves the room. He is told that this is the same issue with CSUEU. 
 
Nagel almost just wants to say that he’s mad as hell and he’s not going to take this anymore. He thinks that 
CSU East Bay and Dominguez Hills would appreciate our support so he hopes that we support this. 
 
Strahm noted that her twitter feed tells her that the State University of New York, UC Riverside, and UC San 
Diego have given their support to the strike. 
 
McGhee thinks it is important to show as much support as possible. We have seen recently in Ohio where 
arbitrary decisions were made against the majority. If you look at the state giving back $700 million and 
MPP raises of $500 million, and then they’re raising tuition on the students because there is no money. We 
can only make progress if they believe their jobs are at risk. 
 
Vote results were 38 for, 6 against, and 1 abstention. Resolution passes.  
 
b. 24/AS/11/SEC Resolution Calling For Suspension of the CSU Online Initiative (Sense of Senate) 
O’Brien moved the resolution and Filling seconded. O’Brien read the resolution as follows and requested a 
waiver. 
 

24/AS/11/SEC	  –	  Resolution	  Calling	  For	  Suspension	  of	  the	  CSU	  Online	  Initiative	  
-‐-‐-‐-‐Sense	  of	  the	  Senate-‐-‐-‐-‐Waiver	  Requested-‐-‐-‐-‐	  

	  
RESOLVED:	   	  That	  the	  Faculty	  Senate	  of	  the	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  call	  upon	  the	  Chancellor	  
to	  suspend	  the	  expenditure	  of	  any	  further	  University,	  Foundation	  or	  Auxiliary	  funds	  on	  a	  system-‐wide	  online	  
initiative	  until	  at	  least	  80%	  of	  the	  campus	  senates	  approve	  the	  basic	  issues	  involved	  in	  such	  an	  initiative;	  
and,	  be	  it	  further	  
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RESOLVED:	   	  That	  copies	  of	  this	  resolution	  be	  distributed	  to	  CSU	  Campus	  Senate	  Chairs,	  the	  
Executive	  Committee	  of	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  of	  the	  California	  State	  University,	  Chancellor	  
Charles	  B.	  Reed,	  Executive	  Vice	  Chancellor	  Ephraim	  P.	  Smith,	  Executive	  Vice	  Chancellor	  and	  
Chief	  Financial	  Officer	  Benjamin	  F.	  Quilling,	  the	  Technology	  Steering	  Committee	  Presidents	  
(Karen	  Haynes,	  Jolene	  Koester,	  Rollin	  Richmond,	  Richard	  Rush,	  John	  Welty,	  F.	  King	  
Alexander,	  Jeff	  Armstrong,	  Millie	  Garcia,	  Paul	  Zing),	  and	  members	  of	  the	  Board	  of	  Trustees	  of	  
the	  California	  State	  University.	  
	  
RATIONALE:	  
Faculty	  have	  primacy	  over	  the	  curriculum	  and	  possess	  specialized	  knowledge	  of	  the	  skills	  and	  subject	  matter	  
pertaining	  to	  their	  respective	  disciplines,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  expertise	  developed	  over	  time	  and	  through	  
experience	  to	  determine	  which	  particular	  pedagogical	  methods	  can	  most	  effectively	  convey	  those	  skills	  and	  
that	  subject	  matter	  to	  their	  students.	  	  	  
	  
Well-‐designed	  and	  executed	  online	  programs	  can	  be	  a	  useful	  addition	  to	  the	  variety	  of	  pedagogical	  methods	  
available	  to	  faculty.	  	  The	  best	  online	  programs	  develop	  from	  faculty	  working	  on	  their	  individual	  campuses	  
within	  their	  particular	  disciplines	  who	  have	  immediate	  knowledge	  both	  of	  the	  demands	  of	  those	  disciplines	  
and	  the	  needs	  of	  their	  students.	  	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  is	  actively	  developing	  multiple	  online	  
programs	  designed	  to	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  current	  and	  future	  students,	  and	  has	  been	  an	  innovator	  in	  ensuring	  
that	  faculty	  are	  appropriately	  prepared	  for	  teaching	  in	  online	  programs.	  
	  
A	  CSU	  system-‐wide	  initiative	  can	  offer	  potential	  benefits	  both	  (1)	  in	  the	  financing	  and	  marketing	  of	  online	  
programs	  due	  to	  economies	  of	  scale	  and	  (2)	  in	  serving	  as	  a	  repository	  of	  best	  practices	  developed	  at	  the	  
several	  campuses	  in	  the	  system,	  however	  a	  system-‐wide	  online	  initiative	  must	  (1)	  derive-‐-‐first-‐of-‐all-‐-‐from	  
the	  faculty	  who	  will	  actually	  perform	  online	  instruction	  when	  and	  where	  it	  is	  appropriate,	  (2)	  address	  the	  
intellectual	  property	  rights	  of	  faculty	  who	  create	  courses,	  (3)	  indicate	  how	  the	  quality	  and	  effectiveness	  of	  
online	  courses	  will	  be	  determined,	  (4)	  indicate	  how	  new	  curricula	  are	  to	  be	  developed	  and	  what	  approval	  
process	  will	  be	  applied	  to	  them,	  and	  (5)	  indicate	  the	  relationship	  between	  maintaining	  the	  quality	  of	  
individual	  courses	  and	  maintaining	  the	  quality	  of	  degrees	  and	  programs,	  and	  assuring	  that	  the	  CSU	  degree	  
will	  be	  meaningful	  and	  our	  graduates	  well	  educated.	  The	  Katz	  Report	  and	  the	  online	  initiative	  based	  upon	  it	  
fail	  to	  address	  any	  of	  the	  foregoing	  considerations	  adequately,	  going	  so	  far	  as	  to	  proposing	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  
twenty-‐fourth	  online	  campus,	  independent	  from	  the	  existing	  campuses.	  
	  
The	  development	  of	  a	  CSU	  Online	  Initiative	  is	  entirely	  premature	  until	  adequate	  consultation	  has	  been	  
engaged	  in	  with	  the	  faculty	  of	  the	  campuses;	  and	  because	  there	  has	  not	  been	  such	  consultation,	  the	  funding	  
of	  the	  Katz	  Report,	  the	  proposed	  appointment	  of	  an	  Executive	  Director,	  and	  all	  other	  expenses	  associated	  
with	  the	  CSU	  Online	  Initiative	  constitute	  an	  unwise	  use	  of	  critically	  scarce	  University	  resources.	  
 
O’Brien thinks this is timely and important. Filling and he were in a SWAS meeting this last week and this 
took the lion’s share of the time. A director has been hired and we need to speak to that director and this is 
the way to do it. 
 
Voted on moving the resolution to a second reading. Results of the vote, 44 for, 1 against. The resolution is 
now at a second reading.     
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O’Brien thanked all who voted for approving the waiver to a second reading. This is an important and timely 
topic, and much of the wording is taken from a San Bernardino resolution. Just so we are clear this is not 
anti-online. We are asking for the Chancellor to hear the faculty.  O’Brien sent out an email to ASnet with 
the Katz report which was done by a consultant on where instruction could potentially go in the CSU. A 
candidate has been hired as the director.  It’s a woman with a lot of online experience who comes from one 
of the Chapman campuses. The important thing is that this is not anti-online but faculty need a voice. On the 
committee there are two faculty members and we did a telecom with President John Welty of Fresno and he 
was inundated with questions he could not answer. So hence the resolution is in front of you. 
 
Filling noted that among the questions we asked were the following: Who owns the intellectual property for 
these courses and programs? How are we going to deal with intercampus credit? How are you going to use 
the $2.5 million? The responses we got were “We don’t know and we hadn’t thought of that.”  It is clear that 
they’re rushing to get this done, and the people rushing don’t know what they are doing. 
 
Kevin Nemeth apologized for sending this out late, but he encouraged all to review the document he sent out 
today. It is written with the intention to ask for comments on the direction of this important initiative. Again, 
he apologized for the late distribution. 
 
Foreman assumes we are asking for an interruption to the timetable. Is there a timetable? 
 
O’Brien said no there is nothing. There is a director and a board, and during the discussion with President 
Welte there was a request to include the speaker of the SWAS and they agreed immediately. He thinks there 
is a willingness to work with faculty, but we need to get involved and work with them. 
 
Khodabandeh said that the CSSA sent out the same email that was sent out later. This resolution undermines 
the Online Governing Board’s work, but he feels like we won’t have the answers before their work is done. 
 
O’Brien said that this resolution is asking the board to include us now. Khodabandeh noted that there are 
faculty on this board. O’Brien noted that there is not any faculty representing our campus, so we are asking 
them to go slowly and talk to us. 
 
Filling said that when we asked when this program would be offering classes, President Welte suggested in 
2012. 
 
Provost Strong asked if this is the appropriate body to ask for a suspension of further expenditures on the 
CSU Online Initiative. Shouldn’t we see what the plan is before we ask them to stop what they’re doing? It 
would seem that we should let the new director put together a plan before we ask them to stop expenditures. 
 
O’Brien wants to point out that this is a sense of the senate resolution. We are expressing our opinion to the 
board asking them to come to us as we want to have input on this.  
 
Foreman noted that if we wait until they have promulgated a policy before we offer input, will we even be 
able to offer up input. 
 
Gerson said that if the money does get spent then we know it’s a done deal, so if we don’t get our voices 
heard before the money is spent we won’t have a voice  
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Khodabandeh thinks we need to rely on our academic leaders to get information back to us. The SWAS and 
CSSA leaders should provide information to us so we can react before it is all said and done. 
 
McGhee said that looking at this initiative we are trying to develop a new curriculum, and if we are looking 
at an online campus, how are these curricula going to be run? He sees that from the standpoint of the faculty 
that we want input because we are going to actualize whatever is going to be approved. The people currently 
implementing this might not be able to accommodate all the issues out there. As academics we like to have 
control over how we teach because we have the knowledge of the curriculum. 
 
Foreman asked if this resolution is offensive to the sense of the protocol we have with SWAS. Should 
protocol run from high to low and would this shouting from the bottom of the mountain be something SWAS 
would have a problem with? 
 
O’Brien thinks it’s the collective voice of all the campus systems wanting to be a part of it. In the CSU, there 
are currently 66 programs and we need to ask what will happen to them. Will there be a new campus? 
Everyone says no, but who is going to teach these classes? Will it be CSU faculty or maybe people hired 
from New York?  O’Brien asked President Shirvani about this when he met with their college and Shirvani 
said it’s just a coordinating effort.  The President flushed out some particulars, but it would be nice if we all 
knew what those were before we dove into this.  
 
Silverman is concerned that the reader of the document will not know what we discussed here and what 
Senator O'Brien said so eloquently and might read the resolution as being anti-online learning. Whereas, 
what we are interested is to state that faculty wants to be included in this academic issue from the beginning. 
 
Nagel is confused how the BoT or the Chancellor’s Office has legal authority to engage in this process. For a 
campus to exist, it must be approved by the legislature. It may not be said about forming a 24th campus, but 
everything that a campus does will be done by this online system. 
 
Provost Strong doesn’t think there will be a 24th campus. If there is they have to get WASC approval, and he 
doesn’t think there’s anything illegal about that. The cost of creating a 24th campus would be exceedingly 
high, and that’s not going to happen. This initiative could lower costs and provide standardizations which 
could be very effective. He thinks that this resolution is not the appropriate resolution. There should be a 
resolution that says that the faculty want to be involved and how they want to be involved. This resolution 
says not to spend any money until 80% of the campuses’ Academic Senates approve the CSU Online 
Initiative Plan which doesn’t send the right message. 
 
Filling said yes, that they do have authority to do this as they set up a nonprofit organization to do this. 
 
Baker had some similar thoughts to what Silverman said. He thinks that the name of the resolution needs to 
change at least. 
 
Regalado sees the merit of calling for suspension of expenditures because faculty want a voice to address 
concerns with aspects of the program which we have questions about. There are questions about the 
academic mission and the curriculum which have nothing to do with revenues and expenditures. We are not 
a business, we are a university. These issues of curriculum are issues which we need to ask about. 
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Bolton agrees that this resolution does not reflect what we want to get, which is inclusion. It mentions 
expenditures and an 80% number. A resolution which calls for inclusion should be far clearer in the title and 
content. 
 
Petrosky said that what leads him to support this resolution is the tendency for administration to create a 
policy and present it to the faculty after the fact 
 
Khodabandeh asked if we can include the word “spending” after “initiative” in the resolution title. 
 
Foreman suggested the following wording “Resolution Calling for Suspension of Spending on the CSU 
Online Initiative.” Khodabandeh thought that sounded fine.  
 
Peterson suggested another change to the title “Resolution Calling Greater Faculty Inclusion in the Design 
of the CSU Online Initiative” and a change to the first resolved to include the word “significant” 
 
McGhee is concerned with the second “significant” not being defined. They could interpret this however 
they want. He is concerned with the dubious use of  the word “significant.” 
 
Regalado said that McGhee took the words right out of his mouth. He likes the way it was worded and thinks 
that is the only way to get an audience with the Chancellor’s office. 
 
Peterson said that if we literally expend all expenditures then it does become significant because when 
expending people’s time you’re spending money too.   
 
Baker said that our goal is to get them to listen to us. He thinks that they won’t agree if we take a hard line 
on this. If they hear “don’t spend any money” they will ignore the whole thing. If we take too hard a position 
they will dismiss the entire thing.   
 
Garcia moved to split the question, seconded by O’Brien. 
 
Peterson accepted this as friendly. 
 
Speaker Stone noted that we are voting on the title change only. Results of the vote, 40 for, 5 against.  
 
Speaker Stone noted that we are now voting on the Resolved change. Results of the vote, 23 for, 20 against, 
3 abstained.   
 
Marcell moved to table this resolution to a time certain at the next Senate meeting, seconded by Silverman. 
 
Khodabandeh asked that we consider the word “significant “that Peterson had recommended.  
 
Regalado asked who determines what “significant” is.  He likes the way it is worded “to suspend the 
expenditures.” Regalado asked if it is possible that the initiative will happen before we meet again.   
 
Speaker Stone clarified that if you vote yes it will come back to the Senate at the next meeting if you vote no 
we will continue discussion.  
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Results of the vote on tabling this item, 9 for, 34 against, and 2 abstentions.  Discussion continued.   
 
McGhee would like to recommend that we come up with a definition for significant. Be it 20%, 30%, or 40% 
because $100,000 can be significant or $900,000 can be significant. Khodabandeh agreed. 
 
Foreman said that we can name an amount or suggest they pay this person and spend money to specify the 
purposes. He suggested the following amendment to the first Resolved: Suspend expenditure of any further 
funds on the online initiative except for the directors salary/benefits, office staff and attempts to receive 
faculty input.  Seconded by Petrosky.  
 
Marcell thinks that putting this level of detail into a Sense of the Senate resolution is going to make people 
look at this and dismiss it outright. He doesn’t think this captures the sense of what we are trying to do. 
 
Peterson knows that “significant” is vague, but she thinks it is more in line with what we want. 
 
From Silverman's personal experience, sometimes to design something you do have to spend money as was 
said by his colleague from economics. 
 
Foreman said that if we were to send this back to SEC he would make this motion there. He would be happy 
to withdraw this motion in favor of a better one, if there is another suggestion someone would like to make. 
 
Sarraille cannot remain silent any longer. This is just an observation. This is system wide and it’s a huge 
undertaking, and a lot of people have a lot of questions about it. They are not going to study every word of 
our resolution. What is really going to matter is that 23 campuses pass a resolution like this, plus SWAS, 
plus other bodies, and it doesn’t make too much difference what we say. 
 
Marcell asked if this can be sent back to SEC and within a week go back to the Senate. 
 
Nagel called the question. 
 
Results of the vote on the amendment 17 for, and 27 against. The amendment fails.  
 
Marcell motioned to close debate and Strahm Seconded. 
 
Results of the vote to close the debate, 39 for, 4 against, 2 abstained.  Debate is closed.  
 
Voted on the revised title and first resolved to read as follows: 
 
24/AS/11/SEC	  –	  Resolution	  Calling	  For	  Suspension	  For	  Greater	  Faculty	  Inclusion	  in	  the	  Design	  of	  the	  CSU	  
Online	  Initiative	  -‐-‐-‐-‐Sense	  of	  the	  Senate-‐-‐-‐-‐Waiver	  Requested-‐-‐-‐-‐	  
	  
RESOLVED:	   	  That	  the	  Faculty	  Senate	  of	  the	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  call	  upon	  the	  Chancellor	  
to	  suspend	  significant	  the	  expenditures	  of	  any	  further	  University,	  Foundation	  or	  Auxiliary	  funds	  on	  a	  system-‐
wide	  online	  initiative	  until	  at	  least	  80%	  of	  the	  campus	  senates	  approve	  the	  basic	  issues	  involved	  in	  such	  an	  
initiative;	  and,	  be	  it	  further	  
 
Results of Vote, 37 for, 6 against, 2 abstained. The amended resolution passes.  
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c. 25/AS/11/SEC Resolution in Support of the Associated Students Incorporated Resolution on 
Continuation of the Federal Pell Grant Program (Sense of Senate) 
Filling moved the resolution, seconded by Strahm.  
 
Khodabandeh noted that weeks ago ASI passed a resolution which was passed on the statewide level. We 
proposed that the Pell grants be awarded to nonprofit and state institutions as opposed to for-profit 
institutions. 
 
Strahm said that one of these things is exceptionally important. They want to reduce the Pell grant from 18 to 
12 semesters which for our student body means that a lot of people are going to have a very difficult time 
trying to get through and get an education. She strongly supports the ASI resolution and our resolution 
supporting it. 
 
25/AS/11/SEC	  Resolution	  in	  Support	  of	  the	  Associated	  Students	  Incorporated	  Resolution	  on	  Continuation	  

of	  the	  Federal	  Pell	  Grant	  Program	  
	  
Be	  it	  resolved:	  That	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  of	  California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  supports	  the	  Associated	  
Students	  Incorporated	  ASI	  Resolution	  ASIBODR1112-‐03	  on	  the	  support	  of	  the	  Federal	  Student	  Pell	  Grant	  
program.	  
	  	  
Rationale:	   	  The	  cost	  of	  education	  nation-‐wide,	  and	  in	  particular	  within	  the	  California	  State	  University	  
(CSU)	  system	  continues	  to	  increase	  with	  ever	  greater	  speed.	  The	  Federal	  Pell	  Grant	  Program	  is	  one	  
significant	  federal	  program	  that	  helps	  students	  pay	  these	  spiraling	  costs.	  Last	  year	  $560	  Million	  of	  Pell	  
Grant	  funding	  helped	  140,000	  CSU	  students	  meet	  the	  rapidly	  increasing	  cost	  of	  college	  education.	  	  	  	  
Loss	  of	  this	  federal	  program	  would	  have	  wide	  ranging	  implications	  across	  the	  country.	  Given	  that	  CSU	  
students	  are	  the	  biggest	  recipients	  in	  this	  program,	  the	  cost	  to	  our	  students	  and	  the	  CSU	  are	  enormous.	  
Potential	  loss	  of	  this	  program	  will	  have	  impacts	  that	  will	  be	  felt	  immediately	  and	  for	  an	  entire	  generation.	  
 
Petrosky asked if this resolution is time sensitive. 
 
Khodabandeh wants all the support they can get on this resolution by the time they go to Washington. This is 
very time sensitive as they go to session at end of the year, and he doesn’t think we can put this off.  
 
Petrosky moved the resolution to a second reading, seconded by Marcell. 
 
Regalado asked what the position of our U.S. house of representative is on this issue.  
 
Khodabandeh  said that Denham is neutral on this topic.  
 
Results of the vote on a second reading, 42 for, 2 against.  Resolution moved to a second reading. 
 
O’Brien supports this resolution, as it is incredibly important. The Chancellor did go to Washington and 
supported this knowing how fundamental it is to the CSU. 
 
McGhee asked if Pell grants apply to graduate school. Khodabandeh believes that if you have not reached 18 
semesters then you can apply for your Pell grant to Graduate  School. 
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McGhee believes that in that case it is important. 
 
Results of the vote 42 for, 2 against. The resolution passes.  
 
d. 26/AS/11/SEC Authentic Discussion of Mission Statement and Strategic Plan (Sense of Senate) 
Colnic moved the resolution, seconded by Filling.  
 
26/AS/11/SEC	  Resolution	  on	  Authentic	  Discussion	  of	  Mission	  Statement	  and	  Implementation	  of	  Strategic	  

Plan	  (Sense	  of	  the	  Senate)	  
	  

Resolved:	  	   That	  the	  faculty	  and	  Academic	  Senate	  hereby	  authorize	  the	  Senate	  Executive	  Committee	  to	  
create	  a	  transparent	  and	  participatory	  process	  for	  discussion	  and	  implementation	  of	  the	  Mission	  of	  
California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus,	  and	  be	  it	  further	  	  	  
	  
Resolved:	  	   That	  the	  process	  be	  open	  to	  all	  members	  of	  the	  university	  community.	  	  This	  includes,	  but	  is	  
not	  limited	  to,	  students,	  staff,	  faculty,	  and	  administration,	  and	  be	  it	  further	  
	  
Resolved:	   That	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  recommends	  that	  President	  Shirvani	  convene	  the	  Strategic	  
Planning	  Work	  Group	  to	  facilitate	  this	  and	  other	  planning	  and	  prioritization	  efforts.	  	  	  
	  
Rationale:	   	  
The	  Provost	  has	  proposed	  a	  holistic	  review	  of	  academic	  programs.	  	  This	  proposal	  acknowledges	  the	  
centrality	  achievement	  of	  the	  mission	  of	  the	  University.	  	  Given	  this	  centrality,	  ensuring	  a	  high	  level	  of	  
understanding	  of	  the	  University	  Mission	  and	  reaffirming	  a	  consensus	  to	  support	  that	  mission	  forms	  an	  
important	  component	  of	  the	  review	  process.	  
	  
Several	  senators	  broached	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  University	  Mission	  in	  relation	  to	  holistic	  review	  of	  academic	  
programs	  at	  the	  1	  November,	  2011	  meeting	  of	  the	  Academic	  Senate.	  
	  
This	  mission	  was	  originally	  approved	  in	  1996	  (17/AS/96/Ad	  Hoc)	  and	  affirmed	  in	  2005	  (19/AS/04/USPSC).	  	  	  
This	  University	  Mission	  is	  referenced	  in	  the	  self-‐study	  documents	  submitted	  to	  WASC.	  	  	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  Mission	  Statement,	  in	  Spring	  2007,	  the	  Academic	  Senate	  and	  President	  Shirvani	  approved	  
a	  strategic	  plan	  entitled	  “Framing	  the	  Future”	  (12/AS/07/SEC).	  	  The	  Strategic	  Plan	  focuses	  attention	  on	  the	  
University	  Mission.	  	  This	  document	  provides	  guidance	  regarding	  University-‐wide	  priorities	  and	  offers	  a	  
means	  to	  reach	  those	  priorities	  to	  advance	  the	  University	  Mission.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Strategic	  Plan	  Working	  Group	  (SPWG)	  was	  created	  in	  November	  2007	  with	  the	  charge	  of	  prioritizing	  
and	  implementing	  various	  elements	  of	  the	  Strategic	  Plan.	  	  Although,	  following	  the	  2007-‐8	  Academic	  Year	  
the	  Academic	  Senate	  urged	  President	  Shirvani	  to	  convene	  the	  SPWG	  (02/AS/10/SEC),	  the	  SPWG	  has	  only	  
met	  sporadically.	  	  For	  instance,	  the	  SPWG	  met	  once	  in	  the	  2010-‐11	  Academic	  Year.	  	  	  
 
Colnic said that this goes back to the holistic review of programs and the frequent mention of the mission in 
that document, but the document does not clearly state what our mission is. He found that the mission was 
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approved in 1996 and mentioned many times since. In 2007 we created a Strategic Plan and a Strategic Plan 
Workgroup reviewed that Strategic Plan. 
 
Filling said that to the best of his knowledge the Strategic Plan Workgroup met 2–3 times in the last year and 
created a survey which never went out due to a miscommunication. 
 
Marshall supports this resolution. She was one of the Senators who mentioned that we need to clarify how 
the Strategic Plan and Mission will enter into the Holistic Review of Academic Programs. This resolution 
will return to the Senate as a second reading item at the next meeting on December 6, 2011.   
 
e. 27/AS/11/UEPC Resolution to Revise Add/Drop policy 
Foreman moved the resolution, seconded by Colnic.  
	  

27/AS/11/UEPC	  Resolution	  to	  Revise	  Add/Drop	  policy	  
Resolved:	  	  That	  the	  Registration	  Policy	  by	  amended	  by	  adding	  language	  as	  follows:	  	  	  
“Registration	  
	  
Schedule	  of	  Classes.	   To	  facilitate	  academic	  advising	  for	  registration,	  the	  Schedule	  of	  Classes	  for	  
Summer/Fall	  is	  normally	  available	  to	  students	  within	  the	  first	  2	  weeks	  of	  April,	  and	  for	  Winter/Spring	  within	  
the	  first	  two	  weeks	  of	  November.	  Students	  should	  always	  be	  directed	  to	  this	  publication	  for	  registration/fee	  
procedures,	  deadlines,	  and	  course	  offerings.	  
	  
Registration	  Options.	   Students	  may	  register	  during	  the	  priority	  period	  through	  the	  last	  day	  to	  Add	  without	  
an	  instructor’s	  signature	  on	  the	  Web	  Registration	  System,	  and	  at	  the	  Admissions	  and	  Records	  Office	  or	  
Stockton	  campus	  during	  in-‐person	  registration	  periods.	  See	  the	  Schedule	  of	  Classes	  for	  specific	  dates.	  
	  
Last	  Free	  Drop	  Date.	  	  	  The	  last	  day	  students	  may	  drop	  a	  course	  without	  penalty	  is	  the	  fifth	  day	  of	  instruction	  
for	  Fall	  and	  Spring	  semesters.	  	  After	  that	  date	  until	  the	  enrollment	  Census	  Date,	  students	  dropping	  a	  course	  
will	  be	  charged	  a	  fee;	  this	  includes	  students	  dropped	  via	  Instructor	  Withdrawal	  after	  the	  fifth	  day	  of	  
instruction.	  	  	  
	  
Enrollment	  Census	  Date.	   The	  enrollment	  Census	  Date	  is	  the	  twentieth	  day	  of	  instruction	  for	  Fall	  and	  
Spring	  semesters,	  sixth	  day	  of	  instruction	  for	  the	  Winter	  Term	  and	  normally	  the	  tenth	  day	  of	  instruction	  for	  
summer	  Session	  A,	  and	  the	  sixth	  day	  of	  instruction	  for	  Session	  B.	  
	  
Class	  Rosters.	  Once	  registration	  begins,	  student	  enrollment	  in	  course	  sections	  may	  be	  verified	  on-‐line	  using	  
campus	  BANNER	  software	  or	  FacWeb	  via	  the	  internet.	  Official	  Class	  Rosters	  are	  distributed	  to	  departments	  
for	  faculty	  distribution	  one	  workday	  before	  classes	  begin.	  The	  Enrollment	  Services	  Office	  also	  provides	  4	  or	  5	  
additional	  updated	  rosters	  through	  Census	  Date.	  Class	  Rosters	  are	  complete	  and	  accurate	  as	  of	  midnight	  
before	  date	  of	  issue.	  Instructors	  do	  not	  have	  authority	  to	  allow	  a	  non-‐registered	  student	  to	  remain	  in	  the	  
course.	  An	  instructor	  must	  assume	  that	  all	  non-‐roster	  and	  waitlisted	  students	  are	  not	  yet	  officially	  registered	  
in	  the	  course	  and	  should	  refer	  them	  to	  Enrollment	  Services	  if	  they	  can	  be	  accommodated,	  or	  to	  the	  Web	  
Registration	  System	  to	  verify	  their	  enrollment.”	  
	  
Resolved:	  	  That	  the	  schedule	  of	  fees	  be	  altered	  to	  include	  a	  ‘late	  drop	  fee’	  and	  that	  the	  fee	  be	  set	  at	  $25.	  	  	  
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Resolved:	  	  That	  the	  ‘Instructor	  Withdraw’	  policy	  be	  amended	  by	  adding	  language	  as	  follows:	  
	  
“Instructor	  Withdrawal	  
Students	  who	  register	  for	  a	  class	  and	  do	  not	  attend	  the	  first	  class	  meeting	  should	  notify	  the	  instructor	  or	  the	  
departmental	  office	  no	  later	  than	  24	  hours	  after	  the	  first	  class	  meeting	  of	  their	  intent	  to	  remain	  in	  the	  
course.	  A	  student	  who	  fails	  to	  do	  so	  may	  then	  be	  dropped	  administratively	  from	  the	  class	  by	  the	  instructor.	  
An	  instructor	  may	  also	  administratively	  drop	  a	  student	  who	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  catalog	  prerequisites	  for	  the	  
class.	  These	  instructor	  withdrawals	  are	  done	  by	  the	  instructor	  writing	  an	  “IW”	  next	  to	  the	  name	  on	  the	  
roster,	  signing	  the	  roster,	  and	  submitting	  to	  the	  Admissions	  and	  Records	  Office.	  These	  administrative	  drops	  
shall	  be	  without	  penalty	  to	  the	  instructor	  and	  must	  be	  filed	  by	  the	  instructor	  with	  the	  Director	  of	  Admissions	  
&	  Records	  no	  later	  than	  the	  census	  date.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  fourth	  week	  of	  instruction	  there	  shall	  be	  a	  
campus-‐	  wide	  enrollment	  update;	  If	  the	  instructor	  fails	  to	  administratively	  drop	  a	  student	  who	  has	  not	  
attended	  class,	  it	  is	  still	  the	  student's	  responsibility	  to	  drop	  the	  class	  through	  the	  Admissions	  &	  Records	  
Office.	  22/AS/82/EPC	  Approved	  February	  18,	  1983	  Amended	  by	  the	  UEPC	  on	  October	  23,	  1990,	  
4/AS/05/UEPC	  Amended	  and	  Approved	  May	  19,	  2005.”	  
	  
Rationale:	  	  Recent	  reductions	  in	  course	  offerings	  have	  created	  a	  rise	  in	  the	  number	  of	  seats	  filled	  in	  each	  
class.	  	  This	  means	  that	  some	  students	  are	  unable	  to	  get	  courses	  they	  want	  or	  need	  because	  courses	  are	  full.	  	  
If	  students	  who	  decide	  not	  to	  take	  a	  class	  drop	  in	  a	  timely	  way,	  that	  opens	  up	  seats	  for	  other	  students	  who	  
want	  the	  class.	  	  Currently,	  students	  may	  stay	  registered	  for	  classes	  they	  do	  not	  plan	  to	  complete	  until	  the	  
Census	  Date,	  which	  provides	  the	  little	  incentive	  to	  drop	  in	  a	  timely	  way.	  	  This	  policy	  gives	  students	  a	  reason	  
to	  drop	  an	  unwanted	  course	  within	  the	  first	  week,	  which	  would	  allow	  others	  to	  register	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  
week	  two,	  when	  many	  instructors	  are	  still	  accepting	  new	  students.	  	  Students	  who	  complete	  the	  coursework	  
and	  attend	  class	  in	  hopes	  of	  registering	  late	  will	  better	  understand	  their	  chances	  of	  getting	  into	  the	  course	  
by	  early	  in	  week	  two.	  	  	  	  Encouraging	  students	  to	  move	  between	  courses	  can	  facilitate	  time	  to	  degree	  by	  
making	  more	  seats	  available	  in	  all	  courses,	  so	  students	  can	  more	  easily	  find	  courses	  that	  will	  move	  them	  
toward	  their	  educational	  goals.	  
 
Foreman said that the UEPC received some requests for new policies. Currently a student can enroll in a 
class and maintain a seat until the census date. This change establishes a fee of $25 for a student who 
withdraws after day 5 of instruction. 
 
Khodabandeh cannot support this resolution as it does not offer any flexibility for students in that time 
period. We don’t know every story in a student’s personal life and they should be afforded the right to some 
flexibility. 
 
Colnic thinks we should consider how this would affect graduate students in particular who might only meet 
in a class once a week. He suggested that we change it to 10 days to accommodate those students. 
 
De Vries asked about prorated fees. He wonders what the current fee schedule is for students who enroll for 
over 6 credits.   
 
McGhee said that since the goal is to provide space for students in full classes, he suggests that this should 
apply only to classes that are full. 
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Nagel was going to suggest that we change it to 10 days for all students, and not just graduate students. 
 
Taylor supports the resolution in the sense that he teaches impacted classes and he has to deal with who will 
stay and who will go. However, he does agree that it has to be shorter than a 2 week span. He supports the 
overall concept with a few tweaks. 
 
Khodabandeh agrees with McGhee that if the underlying reason is full classes and not collecting a fee, then 
he agrees that it should only apply to classes that are full. 
 
O’Brien believes that FBAC should look at this. 
 
Foreman said that this is an issue that states that waiting 2 weeks to add students is too long. Also, he thinks 
just having the fee apply to some classes is problematic. 
 
Filling asked what the financial impact on the students is. What will they do with the funds they collect and 
do we have the capacity to do this without spending more money implementing this into PeopleSoft?    
 
Provost Strong supports the resolution to revise the Add/Drop policy. He believes that 5 days is appropriate. 
He thinks it is problematic to apply this only to classes that are full so he encourages UEPC not to do that. 
The $25 fee is not insignificant, but it is not a large burden. 
 
Foreman said that the instructor withdrawals are not well dealt with in the policy. According to the instructor 
withdrawal policy the instructor can drop the students on day 2 or 3.   
 
Strahm asked if this is a major problem on this campus. She would love to get some data on that because $25 
is significant to her, and she makes a decent wage. Maybe she has students who are different from the norm, 
but $25 is some students’ food budget for the week. We just mentioned that we have poor students in the Pell 
grant resolution, but now we are going to charge them a $25 fee.  
 
Khodabandeh said that $25 may not be a large cost for some students, but it may impact a lot of students. He 
would like some data on the impact on students should this happen. 
 
Lauren Byerly asked if the using the IW (instructor withdrawal) could be a way to avoid the penalty? If it did 
not carry the penalty could a recommendation be made by the student to the faculty to withdraw them. 
 
McGhee said that the students might miss one class and find that they don’t meet the requirements and 
suddenly they will be penalized, or maybe they can’t afford the textbooks. This timeframe is very short for 
students. So, if we are going to charge them $25 they may just decide to wait until after census. 
 
Espinoza noted that the reality is that no student has to pay this fee. They just need to decide what their final 
schedule is going to be before the deadline. 
 
Khodabandeh is not arguing that, but he doesn’t think that this is flexible enough for students. Most of our 
semesters start midweek and this is just not flexible enough. 
 
Marcell hates to be the naysayer, but at some point students have to take responsibility. He has an impacted 
classroom and has to put the responsibility on the students. We are debating the needs of the students, but 
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what we are ignoring is that students need to plan ahead and that there are other students who need that class 
as well who can’t get it. 
 
Baker agrees that there should be a waiver for special circumstances. The goal is not to make money on these 
fees but to make students think about their schedules. 
 
Strahm wants to remind everyone that we floated the idea of having a food bank on this campus and that is 
how bad it is. 
 
Silverman thinks that 5 days should be sufficient for a student to make a decision whether or not (s)he is 
interested taking the class. 
 
Foreman said that 5 days of instruction is the policy. 
 
Filling said that since this is not about collecting money, he stipulates that the money go to ASI. 
 
McGhee said that since we don’t offer enough sections for the students to get what we need, then 5 days 
might be unrealistic. It is not necessarily always the students fault.  
 
Colnic said that this resolution suggests that students are dropping sections after 12 days because they are 
lazy and he disagrees. He thinks because that it’s due to the difficulty in obtaining the sections that fit their 
schedule. 
 
De Vries disagrees with economic incentives. He likes to have his classes predetermined. Why not just have 
an earlier census date. He’s in favor of doing what we can to help the students get the classes they need but 
does not agree that we’ll motivate students with this new policy.   
 
Bolton noted that this is a big problem on our campus, and he thinks an economic incentive is appropriate. 
We have students who cannot get into classes because students are not dropping classes and we have other 
students waiting in classes which they do not need because they are waiting for other sections to open up and 
need 12 units for eligibility.  
 
Provost Strong noted that the census date is established by the Chancellor and we cannot change that day. 
 
This resolution was forwarded to FBAC for review.   
 
9. Open Forum 
a. CSUS Mission Statement http://www.csustan.edu/facultyhandbook/MissionVisionValues.html 
 Deferred.  
b. CSUS Strategic Plan http://www.csustan.edu/StrategicPlanning/documents/StrategicPlan.pdf 
 Deferred. 
c. Ad hoc Program Prioritization Review Committee to Holistically Review Academic Programs 
 Deferred. 
 
10. Adjournment 
 4:02pm 
 


