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1. Call to order 

2:02pm 
 

2. Approval of Agenda 
Approved. 
 

3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of March 13, 2012 
Approved. 
 

4. Introductions 
Guests were Lauren Byerly, Kevin Nemeth, John Sarraille, Brian Duggan, Annie Hor, Linda 
Nowak, Halyna Kornuta, Dennis Shimek, Daryl Moore, Reza Kamali, Robert Marino, James 
Tuedio, Betsy Eudey, Wendy Smith, and Beverly Finley.  
 
5. Announcements 
Speaker Stone welcomed Beverly Finley. B. Finley noted that measure T is a campaign to extend 
the 1/8 of 1 penny sales tax which was first approved in 1995.  At that time the county and cities 
reduced or eliminated their financial support of the entire library system.  This 1/8 cent of l 
penny sales tax has been renewed three times but it expires next year.  She is the co-chair of the 
campaign to extend the sales tax once again for five years. 

Academic Senate  
March 27, 2012  
 
Present:  
Baker, Bice, Bettencourt, , Buhler-Scott, Burroughs, 
Colnic, Deaner, Drake, Espinoza, Foreman, Garcia, 
Gerson, Gomula, Gonzales, Grobner, Held, Keswick, 
Khodabandeh, Lindsay, Manrique, Marshall, McCulley, 
McGhee, Mulder, Nagel, O’Brien, Peterson, Petratos, 
Regalado, Silverman, Strahm, Stone, Strong, Tan, Vang, 
Wallace, Werling   
 
Proxies:  
David Lindsay for Steven Filling, and Chris Nagel for Al 
Petrosky 
 
Excused:   
Coach Representative, Eric Broadwater, Mira Mayer.  
 
Guest:  
Lauren Byerly, Kevin Nemeth, Mariam Salameh, Shauna 
Keeler, Gabe Bolton, Reza Kamali, Robert Marino, 
Kathy Norman, James Tuedio, Ron Noble, John 
Sarraille, Betsy Eudey, Brian Duggan, Wendy Smith, 
Michelle Legg, Russ Giambelluca, and Tom Carter. 
 
 
Isabel Pierce Recording Secretary	  

 
First Reading of 3/AS/12/UEPC 
Policy for Declaration of Major. Will 
return as a second reading item.  
 
First Reading of 4/AS/12/UEPC 
Mandatory Advising for Undeclared 
Students. Will return as a second 
reading item. 
 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Next Academic Senate Meeting:  
April 17, 2012  
2:00-4:00pm, JSRFDC Reference 
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This small tax represented 87% of the library system's budget, and we have 13 library branches.  
Obviously, if we don't win approval of Measure T, the library system as we know it and use it, 
will be devastated.  We need to receive a 2/3rd vote of approval.  
 
County Libraries are too important to be a political pawn, as 1/3 of the population using the 
library is functionally illiterate. The ballot issue will be on June 5th. The precinct office is at 
1518 Coffee Rd in Modesto. They need volunteers to canvas and help out. She brought 
brochures and signup cards which are available for you at this meeting. Thank you for being here 
and for what you do for the community. Applause 
 
O’Brien shared that the College Reorganization Committee has been putting  together and survey 
results. The final report is due on April 16th so the members will be working thru spring break to 
complete their analysis.  The following are the members of the committee, if you would like to 
speak to them:  
 

 
 
Eudey announced that this Thursday from 1–3pm there will be an Online Teaching and Learning 
Spotlight at the FDC. If you have been teaching online and would like to share we can still fit 
you into the schedule. 

 
Speaker Stone read the following statement:  

  
To the Faculty 
  
The members of the Ad Hoc Trust and Restoration committee (K. Stone, M. Grobner, J. Strong 
and D. Shimek) would like to report on our work regarding the RPT process on our campus.  
Recently, the president delegated his authority for the final RPT decisions to the Provost and 
Vice President for Academic Affairs.  Before the President delegated his authority, the Provost 
and the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs sought the counsel of faculty governance 
leaders.  They attended meetings with FAC and SEC to discuss this delegation of authority.  Two 
clearly divergent viewpoints were expressed and maintained throughout the discussions.  While 
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agreement was not reached, the TRPC members understand and respect the different opinions on 
this matter.  The TRPC finds that this consultation was consistent with the practice of shared 
governance.  
 
The Ad Hoc Trust and Restoration members, S. Filling, R. Floyd and D. Lindsay were convened 
in a work group to study the RPT processes on our campus.  Creation of this work group was 
supported and approved by the academic senate in 2011 (9/AS/11/K. Jasek-Rysdahl, K. Stone, J. 
Strong, D. Shimek Recommendations of the Trust Restoration Planning Committee). This group 
engaged the assistance of several campus faculty members to design a survey of faculty opinions 
and perspectives with respect to RPT.  The survey will begin this spring to query department 
RPT members, chairs and deans.  Next fall, a subsequent survey will be conducted of all faculty 
and include additional questions based on the feedback from the first survey. We will keep the 
academic senate and all faculty informed of the progress of our work. 
  
This survey will gather information that will be used by the faculty and administration as they 
engage in shared governance to address any concerns and potential changes to our RPT policy.  
The RPT survey data will launch a full review of our campus RPT policy, including the 
delegation of authority issue.  During this review period, the administration will place The RPT 
Delegation of Authority on hold. During the year, we ask all faculty to actively participate in the 
review process that will include discussion of the survey results, current campus policy, 
department elaborations and consideration of other models of RPT review structures.   We 
encourage everyone to participate in the analysis and dialogue as we work together to formulate 
the best RPT policy for our campus.   
  
Thank you. 
 Koni. Stone, Mark Grobner, James Strong and Dennis Shimek 
 
Sarraille said that RPT policy is central to what we do and the procedure for RPT is a policy that 
should go through the full senate for review. He finds it surprising that anyone who’s a member 
of the faculty and represents the faculty would settle for anything less than having the full senate 
recommend the review of the process.   
 
Stone said that it’s on hold, and it was consistent with the practice of shared governance.  
 
Sarraille asked if it is the opinion of the Speaker that such a change in policy was properly made.  
 
Speaker Stone said that it happened and maybe it wasn’t in the best way, but we get to do it over 
next year. 
 
Regalado said that this may be relevant or not. In respect to the Provost’s position in the RPT 
process. He is curious about a statement the Provost made in the Modesto Bee in which the 
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administration said that the faculty has too much control over the RPT process.  As a point of 
understanding the Provost’s position, might it be inappropriate to ask what he means by too 
much control? 

Speaker Stone stated that the Provost’s authority over RPT has been put on hold.  

Garcia said that the Speaker noted that there were two divergent positions, but that in the end it is 
consistent with shared governance. What was consistent with shared governance? 
 
Speaker Stone said that FAC and SEC were consulted. 
 
Sarraille wanted it noted that he was not criticizing the way SEC acted on this issue.  
 
6. Committee Reports/Questions 

None. 
 

7. First Reading Item 
A. 3/AS/12/UEPC Policy for Declaration of Major 

Foreman moved the resolution, seconded by De Vries.  
 

California State University, Stanislaus 
University Educational Policies Committee 

 
3/AS/12/UEPC Policy for Declaration of Major 

 
Be it resolved:  That students attending CSU Stanislaus must declare a major once they have accumulated 60 
units of credit toward graduation; and be it further 
 
Resolved:  That students who transfer from other institutions with 60 units or more must declare a major by the 
beginning of their second semester on campus.  
 
Rationale:   Frequent advising and specific academic goals help keep students on track to graduate in a timely 
fashion.  The current lean budget situation makes the efficient use of academic resources even more important.  This 
policy requires students to choose a specific path toward graduation that will also connect them with an adviser in 
an academic field under the mandatory advising policy within majors.  This may reduce the number of “Super 
Seniors.” 
 
BF:rle UEPC approved 3/22/12 

 
Foreman said that this is a result of a request that students declare a major by the time they have 
60 units. We asked about transfer students and the idea came back that students should probably 
declare before the second semester they are here. 
 
De Vries is in a major with lots of pre-requisites and the sooner the better to get this approved.  

McGhee asked if there was any discussion of having majors declared early on so they can get 
more direct advising as opposed to general advising.  If Principles of Accounting is not taken on 
their sophomore year the student will fall behind. Could we have a pre-major designation to 
target their advising.  
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Foreman has never heard of having a pre-major because changing a major is easy, so nothing 
stops anyone from declaring a major. 
 
McGhee said that the goal is to have them complete sooner and graduate quicker. His idea is that 
you sometimes need targeted advising.  
 
Keswick noted that there are 610 pre-nursing students and not all of them will get into the major. 
Our concern is that Freshmen are told what to take and that might not fulfill the prerequisites of 
the Nursing major. 
 
Baker said that this resolutions says that students must declare a major, but it doesn’t say what 
happens if they don’t. He also likes the idea of including in a method of checking to see if this 
policy is working. 
 
Eudey would like to respond to some of the concerns.  For folks who have not declared a major 
this may be a good way to look at how we advise people who have not declared a major. This is 
an opportunity for faculty to look at the way the Advising Center is doing advising and providing 
resources for them. We cannot address all the issues through policy, but there are probably ways 
in which we can help to do better advising for students. We also have a problem with students 
who do not turn in their paper in a timely manner to change majors, so maybe if we were all 
involved in talking to students about that we might be more effective. 
 

B. 4/AS/12/UEPC Mandatory Advising for Undeclared Students 
Foreman moved the resolution, seconded by De Vries. 
 

California State University, Stanislaus 
University Educational Policies Committee 

 
4/AS/12/UEPC Mandatory Advising for Undeclared Students 

 
Be it resolved:  That all students who have not yet declared a major shall receive academic advising each semester; 
and be it further 
 
Resolved:  That this required advising be enforced by a hold on students’ registration until advising is completed 
each semester; and be it further 
 
Resolved:   That responsibility for advising students without majors rest with the Academic Resource Center or 
other office designated by administration; and be it further 
 
Resolved:  That application and enforcement of this policy be subject to the availability of adequate resources.   
 
Rationale:  Frequent advising helps keep students on track to graduate in a timely fashion.  Students without 
majors are advised during student orientation, but they may not receive much further advisement until they select a 
major, relying instead on friends or others not trained to deliver effective advising.  Both students and the 
institution are harmed when poor or no advising leads students to take seats in courses they do not need.  This 
concern takes on even greater importance when resources are scarce. 
 
Foreman said that another request from administration is that all students should be advised each 
semester.  That responsibility will come to the Academic Resource Center and the policy will be 
supported by adequate resources.  
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De Vries disliked the fourth resolved. He doesn’t think that the 4th Resolved was represented 
correctly.   He disagrees that policies need to be funding dependent. Either we create a policy we 
can follow, or we don't.   When it comes to the programs and advising that is the reason we exist.   

McGhee asked if the Academic Resource Center has offices offsite at Stockton or Merced.  We 
have students who take classes at these sites, and this might be a burden on them to get them here 
for advising. Was that considered? 
 
Jaasma said that the students at Merced and Stockton would be transfer students and they can 
communicate with Advising Resource Center via email. 
 
McGhee asked if we have any lower division GE. We do not have lower division GE at Stockton 
per Jaasma.  
 
Eudey noted that a different answer to this question is that the Advising Resource Center has 
been very accommodating to students by meeting them online and working around issues like 
this. 
 
Regalado is curious as to what frequent advising means and who determines that.  There is a 
point where it is good to disseminate information and keep students on a path to graduation, but 
students are adults. 
 
Speaker Stone said that the first and second resolved indicate that it means every semester. 
 
Sarraille doesn't really know the answer to this, but this could  create a bottleneck. In his 
department there are a few students who get holds on their registration and then they go into 
panic mode and  they try to find anybody to advise them. How bad would that problem  be? This 
might be one way to manage enrollment, to create a funnel students can't get through. He doesn't  
know what the overall choke effect on enrollment will be and asked if we have the resources to 
remove the holds in a timely manner. 
 
Jaasma said that we have an Advising Committee and two of the members of that committee are 
members of the Senate. If anyone has additional suggestions they want to add, please speak Ann 
Strahm and Mark Grobner. 
 
 
 
8. Discussion 

a. Budget  
 

Speaker Stone asked if the Provost would explain the cut to the CSU Stanislaus campus.  
 
Provost Strong said that the cut is $5 million to our campus based on the $200 million trigger cut 
to the CSU system. The Chancellor’s Office has asked us to prepare for that. If the referendum 
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does pass then maybe that money will be returned to the campus. Right now according to the 
Legislative Analyst Office (LAO) the assumptions for tax revenue in Governor Brown’s budget 
is falling short of projections for I believe this year and next year by $6.5 billion. It may be that a 
January revise next year would call for another cut even if the tax referendum in November 
passes. $4.6 million of the cut to CSU Stanislaus is the campus’ share of the $200M trigger cut 
that the Chancellor’s Office has instructed us to plan and will remove from our budget July 1, 
2012. The Chancellor’s Office is keeping the $200M in reserve so that it may be returned to the 
State as directed. An additional $400,000 cut is being planned for to cover unfunded cost 
increases and other items. Russ Giambelluca is planning to discuss this in UBAC on Thursday. It 
looks like there will be about a 7.6% cut to the campus when you remove some of the areas that 
you can’t cut. The cut to Academic Affairs is about 7% which is $2 million. In addition to that 
there is a need to cut the benefits pool by approximately $1,559,940. The Provost’s Office 
estimates that Academic Affairs share of that figure is $1 million. We pool our benefits centrally 
for all employees and so our share of that pool is 67% or $1 million dollars. He has asked the 
Deans and his direct reports to plan for their share of the cut. They will start with a horizontal 
approach, but will use the Holistic Academic Program Review Committee’s recommendations 
and the Provost’s Executive Committee to look at the impacts of those cuts horizontally and try 
to prioritize where we can take additional cuts and do some vertical cutting. That is the status of 
budget cut planning in Academic Affairs. 
 
Speaker Stone asked James Tuedio if he wanted to provide a report on the work of the Holistic 
Academic Program Review Committee.   
 
Tuedio said that the video will be posted for the meeting they had yesterday. The data and plans 
are becoming more directly germane to reflections we will be involved with as we begin 
discussing the criteria for weighing possible programmatic reductions. Each college proposed a 
scenario on how they would deal with cuts and that’s tricky because there is hardly any funding 
for temporary faculty in our base budgets. In some cases colleges have identified salary savings 
from FERP positions and won’t require contingent funding to recover the impacted sections.  In 
other cases, the cuts proposed will require contingent funding or those colleges risk falling short 
of their assigned targets (CNS and CHSS in particular). The key is to reduce base budgets 
without reducing overall enrollment capacity. Since we have already reduced our 2012-13 
schedule to make it more efficient and lean, we need to find a way to reduce budgets without 
making further reductions to our schedule or we risk falling short of our campus target. That is 
the challenge we are struggling with. Clearly, if we have to reduce $1M in benefits on top of the 
target cuts for Academic Affairs, this will impact a number of people. The challenge will be to 
balance the reduction of part-time and full-time instructors to achieve sufficient benefit savings. 
  
McGhee asked why someone who is FERPing is not reducing the benefits cost.  
  
Tuedio noted that if we are eliminating a full-time professor there is a large amount of salary but 
only one benefit package associated with the position, whereas a reduction to part-time faculty 
saves less salary per position, but can save more benefit expenses in the aggregate. If we target 
higher salaried positions to accomplish our reductions, we will need to consider the impact on 
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our target for benefit savings, since additional cuts might be necessary to compensate for reduced 
savings in benefits. 
 
Provost Strong said that when faculty sign up to FERP they are out of our benefit pool. The 
reason we don’t notice that is because it’s not in our Academic Affairs budget it is in the central 
account for benefits. One reason to have a central accounting of benefits separate from the 
colleges’ and units’ budget is so we don’t consider the cost of the benefit package for a given 
candidate in hiring decisions. When someone FERPS we save the benefits costs, except for the 
cost of the vision program and enhanced dental. 
 
McGhee asked if that is a percentage of their salary. Strong said that is how we average it. 
 
9. Open Forum 
Regalado: I would like to turn back to the article on March 18th in which a statement was made 
by the Modesto bee, that “The administration contends that the faculty has too much control 
when it comes to RPT” I would like to have the provost elaborate on that position. 
 
Provost Strong thinks that when it comes to RPT elaborations that not having the Deans and 
Provost involved in approving the departmental elaborations is a mistake primarily because those 
administrators provide independent evaluations for the candidates, and to be out of that decision 
loop regarding setting the standards is not good practice. Right now, the approval process for 
departmental RPT evaluations  is the department drafts and approves the elaborations and 
submits the proposed elaborations to UEPC who approve the proposed elaborations or not. If 
UEPC approves the proposed elaborations they become University policy. He thinks that is far 
out of step with academe generally. There are two campuses in the CSU that he is aware of with 
this process, and we are 2 out of 23 campuses that do it this way. Every other campus has 
oversight and approval of such standards by the Dean and the Provost. He believes this is exactly 
the issue that WASC was raising in their March 7, 2012 letter when they wrote “This is a follow 
up item from our WASC special visit and we need a broad stakeholder involvement.” 
 
Tuedio said that the letter we received from WASC asked us to review the relationship between 
administration and faculty within the RPT elaborations. Whatever we do with elaborations we 
need to be aware of the problem and we need to identify representative things that can show up 
as artifacts. They are supposed to guide the independent review of the Dean, Provost, President, 
and the university-wide committee. We need to look at the guidance we are providing on how to 
look at that material from an evaluative standpoint. Ambiguity leaves room for judgment. 
 
Sarraille noted that we need a lot of checks and balances in the process of evaluation. We need 
governance that assures that executives don't assume they have full understanding of academic 
disciplines. For example, it would be impossible for an executive to have a deep  understanding 
of how an academic discipline is taught. Many executives have not been here long. They do not 
know the conditions under which faculty teach, and do not understand the nature of the work.  
Nor do they understand their scholarly work and how that dovetails with the other work they 
have to perform. If you want to evaluate people you have to understand the nature of the work 
and you need a lot of perspectives to come up with an effective review procedure. 
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McGhee said that not all elaborations are ambiguous; some are very cut and dry. He did not like 
the implication that all of our elaborations are ambiguous. 
 
Regalado said that all elaborations are URPTC approved and they are approved not on cost 
effectiveness which is a concern if the administration gets involved. 
 
Eudey was looking at the WASC Special Visit Letter and wanted to clarify that when WASC 
comes back they will be looking at whether faculty fully engaged with the administration to 
address the challenge of establishing RPT policies that are institution-wide and include rigorous 
requirements that reflect good practice in higher education.  It doesn’t say shared elaborations, 
but shared discussions on policy. She is not interpreting from these letters any requirement for a 
change in the way our elaborations are designed. There was one visitor who noted that more 
criteria are needed at the college and university level, but the commission letter did not echo the 
site team member’s statement. There is absolutely a need to address our RPT process including 
more discussions as noted by Speaker Stone in here statement at the beginning of the meeting. 
 
Dean Moore spoke from the perspective of a Dean and he doesn’t think that we have any Deans 
who have not been faculty in the past. This idea that there would not be a foundation of 
knowledge as to approach in that regard is not true. He also thinks that a big part of this being a 
successful process are in fact the elaborations. To speak to McGhee’s point about a cut and dry 
proposal, that is what they need to be. The elaborations are a compass that he uses for evaluating. 
A great amount of time goes into the evaluation which is why elaborations are so important. It is 
important to look at the elaborations and make sure they are in the best shape possible. 
 
Provost Strong spent 12 years in the classroom before he became an administrator.  He has been 
an administrator for 15 years, so he thinks he is fairly knowledgeable with the work of faculty. 
He has a good grounding in the work of faculty which is important and something you would 
expect a Chief Academic Officer to have. He agrees that checks and balances to RPT are 
important, and he thinks that speaks to the issue that is brought up about the elaborations. He 
thinks involving the Deans and Provost is a positive step forward. Reading the WASC letter it 
says, “In this regard, faculty must fully engage with the administration to address the challenge 
of establishing RPT policies that are institution-wide and include rigorous requirements that 
reflect good practice in higher education.” In his opinion, good practices include the 
involvement of Deans and the Provost in the creation and modification of standards. He thinks 
that is where his comments were coming from regarding the editorial in the Modesto Bee. 
Obviously, we can interpret it different ways, but that is his view on that.  
 
As far as elaborations having anything to do with the budget, they don’t. He thinks we should 
have elaborations that are reasonable for an institution like ourselves. For example R1 
elaborations would be inappropriate to this institution and to our faculty, but he also thinks vague 
elaborations with regard to quality and quantity do a disservice as well. He thinks we need a 
reasonable level of direction in terms of specificity and requirements which should be congruent 
with this institution. 
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Dean Nowak said that when she served on the RPT committee at Sonoma State University, they 
did things a little differently. They had a college level review as well, and if we are revisiting this 
she would like everyone to think about that, because knowing that there is a college level review 
can be reassuring to a faculty member. It is something to think about if we are going to be 
writing policy next year. 
 
Garcia thinks we are missing the point in all of this. The problem is that we don’t trust one 
another. Until we get to that, he doesn’t think we can have an authentic dialogue regarding 
elaborations or the RPT process. 
 
Kornuta said that in preparation for the WASC special visit, there was recognition that RPT was 
an issue.  A binder was placed in the evidence room with a collection of 10 years of RPT history, 
and the binder is available as a resource. Just like for students, if we can articulate RPT 
expectations, then we can establish another step of trust which moves us away from subjective 
criteria and the fear of review by a colleague faculty feel may have been crossed. 
 
M. Mayer that the Advanced Studies Department has very detailed and specific elaborations, 
which I am very proud of.  In any case, the level of review goes to the Dean and at any time the 
Dean can ignore or adopt the departmental elaborations, as can the Provost & the President. As 
such, it seems redundant for administrators to get involved with the elaboration process, because 
they have the ultimate say at the end, regardless of how detailed or specific the elaborations are. 
 
10. Adjournment 

3:17pm	  
	  


