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Academic Senate  
Spring General Faculty Meeting 

Thursday, May 16, 2013 
Minutes 

 
1. Call to order by Speaker Mark Grobner 
Speaker Mark Grobner called the meeting to order at 2:02pm. 
 
2. Approval of Agenda 
Approved. 
 
4. Remarks by David Colnic on behalf of CFA President John Sarraille  
David Colnic reminded the body that we came to an agreement in the new contract this past year.  
CFA also worked in collaboration with the Legislature which resulted in the passage of 
Proposition 30.  This was good for the CSU and for us.  We also worked toward resolution of 
equity issues locally on campus, and we held regular lunches for CFA members.  CFA is trying to 
bring faculty together to learn more about collective bargaining issues as well as help them 
understand the contract and work to interpret it well.  If faculty have issues or needs, they should 
communicate those to CFA members.  
 
5. Remarks by Provost James Strong 
I would like to thank Speaker Grobner for the fine work he has done as Speaker of the Faculty this 
semester. He has performed extremely well and I am very appreciative of his efforts. I would also 
like to thank John Garcia for his good work as Speaker-elect and I look forward to working with 
him next year in his role as Speaker. I congratulate Bret Carroll on being elected speaker-elect and 
I look forward to working with Bret next year as well. 
 
We have completed the Academic Year and it has been a very good year. Last fall I spoke about 
communication, group problem solving, and collaboration. I noted that these skills are critically 
important tools to effectuate good decision making for any group or organization. I mentioned that 
we opened a new chapter in the history of CSU Stanislaus last fall with the arrival of interim 
President Sheley and that we had significant challenges and opportunities that would be better 
addressed with enhanced collaboration and problem solving skills. We have made good progress 
this year in improving collaboration and consultation between faculty and administration. We need 
to continue to work on developing these skills which will facilitate a more robust and effective 
practice of shared governance. As you know the WASC letter of March 7, 2012 charged the 
campus with specific items to address, all of which depend on a productive relationship between 
senior administration and the faculty. I believe solid progress has been made on all the WASC 
issues identified in the WASC letter. The WASC self-study team was named early this semester 
and they have been meeting regularly. Currently, the team is surveying administrators and faculty 
leaders regarding the progress they perceive and the effectiveness of various actions taken to 
address the WASC charge from 2010 and the current WASC. If you recall the charge for the 
WASC 2014 visit includes all but one of the charges from July 2010. In my December 3, 2012 
Charge for WASC Special Visit 2014 I summarized the charges from WASC as follows. 

1. Improvement of working relationship between faculty and upper administration. 
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2. Improvement in the practice of shared governance.  
3. Improvement in faculty participation in strategic planning and progress on shared roles in 

strategic planning.  
4. Improvement in the formulation of retention, promotion and tenure policies that reflect 

good practice in higher education.  
 

Let me mention some specific examples of progress on each of these charges. 
1. Improvement of working relationship between faculty and upper administration. 

Most faculty, administrators, and other key stakeholders who are in a position to observe the 
campus believe that the working relationship between the faculty and upper administration has 
notably improved. We have benefitted from the experienced leadership of Interim President Sheley 
whose commitment to transparency and shared governance is evident from his actions since 
arriving on campus and his record as provost at CSU Sacramento. Upper administration has 
worked hard to “model collaborative behavior” as called for in March 7, 2012 letter. A good 
example of the improved relationship is the consultation that occurred between me, and SEC, and 
other administrative stakeholders in writing the December 12 WASC charge memo which laid out 
the issues identified by WASC and some preliminary plans to address the charges. Another good 
example of the improved relationship is the process that resulted in the proposed changes to 
UBAC. I believe these changes are timely and warranted and a new UBAC will serve the 
University well. The process used to effectuate these recommended changes reflected the 
improved relationship between faculty and senior administration and was inclusive of all campus 
stakeholders. I am looking forward to working with the new UBAC next year.  Let me also note 
that in my view as a co-chair the current UBAC has benefitted from and added to the improved 
relationship between faculty and senior administration. 
 
2. Improvement in the practice of shared governance.  

We have seen improvement in the practice of shared governance. I think a very good example 
of this improvement is the recent consultations that have occurred with SEC, FAC, FBAC and the 
senate regarding the Senate resolution on a “Policy Regarding Flexibility in Assignment of 
Workload to Full-Time Faculty.” This is an important topic and the consultation and give and take 
that occurred was beneficial in improving the practice of shared governance. The issue has not yet 
been resolved but there were many positive steps taken to enhance shared governance during the 
exchange to date and these positive steps were noted by some senators in Tuesday’s meeting. I 
believe more positive steps will be taken and the issue will be resolved and illustrate the effective 
practice of shared governance.  This is just one example of the improvement in shared governance 
this year. There are others which will be noted in the WASC Special Visit 2014 report. 
 
3. Improvement in faculty participation in strategic planning and progress on shared roles in 
strategic planning.  

The Strategic Plan Working Group has been meeting regularly and is making progress on this 
charge. Currently the Group has presented to department chairs and ASI. We will present to the 
staff in June. The presentation centers on a summary of the survey completed last June regarding 
campus perceptions of the plan and discussions about next steps forward. This presentation will be 
on the Senate agenda early next fall. The Group will collect the feedback and consult with relevant 
stakeholders to determine what the next step should be in improving strategic planning in general 
and specifically improving the participation of faculty in strategic planning. My plan is that the 
Group will have recommendations by mid-fall semester 2013. 
 
4. Improvement in the formulation of retention, promotion and tenure policies that reflect 
good practice in higher education. 
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The RPT Survey Committee has been working diligently for two years on matters related to 
this charge. The Committee conducted a qualitative survey last year and very carefully analyzed 
the results and has crafted a Likert type survey to be distributed early next fall to the faculty. The 
resulting data will be used as the basis for addressing this charge and other concerns related to the 
RPT process and policy. We are making good progress on this charge. 

 
Regarding other important matters, I was very pleased to announce a few weeks ago that plans 

to fill 30 vacant faculty positions over the next two years. We are committed to maintaining a 
robust permanent faculty so that we may deliver high quality academic programs and meet the 
expectations of students, parents, the CO and the State of CA. 

 
We have made two important administrative hires this year and I am close on a third hire. 

Mahmoud Lamadanie has been hired as the Director of International programs. Mahmoud has 30 
years of experience in this role, and world-wide connections. He was able to recruit 1,000 
international students to Grambling University in LA and I assume that was not easy to do. As you 
know, Jim Tuedio was appointed dean of the College of Arts Humanities and Social Sciences. Jim 
is another very experienced leader and I look forward to continuing my work with him. The search 
for a Director of IR is coming to a close. I am very optimistic that we will hire a very experienced 
individual who will bring a considerable breadth of skills to the position and quickly become an 
important contributor to the campus. 
 
Let me close by noting the outstanding quality of our faculty. I am so often impressed with the 
impressive accomplishments of CSU Stanislaus faculty. Recently I reviewed 40 RPT files and 
reviewed another 20 last December and I am very impressed by the good work those faculty files 
reflect and I know they are highly representative of the entire faculty. Our faculty award winners 
from the other night are additional examples of the high quality faculty here at CSU Stanislaus and 
the tremendous commitment they have to students, RSCA, and the University. These faculty 
accomplishments are achieved in a difficult budgetary environment and let me take this moment to 
thank you for your very good work and let you know how much I, the senior administration, and 
deans appreciates your commitment, leadership, and outstanding performance. 
 
Thank you for your attention and I wish you a very productive and enjoyable summer and I look 
forward to working with you in the semesters to come to advance the mission of the University.  
 
6.  Remarks by Interim President Joseph Sheley 
President Sheley started his remarks with praise for the quality of faculty on this campus. He read the RPT 
files and was highly impressed. He noted that CSU faculty need to show balance, and we are doing that. 
It‘s easy for us to be stereotyped from the outside as “just teachers,” but we are scholars. Sheley noted that 
he appreciated the support and cooperation that he’s gotten from the faculty and the administration. The 
faculty have stepped up very well and positively in this transition year. Their willingness to work with 
Sheley on issues has helped a lot; people talked and things got done, which made it a great year.  
 
Sheley was sorry to miss the awards ceremony at the faculty appreciation reception. On that day, he was 
in Sacramento with the other campus presidents. They spoke to legislators about the larger issues and stole 
a moment to brag about their institutions. Sheley took Bill Mattos, president of the California Poultry 
Federation, who is a powerful regional representative.  He wanted legislators to know that we are 
partnered with those regional representatives and advocates. The issue of the day was the May Revise of 
the budget. The governor left in the $125 million that he proposed in January, which is significant. It’s 
that first step that begins to allow us to rebuild. A four year funding plan is still in there. Many Democratic 
legislators have begun to make the case that the state should address social services for their constituent 
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groups, rather than higher education. The CSU is seeking funding for an additional 15,000 students. Even 
many legislators don’t understand that higher education has flattened out elsewhere but not here in the 
valley.  
 
Another system-wide issue is the ongoing discussion about a tuition freeze for the next 4 years. Prop 30 
gave us a year with no cuts. Those who opposed Prop 30 have presented a four-year tuition freeze. If the 
budget drops, that will be a problem.  The counter-proposal is to freeze tuition for 2 years, then decide on 
the next two years. The state has also proposed tying performance goals to the $125 million in succeeding 
years. We’ve already started down that path with graduation rates, and trying to improve achievement 
rates. We seek to make people understand that we need realistic goals. If we don’t achieve them, we lose 
funding. The governor has focused on 4 year graduation rates, which aren’t reasonable with students who 
work, have families, etc. Sheley talked to our legislators about our 50% 6 year graduation rate, which for 
an open access university, with a lot of part time students, is very good. The implications for our own 
campus: our enrollment is good; we were fortunate to get a boost in enrollment targets (160 students). 
Historically they usually give same percentage to all campuses, but we have the capacity to accommodate 
more students, unlike many other campuses. 
 
Sheley thanked UBAC for working hard on setting priorities, and noted that the conversation is not done 
yet. He stated that they are doing it right by keeping the dollars out of it as they discuss priorities for the 
campus. He noted that looking at the money first creates fights rather than priorities. He also thanked 
those who are working on the new UBAC structure. 
 
Sheley noted that we still have many challenges, and that we will need patience and persistence. We need 
to increase our advocacy base: legislators, alumni, community leaders. Although we’re not getting a lot of 
money, we’re not losing money. We have to be smart about where and how we rebuild, and build a 
reserve in case the budget falls again, so that we can protect ourselves. He’s working on rebuilding the 
Stockton Center without pitting it against the main campus. He has been working with the Stockton site 
authority to figure out ways to better blend extended education efforts and stateside programs. 
 
Finally, Sheley thanked the faculty for maintaining community. He noted that we’ve improved our 
reputation in the region because people are starting to see our strengths. The only way we project 
community is if administration, faculty, staff, and students act communally. 
 
7. Reports and Announcements 
 
Grobner thanked all the current SEC members.  

2012/2013 Senate Executive Committee 
Mark Grobner, Speaker 
John Garcia, Speaker-Elect 
Cathlin Davis, Clerk 
Ian Littlewood, Chair of FAC 
Lynn Johnson, Chair of UEPC 
Kelvin Jasek-Rysdahl, Chair of FBAC 
Carolyn Martin, Chair of GC 
Steven Filling, SWAS 
Betsy Eudey, SWAS 
 
a. Committee on Committee (Michael Bice)  

I would first like to extend my sincere appreciation to the members of the 2012 – 2013 Committee 
on Committees. These members include: 
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Erin Hall, COE 
Maryann Hight, Library 
Shuo Wang, CAHSS 
Mark Grobner, Speaker of the Faculty 
John Garcia, Speaker-Elect of the Faculty 
 

I am very grateful for all of their hard work towards the goal of faculty representation on various 
committees throughout the campus, thereby continuing with the principles of shared governance. 
 

Additionally, I would like to thank Ms. Isabel Silveira Pierce and Ms. Whitney Ragsdale for all 
of their work, assistance, and support for the Committee on Committees. Isabel and Whitney have 
been invaluable for this committee, and they have done a fantastic job of keeping all of us 
organized and informed, contacting faculty whenever needed, and making my job as Committee 
Chair much easier. They have both been wonderful assets to the Committee. 

 
The Committee would also like to extend its appreciation to Interim President Joseph Sheley, 

Provost James Strong, Interim VP Dennis Shimek, and Interim AVP Marge Jaasma. Throughout 
the year, the Committee on Committees and the campus senior administration worked well 
together and maintained a friendly and cordial working relationship. We are very grateful for this, 
and we hope that the positive dialogue will continue in the future. 

 
Committee Appointments 
Throughout the 2012 – 2013 academic year and prior to the Spring 2013 elections, the 

Committee on Committees made a total of 71 appointments (as of April 19, 2013) spanning across 
29 committees, subcommittees, boards, and working groups. We understand that several of these 
committee assignments can be challenging, and that members of our faculty already have a high 
workload. We are grateful that many of our colleagues willingly offered to serve on these 
committees. 

The 71 committee appointments include: 
1 member to the Title IX Compliance Committee 
2 members to the University Institutional Review Board 
6 members to the University Budget Advisory Committee 
2 members as the faculty representative to the ASI Board of Directors 
1 member of the University Writing Subcommittee of UEPC 
2 members of the Interdisciplinary Studies Committee 
2 members of the Faculty Affairs Committee 
5 members of the University Educational Policies Committee 
2 members of the Institutional Research Director Search Committee 
3 members of the WASC Special Visit Self Study Team 
4 members of the Leaves and Awards Committee 
8 members of the Faculty Budget Advisory Committee 
1 member of the Technology and Learning Subcommittee of UEPC 
3 members of the University Retention, Promotion, and Tenure Committee 
2 members of the Faculty Development Committee 
1 member of the General Education Subcommittee of UEPC 
3 members of the Accessible Technology Initiative 
3 members of the International Education Advisory Committee 
2 members of the University Budget Advisory Committee Ad Hoc Committee 
4 members of the Academic Appeals Committee 
2 members of the Search Committee for the Director of International Programs 
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1 member of the Strategic Plan Working Group 
2 members of the President’s Ad Hoc Committee Charge for UBAC 
2 members of the Search Committee for the VP of Advancement 
2 members of the Search Committee for the Director of Retention and Advising - Judicial 
Affairs 
1 member of the Enrollment Management Committee 
1 member of the Ad Hoc Winter Term Evaluation Committee 
1 member of the Committee on Committees 
2 members of the Foundation Board 

Committee Preference Forms 
This year, we received 60 Committee Preference Forms, which represents a nearly 50% 

increase from the 41 forms submitted in the 2011 – 2012 academic year. Thank you to each faculty 
member who submitted these forms. 

The breakdown by college for the Committee Preference Forms is as follows: 
College of Education: 9 
College of Business Administration: 7 
College of the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences: 22 
College of Science: 19 
Library: 2 
Athletics: 1 
 

As has been the case in past years, Committee on Committees struggled to assemble a spring 
ballot that included multiple names for each position. In some cases, the Committee had difficulty 
in securing one individual to run for a given position. Much of the difficulty was a direct result of 
faculty concerns regarding workload and available time. In addition, the reorganization of the 
colleges triggered an overhaul of committee membership structures, leading to a significant delay 
in preparing the spring election ballot. 

 
Even with these challenges, the spring elections were a success. With the college and campus 

membership reorganizations behind us, we anticipate that next year’s ballot construction will 
proceed much more smoothly but will still face challenges due to workload concerns. 
 
b. Faculty Affairs Committee (Ian Littlewood) 
Resolutions sent to Academic Senate 
1. Amending the Constitution of the General Faculty, California State University, Stanislaus to 

Include a Statement Upholding Academic Freedom 
 A Constitutional Amendment to include a statement on Academic Freedom was passed by the 
Academic Senate during the previous year (19-AS-11-FAC-SEC) but was denied by President 
Hamid Shirvani on the grounds that it was premature given the then current contract 
negotiations. Following the successful conclusion of these negotiations FAC re-introduced the 
amendment this year. After its first reading and following debate on the exact wording of the 
amendment it was referred to the Statewide Academic Senate (SWAS) for its opinion of the 
language.  The second reading of this amendment is waiting SWAS's response. 

2. Student Evaluation of Teaching 
The new Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) changes the number of mandated classes to 
be evaluated from two per year to all classes unless the President decides that fewer would be 
appropriate. This change is effective fall 2013. FAC discussed this issue and concluded that 
some classes would be inappropriate for evaluation for various reasons. A resolution was 
introduced to the Academic Senate recommending that faculty be required to evaluate 50% of 
all classes, with a minimum of one class in each semester taught. This resolution was passed by 
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the Senate and awaits the President's final decision. 
3. Reorganization Effects on GF Constitution and Governance Committees 

Following the reduction in the number of Colleges from six down to four colleges, the 
language in the GF Constitution was revised to accommodate the change. Similar revisions 
from other Committees of the Academic Senate were also reviewed. All were submitted to the 
Academic Senate for submission to a vote of the faculty. All amendments were approved by 
the general faculty and Interim President Sheley.  
 

Other items 
4. MPP Performance Review Policy 

Discussion continued from the 2011/12 academic year. Current policy (Effective Fall 1995 and 
Revised in April 2010) retains review of Administrators in the President's office, with input 
from faculty members but no formal faculty role in the review process. Since Administrators 
serve at the pleasure of the President, FAC concluded that this policy is appropriate and 
encourages the President to continue to seek out faculty input as appropriate. 

5. Absence Management 
VP Shimek brought to the FAC the issue of Absence Management. FAC also agrees that a 
formal policy is not required, and that current practice requiring faculty to self-report days on 
which they are absent from campus for medical reasons is the appropriate method. Any policy 
which attempts to cover all possible contingencies would either be unreasonably cumbersome 
or so vague as to be open to multiple interpretations. 

6. Video Surveillance & Access Control Policy, Procedures & Guidelines 
The Procedures and Guidelines, which had previously been distributed electronically via 
Postmaster were reviewed. FAC did not recommend any changes to the Policy. 

7. New Contract Language on the Evaluation Time Frames for Lecturers 
VP Shimek appraised the FAC on the language contained in the new Collective Bargaining 
Agreement as it relates to the evaluation of Lecturers. Mandated evaluations will now be 
cumulative on the three year basis. Departments are encouraged to conduct annual reviews to 
help Lecturers prepare for the mandatory review. 

8. Faculty Preferred Names on Class Schedule 
The issue was referred to FAC by Chris Nagel on behalf of several faculty members. Some 
faculty members prefer not to use their first name, and they asked if it was an option to use 
their preferred name on the class schedule. After consultation with the Chancellor's Office, VP 
Shimek reported that it is in fact required to use the faculty member's legal first name. 

9. Principles, Criteria and Procedures for Retention, Promotion and Tenure Review. 
At the request of the Senate Executive Committee FAC and URPTC sent a joint memo to the 
President requesting that he remain as the final step in the RPT process. The President 
responded in a memo that he would do so while the RPT review committee is still deliberating. 

10. FAC Ex-officio Member 
It was noted that the FAC is the only standing committee of the Academic Senate which does 
not include a representative of the Administration. It was suggested that the option of including 
the VP of Faculty Affairs and Human Resources be included as an ex-officio member. The 
suggestion was taken to the Academic Senate as a discussion item. Following this discussion 
the suggestion was withdrawn. 

11. Resolution on a Policy Regarding Flexibility in Assignment of Workload to Full-Time Faculty 
The Provost was invited to meet with the FAC to discuss resolution XX/AS/13/SEC which was 
introduced from the floor to the Academic Senate. The Provost said that in his opinion there is 
sufficient flexibility in the existing policy and that he would issue a memo to the Deans and 
Department chairs to that effect. A draft of the memo was received and discussed by the FAC. 
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Items carried forward 
1. Review 5/AS/86/SEC Department Chair Policy/Article 20.30 of the Faculty Contract  

A number of department chairs brought to FAC's attention the imbalance between their 
workload and assigned time. Progressively more and more administrative work is being 
delegated down to the departments, with no increase (or even a decrease) in resources to 
accomplish this work. This item is carried forward to next year. 

2. Disruptive Students  
A number of faculty members brought concerns to the FAC regarding students who become 
disruptive in class, and are overly aggressive or threatening in class or in faculty offices.  
Although, there are policies in place pertaining to student rights, there is no corresponding 
policy in place regarding faculty rights and/or student behavior guidelines. FAC will explore 
the possibility of developing a policy in this area next year, in conjunction with VP Shimek and 
Student Affairs. This item is carried forward to next year. 

3. Temporary Faculty Position on FAC 
Chris Nagel, Academic Senator representing Temporary Faculty, requested that FAC explore 
the possibility of adding a Temporary Faculty representative to the committee. This item is 
carried forward to next year. 
 

Acknowledgements 
As chair of FAC I would like to thank the committee members for the excellent work and 
collegiality throughout this year. 

Stuart Sims, Chair-Elect 
Marty Giaramita, (Fall 2012) COS 
Terry Jones, (Spring 2013) COS 
Nancy Burroughs, CAHSS 
Heather Deaner, COE 
Mitch McGhee, CBA   
Renae Floyd, Counseling 
Mark Grobner, Speaker of the Faculty 
 

I would also like to thank VP Dennis Shimek for his help throughout the year. Despite not being a 
member of the committee, Dennis attended all the meetings and his insight into many of these 
issues was very welcome indeed. Finally, I reserve my warmest thanks to Isabel Pierce, for the 
administrative support that she gave us and for keeping the chair organized and on task. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ian M Littlewood, 2012/13 FAC Chair 
May 9, 2013   

 
c. Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (Kelvin Jasek-Rysdahl) 

Members of FBAC were: 
Kelvin Jasek-Rysdahl, Chair  
Stuart Wooley, Interim Chair-Elect  
John Brandt 
Chris Boosalis  
Shradha Tibrewal  
My Lo Thao 
Daniel Davies  
Kim Tan   
Jane Younglove   
Mitch McGhee, Accounting Rep. 
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Mark Grobner 
Provost James T. Strong, Executive Secretary 
Kenneth Schoenly, Chair-Elect UEPC 
Tony Perrello, Chair-Elect GC 
Andreanna Marshal ASI Student Rep. 
 

Stuart Wooley took over as chair-elect from Scott Davis in the middle of the year. Isabel Silveira 
Pierce did a wonderful job supporting the work of the chair and the rest of the committee. 
 
1. FBAC worked with the Provost, UEE Dean, and Ashour Badal on the UEE Special Programs 

Policy that was developed by the Ad Hoc Special Programs Committee.  After a number of 
meetings and helpful discussions FBAC arrived at a consensus with the administrators 
regarding the policy and forwarded the policy to SEC.   

2. We examined data provided by the Provost’s office about low-enrolled courses.  The final report 
was presented to SEC and the Academic Senate for discussion.  The report is attached.  

3. The Committee discussed Interim President Sheley’s call for ideas to restructure UBAC.  The 
minutes from that meeting were sent to the ad hoc committee that was created to develop a 
more formal proposal.  It does appear that some of the ideas that FBAC discussed were used in 
the UBAC working document that Interim President Sheley provided to the Academic Senate.  

4. The Committee responded to a request from SEC to examine the recommendations made by 
UBAC last year.  That report was also provided to SEC and made available to members of the 
Academic Senate. 

5. Finally, FBAC discussed a resolution that addresses flexibility in faculty assignments.  The 
Committee also discussed a memo from the Provost that was meant to clarify workload 
expectations and flexibility of assignments. 

6. FBAC did not receive any requests to review new programs or major revisions to program. 
 

d. Graduate Council (Carolyn Martin) 
Martin announced that the RSCA week will be returning next year. Also, the Coordinator of 

Institutional Plan for Graduate Assessment will be a standing Guest at GC in 2013.  
  
The Graduate Council (GC) is a standing committee of the Academic Senate. The GC is 

comprised of 26 individuals. Voting members include a graduate program coordinator/director 
from each department/school and college that offers a master’s or doctoral degree and an 
Executive Secretary. Ex‐Officio (non‐voting) members include the Provost, Associate Vice 
President for Academic Affairs/Accreditation Liaison Officer, deans of the four colleges and the 
Library and an Administrator from Research & Sponsored Programs. Standing (non‐voting) 
guests include the dean of Admissions/Registrars Office and the Director of the Center for 
Excellence in Graduate Education (CEGE). A recording secretary attends all meetings. The GC 
values this broad membership. 

 
This year the Council met for eight regularly scheduled meetings. Major outcomes from these 

meetings include the following: 
 
Approved Graduate Program/Course Proposals/Revisions 

• Master of Arts in Education, concentration in Counselor Education (formerly School 
Counseling) 

• Master of Arts in Education, concentration in Professional Clinical Counselor 
• Master of Science in Interdisciplinary Studies, concentration in Geospatial Analysis of 

Human‐Environmental Change 
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• Master of Business Administration, concentration in Finance 
• Master of Arts in Education, Curriculum and Instruction – new prefix EDMA 

Academic Program Reviews 
• Master of Science in Nursing, Concentration in Nursing Education, Administrative 

Nursing, and Gerontological Nursing 
• Master of Science in Genetic Counseling 

Special Roles 
• Executive Secretary for the GC – position held by J. Tuedio 
•  Interim Dean of Graduate Education – position held by J. Tuedio for 2012‐13 

Attend and report on the CSU Graduate Deans meeting 
Meet with the Provost, along with the GC chair, monthly to discuss graduate 
issues and report back to GC 
Represent GC at University wide meetings 
Serve on the Graduate Strategic Plan Committee 
GC recommended to the Senate Executive Committee (SEC) and the Provost 
after a trial year of having an interim Dean of Graduate Education that a 
University‐wide committee be appointed to discuss the restructure of the 
Graduate School and the position of Dean of Graduate Education 

Action Items 
• A Graduate Education Strategic Planning Indicators of Program Health framework was 

approved. It was agreed that each graduate coordinator will use the framework and 
complete a SWOT analysis to assess their graduate program(s) in preparation for a 
Graduate Strategic Planning meeting scheduled on 10/3/13 from 2‐4 p.m. 

• A resolution and policy for University‐Wide Assessment of Graduate Education 
Programs was approved by GC and SEC and was placed on the 5/14 Senate agenda for 
Discussion 

• The Coordinator of Graduate Learning Assessment will be a Graduate Council Standing 
Guest starting in Fall of 2013 

•  Graduate thesis/dissertation bindery‐ready submission dates 
 Approved for fall and spring semesters, starting AY 2013‐14: the date would be 
set two weeks before the first day of finals 

• Reorganization Effects on the General Faculty Constitution and Governance Committee 
Membership 
Approved a change relating to the charge of GC in the document 

Committee Accomplishments 
•  Strategic Plan and Priorities for Graduate Education Committee 

 Reviewed the 2010 WASC Education Effectiveness Review Action Plan 
Developed a graduate education strategic plan framework titled, “Graduate 
Education Strategic Planning Indicators of Program Health,” that will guide 
setting priorities for graduate education and includes four broad categories: 1) 
viability, 2) excellence, 3) contribution, and 4) opportunity 
Future plans ‐ After the framework is approved the committee plans to identify 
outcomes, goals, measurable objectives, and benchmarks 

Discussion/Information Items 
•  Low Enrolled Courses 

Many graduate courses are smaller in class size due to the pedagogical 
component and graduate‐level culture 
There is a need to address this issue in strategic plan discussion 
This item is currently with FBAC 
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• Loss of library thesis/dissertation readers 
All graduate programs/faculty/students were informed 
It was agreed that this would be a great challenge for all graduate programs and 
as a result thesis/dissertation assessment was needed 
Since there is no process for assessing the qualifications of a reader, it was agreed 
that the library would not distribute a list of recommended readers. 

• Library thesis/dissertation on‐line submission 
Effective 5/6/13 students will be allowed to submit their 
thesis/project/dissertation on‐line. 
A protocol and permission page was posted on the Graduate School website. 

• Graduate thesis/dissertation Assessment 
Strategies for assessment were discussed 
An assessment protocol that could be used as an instrument in assessment was 
examined (developed by John Wittman) 

• Center for Excellence in Graduate Education (CEGE) 
Reports were given by the director of the project at each meeting 
Report documents were posted on the Graduate Forum Bb 
CEGE grant is in year 3 (starting in October of 2012) and will be complete in year 
5 (October of 2015) 
CEGE is working towards advancing institutionalization and seeking additional 
funding 
The grant proposal indicated that CEGE would be anchored in the Graduate 
School, which no longer exists 
CEGE is missing the recruitment, enrollment, and management component of a 
Graduate School 
CEGE has entered into the second phase, a self‐study, which includes initiating 
interviews with graduate program coordinators and directors to study recruitment. The 
purpose of the self‐study is to provide the institution with a map of its efforts to recruit and 
matriculate students into its graduate programs, and to help inform decision‐making 
related to future recruitment/matriculation efforts. 

• Institutional Plan for Graduate Assessment (CEGE sponsored) 
Reports were given by the coordinator at each meeting 
Report documents were posted on the Graduate Forum Bb 
The goal is to align institution graduate learning goals with graduate programs’ 
learning goals 
A mapping process was initiated that looks at program learning goals and 
graduate learning goals 

- There is a focus on student learning outcomes 
- The impact on faculty is missing – there are plans to explore measures 

that can gauge the impact on faculty 
The Intuitional Plan for the Assessment of Graduate Programs was approved. 
 There are plans for a formal policy and resolution that would make it clear that 
GC is responsible for the assessment plan 

• Graduate Writing Support Programs (CEGE Sponsored) 
GC recommended that the writing support programs be offered during spring 
semester only, in March and April 

• Continuous Enrollment Policy 
 Inconsistencies were discussed 

• University Hooding 
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The first University sponsored hooding will take place on 5/30/13 at 6 p.m. 
• Council of Graduate Schools 2012 Conference 

Report by the GC chair and information shared. 
• APR Issues 

A new tool titled “Substitution of the Specialized Accreditation Self Study for the 
Academic Program Review Self Study” was used to evaluate two accredited programs 
History and issues 

• The tool was created by the previous Accreditation Liaison Officer, H. Kornuta, with the 
intent to streamline the review process for accredited programs 

• There wasn’t an official orientation to the tool since the ALO left before this occurred 
• The new ALO joined GC to discuss the APR procedure 
• There remains issues with incongruence between the abbreviated form used for accredited 

programs, the standard form used by regular programs for APR review, and the Guidelines 
for the Graduate Council’s Evaluation of Academic Program Reviews 

• This issue will be discussed with the new ALO, who has been invited to 
attend the next GC meeting 

 
Gratification 
The GC recognizes and thanks Randi Esau for her excellent administrative support throughout the 
academic year. Her knowledge of graduate education and curriculum is invaluable. The GC thanks 
the following members who participated in committees: 
Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activities Policy Committee (RSCAPC) Representative 

D. Colnic 
Graduate assessment document review committee 

D. Colnic, R. Harris, & J. Tuedio 
Master of Science in Nursing APR review committee 

T. Perrello, R. Ringstad, & S. Young 
Master of Science in Genetic Counseling APR committee 

C. Martin, M. Winters, & M. Cover 
Strategic Plan committee 

J. Tuedio, A. Perrello, S. Young, R. Ringstad, D. Colnic, & C. Martin 
We look forward to Dr. Anthony Perrello’s leadership as Chair of the Graduate Council AY 13‐
14. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Carolyn Martin 
Chair, Graduate Council AY 12‐13 

 
e. Leaves and Awards Committee (Theo Chronis) 
First, I would like to give my sincere appreciation to the members of the 2012 – 2013 Leaves 

and Awards Committee.  These members were: 
Fall 2012     Spring 2013 
Arthur Buell – Library (Chair)  Vickie Harvey – CAHSS 
Nancy Burroughs – CHSS   Ping Luo – COE 
Diane Katsma – CHHS   Shane Phillips – CNS 
Shane Phillips – CNS    Sophie Zong – CBA 
 

It was a great pleasure to work with every member and I appreciate all the hard work. I extend my 
appreciation to Ms. Isabel Silveira Pierce for all of her work in supporting the charge of the Leaves 
and Awards Committee. Isabel’s assistance in organizing our meetings, taking minutes, managing 
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the applications procedures, and making sure we meet all the deadlines was second to none. Isabel 
has been a great asset to LAC and we are all grateful for her service to the Committee. 
 

Moreover, I wish to extend my gratitude to Ms. Nancy Lewis (Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs) who served on behalf of the Provost for all of her great input and guidance 
during the RSCA grant review process. I would also like to thank Dr. Betsy Eudey, Director of 
FCETL, for her efforts and help during the review process for the Elizabeth Anne B. Papageorge 
Award. 

 
The LAC would also like to extend its appreciation to Provost James Strong for endorsing the 

Committee’s recommendations, and for working with the LAC to support the activities of the 
faculty and to recognize excellence within our scholarly community. 
 
Research, Scholarship, and Creative Activity Grants 
This committee was able to complete its mission through the work of Nancy Lewis (ex-officio) 
and Heather Adams (RSCAPC Executive Secretary) of the Office of Grants and Sponsored 
Programs and its university-wide committee members. University-wide committee members for 
the year included Chair-elect Dave Colnic (GC), Dean De Cocker (COA), Elizabeth Breshears 
(CHHS), (Library), Melanie Martin (CNS), Anne Weisenberg (COE), Tzu Man Huang (CBA & 
UEPC), Mark Grobner (Speaker) and Richard Wallace (CHSS). My thanks go out to all concerned 
for supporting the important work of this committee. 
 
The following business was conducted this year: 
1. Completed RSCAP Committee reorganization with college restructure. Membership was 

changed from 13 to 11 members. 
2. Facilitated the extension of the Fall RSCA call from two weeks to four weeks. 
3. Explored the need for a campus-wide calendar of events for RSCA. A collaborative meeting 

was held with AVP David Tonelli to explore public relations for student and faculty RSCA 
events. In the coming year a publicity strategy for RSCA will be further developed.         

4. Scheduled Faculty RSCA week for Fall 2013, in conjunction with Art History Student RSCA, 
for the week of October 8-18, 2013. A reception will be held for the exhibition on Thursday, 
October 8, 2013.  

5. Developed a tentative budget for RSCA activities to be presented to the Provost.                                                                                                            
 
Sabbaticals 
In Fall 2012, LAC reviewed fourteen applications for sabbatical leaves.  Each application was 
reviewed based on the criteria set forth by the call for sabbatical applications.  All fourteen 
applications were determined to have at least minimally met the criteria found in the call and the 
applications then were separated into four priority groups as follows: 

• Six applications were placed in the highest priority group. 
• Three applications were placed in the second-highest priority group. 
• Three applications were placed in the third-highest priority group. 
• Two applications were placed in the lowest-priority group. 

 
Emeritus Professor 
The Leaves and Awards Committee has reviewed the recommendation from Dr. Phyllis 
Gerstenfeld, Chair of the Department of Criminal Justice, that Dr. Peter Nelligan be awarded 
Emeritus Professor status. According to Dr. Gerstenfeld, Dr. Nelligan was invaluable in creating 
policies and procedures for the graduate program, and working closely with students, especially in 
the preparation of their theses. He also served in and chaired a large number of theses and projects 
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committees. He was very active in recruiting students, in curriculum development and analysis, 
and in mastering the technical procedures for students to complete their graduate degrees. In 
addition to his contributions to the graduate program, Dr. Nelligan mentored junior faculty, served 
in numerous committees, offered his services to the wider community, and remained an invaluable 
teacher highly praised by his students and esteemed by his colleagues. The Leaves and Awards 
Committee joined Drs. Gerstenfeld and Tuedio in recommending that Dr. Peter Nelligan be 
awarded Emeritus Professor status. 
 
Awards for Outstanding Professors 

Seven applications were received for the Outstanding Professor Award. The committee noted 
that each of the seven nominees was a strong candidate for this award, increasing the difficulty of 
its recommendation. After thorough examination of the materials provided by the seven nominees, 
the committee unanimously recommended Dr. Andy Young as the recipient of the 2013 
Outstanding Professor Award. All members were impressed with the depth of his teaching 
philosophy, high student evaluations, strong support from colleagues and students and the impact 
he had in the classroom. 

Two applications were received for the Outstanding RSCA Professor Award. Just as with the 
Outstanding Professor Award, the candidates for the Outstanding RSCA Professor Award were 
very strong. Ultimately, based on the overall body of work, LAC unanimously recommended Dr. 
Arnold A. Schmidt for the 2013 Outstanding RSCA Professor Award. 

One nomination was received for the Outstanding Community Service Professor Award: Ms. 
Jessica Gomula. After careful review of the materials received, the committee members agreed 
that Ms. Jessica Gomula is a worthy recipient of this award and unanimously forwarded her name 
for the 2013 Outstanding Community Service Professor Award. 

There was no candidate for the Outstanding Service in Faculty Governance Award. 
 
Elizabeth Anne B. Papageorge Faculty Development Award 
The Leaves and Awards Committee and Director Betsy Eudey reviewed the materials submitted 
by the nominators and nominees for the Elizabeth Anne B. Papageorge Faculty Development 
Award. Application packets were received from six candidates. The committee was impressed by 
the accomplishments and potential of all the nominees, but one nominee stood out as exceptional. 
The committee was unanimous in recommending Dr. Peggy Hauselt as the recipient of the award. 
She submitted an exceptional file that demonstrated commitment to teaching and other scholarly 
accomplishments. 
 

f. Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity Policy Committee (Lin Myers) 
This committee was able to complete its mission through the work of Nancy Lewis (ex-officio) 
and Heather Adams (RSCAPC Executive Secretary) of the Office of Grants and Sponsored 
Programs and its university-wide committee members. University-wide committee members for 
the year included Chair-elect Dave Colnic (GC), Dean De Cocker (COA), Elizabeth Breshears 
(CHHS), (Library), Melanie Martin (CNS), Anne Weisenberg (COE), Tzu Man Huang (CBA & 
UEPC), Mark Grobner (Speaker) and Richard Wallace (CHSS). My thanks go out to all concerned 
for supporting the important work of this committee. 
 
The following business was conducted this year: 

1. Completed RSCAP Committee reorganization with college restructure. Membership was 
changed from 13 to 11 members. 

2. Facilitated the extension of the Fall RSCA call from two weeks to four weeks. 
3. Explored the need for a campus-wide calendar of events for RSCA. A collaborative 

meeting was held with AVP David Tonelli to explore public relations for student and 



15 
 

faculty RSCA events. In the coming year a publicity strategy for RSCA will be further 
developed.         

4. Scheduled Faculty RSCA week for Fall 2013, in conjunction with Art History Student 
RSCA, for the week of October 8-18, 2013. A reception will be held for the exhibition on 
Thursday, October 8, 2013.  

5. Developed a tentative budget for RSCA activities to be presented to the Provost.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
 

g. University Educational Policies Committee (Lynn Johnson) 
The University Educational Policies Committee has had a very busy year.   We had 60 action items 
on our calendar this year, and managed to complete [or transfer to another committee] 45 of them.  
Fifteen items are still pending, ensuring that next year’s committee, chaired by Ken Schoenly, will 
have plenty to work on as the year begins.   Among the items are several issues that have generated 
much campus interest and discussion.  The following is an overview of some of the issues UEPC 
has considered this year. 
 
Field Trip Policy 

UEPC was provided with a draft Field Trip Policy responding to Executive Order 1062 that 
contained something for everyone to hate.   The risk management professionals have been hard at 
work at the CSU system level identifying areas that pose potential risks to the University and 
developing EO’s that establish procedures to mitigate those risks.  Unfortunately, the newly 
required procedures greatly expand the amount of work that faculty members who incorporate 
field activities into their courses must complete.   In addition, the volume of documentation that 
departments must create and retain increased significantly.   

Our committee worked diligently to develop a policy that met the requirements of the EO as 
efficiently as possible.  We were not able to do much to reduce the additional requirements placed 
on faculty; as a result, the discussion in Senate was lively and resulted in the policy being returned 
to UEPC several times.  Our deliberations included consideration of what should happen if the 
faculty member leading the field trip was arrested, how many medical facilities must be 
specifically identified in the emergency response plan if the trip entailed a lengthy road trip, and 
(at the suggestion of one senator) whether the faculty member was required to call 911 if he or she 
found themselves on an alien spacecraft.  In the end, we were able to develop a Field Trip Policy 
that was approved by the Academic Senate on March 26.   

 
Student Internship and Service Learning Policies 

Late in this academic year, UEPC began consideration of draft policies related to student 
internships and service learning that also respond to Executive Orders related to risk management.  
Work on these policies will be continued in 2013-14; as with the Field Trip Policy, the amount of 
preliminary work that must be performed by faculty, Service Learning personnel, and other staff 
has greatly expanded.   I’d like to make it very clear, on behalf of UEPC, that these required 
expansions of faculty and staff workloads must be accompanied by additional resources.  The 
alternative might very well be a reduction in the number of off-campus learning opportunities 
provided to our students, which we believe would seriously degrade the educational experience we 
provide. 

 
General Education 

As I was preparing this report, I read over the annual reports from the prior two years and 
noted that revised GE goals and objectives were being developed and discussed in the GE 
Subcommittee, UEPC and the Academic Senate during both of the previous years.   During 2012-
13, the GE Subcommittee and UEPC also spent considerable time revising the proposed goals and 
objectives in response to questions raised in Senate during the previous years.  We were not 
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successful in bringing a set of goals and objectives to Academic Senate that could be approved.   
However, as a result of our discussions in Senate, a number of faculty members expressed interest 
in participating in a serious consideration of the purpose and structure of General Education at 
CSU Stanislaus, along with the program’s goals and objectives.   UEPC and Office of the AVP of 
Academic Planning and Analysis (Marge Jaasma) co-hosted a GE Summit on May 2 that was 
attended by 25 members of our academic community.   In response to suggestions made during the 
Summit, UEPC recommended that the Speaker of the Faculty and the President create a GE Task 
Force to consider several important issues related to General Education, including its curricular 
and organizational structure. 

 
I want to thank the GE Subcommittee, chaired by Megan Thomas, and Caroline Mercier, the 

Faculty Coordinator of General Education during 2012-13, for their untiring work in support of 
General Education.  Dr. Mercier visited departments or department chairs during the year to gather 
feedback about the proposed goals and possible course recertification processes and the GE 
subcommittee and its chair spent many hours revising the goals and outcomes to reflect the 
feedback obtained.  The subcommittee and Dr. Mercier organized an Open Forum on General 
Education Assessment in April 2013, to solicit faculty input on possible approaches to GE 
assessment.   In her year-end report to UEPC, Dr. Thomas expressed great concern about the 
prospects for carrying forward plans for assessment and support of our General Education Program 
without additional resources.  I echo her concerns; our allocation of resources reflect our priorities.  
If we truly value a broad, liberal education, substantial resources must be dedicated to its support.  

 
Administrative Opposition to Four-Unit Courses 

UEPC was requested, by one of our academic departments, to review administrative denial of 
four-unit status to a newly proposed course.  While the letter explaining such denial provided to 
the department by the Provost focused primarily on the [perceived] additional costs of four-unit 
courses as compared to three-unit ones, with more limited questioning of the academic justification 
for the number of requested units, UEPC found that a number of four-unit courses have been 
approved since the course in question was denied approval for four units.  As a result, we did not 
find a pattern of course disapprovals that would cause us to believe that the administration is 
engaged in a University-wide effort to standardize courses at three units.    UEPC did not consider 
the question of whether an academic policy establishing criteria for the approval of new or revised 
courses should be established. 

 
Credit Hour Policy 

UEPC continued working on a credit hour policy that expands extant policy to provide 
guidance for assigning credit hours to on-line and hybrid courses.  The new Credit Hour Policy 
was passed by the Academic Senate on November 6, 2012. 

 
Program Revisions 

During the year, UEPC approved revisions to a number of academic programs. 
 

UEPC Subcommittees 
The hard work and dedication of the General Education, University Writing, Assessment of 

Student Learning, and Technology and Learning Subcommittees of UEPC should be recognized.  
I’ve previously discussed several of the issues that the GE subcommittee worked on during the 
year.   

 
The Assessment of Student Learning Subcommittee continued the development of an 

optional instrument for faculty to use to gather student feedback as a supplement to the IDEA 
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form.  A proposed questionnaire was submitted to UEPC for consideration; UEPC thought that the 
proposed instrument would be of substantial benefit to faculty members and made several 
suggestions for modification.  During 2013-14, ASL Subcommittee will consider these 
recommendations and bring a revised instrument back to UEPC for further consideration.  ASL 
also developed a process for reviewing the annual assessment reports of academic programs, since 
its revised charge includes providing feedback as requested by departments.   

 
Among other things, the University Writing Committee reviewed eleven courses for 

continued WP standing, reviewed one course proposal for a new WP course, and responded to 
three student petitions regarding the GWAR (Graduation Writing Assessment Requirement).   
The Technology and Learning Subcommittee finalized the Resolution for the Standardized Student 
Response System, which was subsequently approved by UEPC and the Academic Senate, and 
considered and approved a request from the Bookstore to install the Nook study component into 
Blackboard.     
 

I thank all of the members of the committee for their substantial efforts during this academic 
year.  They are: 

Ken Schoenly, Chair Elect 
Mark Grobner, Speaker 
Clay Everett 
Maryann Hight  
Tzu-Man (Mandy) Huang 
Terry Jones 
Valerie Lester Leyva 
Taylor Marcell 
Chris Roe  
Julia Sankey 
Tamara Sniezek 
Ann Strahm  
Shanice Jackson, ASI Representative 
Marge Jaasma, Executive Secretary 

 
I would also like to thank Lisa Bernardo, who serves as a permanent guest to give input and 
answer questions from an enrollment services point of view.   We appreciate the time she spends 
attending our meetings and her valuable insight. And I especially thank Randi Esau for her 
extraordinary support in helping us stay organized and complete our work in a timely fashion. I 
appreciate Ken Schoenly’s service as the chair-elect this year and know that the committee will be 
well led next year.  

Lynn Johnson, Chair 
University Educational Policies Committee 
May 10, 2013  

 
h. University Retention, Promotion and Tenure Committee (Steven Filling/James 

Youngblom) 
Renae Floyd presented the year-end report on behalf of the co-chairs. She stated that the best 

thing about the past year has been a serious reduction in drama. 
 
As an introduction to the report – Jim and Steven would like you to know that reading the 

RPT binders of our colleagues leaves us feeling very humble.  We were and are amazed at how 
much our colleagues accomplish with very limited resources, how well they do the things they do, 
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and how much they care about our students and our community.  Those are sentiments shared by 
every member of the committee.  

 
Members of the 2012-2013 URPTC are Daniel Afonso [Music], Chris Boosalis [Teacher 

Education], Chau-Pu Chiang [Criminal Justice], Steven Filling [Accounting] (co-Chair), Renae 
Floyd [Psychological Counseling], Todd Nelson [Psychology], and Jim Youngblom [Biological 
Sciences] (co-Chair). 

 
As always, this was a busy year for URPTC.  The committee devoted a lot of time to 

discussing elaborations with departments and candidates, and worked very hard to ensure that the 
RPT process proceeded as specified in policy and procedures.  In pursuit of that goal the 
committee held workshops for deans, for DRPTC members, and for candidates to review campus 
policy and process.  

 
The fall RPT review cycle involved 20 faculty members.  None of these files came to 

URPTC.  The spring cycle, which consisted of a total of 41 reviews, was rather more hectic.   Two 
conference committee meetings were held with Provost Strong to discuss differing 
recommendations.  We appreciate the Provost's willingness to participate in open and sometimes 
frank discussion.  At this time we don't know if a conference committee meeting with the President 
will be necessary.    

 
Experience from this year is consonant with last year – our campus conversation about 

departmental elaborations continues, and it continues to be the case that while some parties to the 
conversation feel that some departmental elaborations are too prescriptive, other parties argue that 
some departmental elaborations do not provide enough guidance for candidates and the various 
levels of review.  URPTC hopes that those conversations will continue and that faculty will 
continue to assert their primacy over matters of curriculum, research, and faculty status. 

 
The RPT Survey Task Force convened last year as a part of our campus WASC activities 

continues to work on gathering campus perceptions of the RPT process and policy.  Members of 
the RPT Survey Task Force are Jim Youngblom, Ian Littlewood, Jim Strong, Dennis Shimek, 
Mark Grobner, John Garcia and Steven Filling.   The Task Force is very grateful to Dr. Garcia for 
his patience with the rest of us as we laboriously “developed our understandings of qualitative data 
analysis” under his tutelage.  We believe that his work has resulted in a much better survey 
instrument.  All of us would sincerely appreciate your thoughtful response to the RPT Perceptions 
Survey when it comes your way in the fall. 

 
The Committee wishes to acknowledge with gratitude the assistance and support of Ms. 

Wendy Miller in the Office of Faculty Affairs.  Her organizational skills and attention to detail 
lighten considerably the load for URPTC, and her baking skills kept us well-supplied with 
delicious treats.  So there are benefits to being on URPTC – remember that when you fill out your 
committee interest forms next spring. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Steven Filling & Jim Youngblom 
URPTC co-Chairs, 2012-2013 

 
i. Statewide Academic Senate (Betsy Eudey/Steven Filling) 
 Report not available.  
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j. Faculty Development Committee (Donna Andrews) 
 Report not available. 
 
k. Trust Restoration Planning Committee Report (TRPC) 
The TRPC was created from a resolution in the Senate as follows:  
 

9/AS/11/K. Jasek-Rysdahl, K. Stone, J. Strong, D. Shimek Recommendations of the Trust Restoration 
Planning Committee 

 
Be it Resolved: That the Academic Senate supports the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration 

Planning Committee, and, be it further  
Resolved: that the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee present these recommendations to the 

President’s Senior Staff for approval, and, be it further 
Resolved: that upon the approval by both faculty leadership and administration, they will collaborate in 

order to implement the recommendations. 
Resolved: that the Senate Executive Committee will update the Academic Senate at least once a semester 

regarding progress made in implementing these recommendations,  
 
Rationale: 
The members of the Ad Hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee are Kelvin Jasek-Rysdahl,  Speaker, 
Koni Stone, Speaker-elect, James Strong, Provost/VP of Academic Affairs, and Dennis  Shimek, Interim VP 
of Human Resources and Faculty Affairs. The members of this ad hoc committee met on a regular basis 
since November of 2010.   
 
The group was charged to develop a plan of specific actions to address campus morale, improve  
communication between faculty and upper administration, and rebuild a productive working  environment. 
The Ad Hoc TRPC will present draft proposals to various campus groups for input and eventual approval. 
 
The charge also indicated that the ad hoc committee will also present draft proposals and seek eventual 
approvals of the recommendations from the Academic Senate and the President’s Senior Staff. The 
members of the ad hoc committee regularly referred to a survey of faculty conducted in September of 2010. 
Respondents to the survey indicated that respect for shared governance which included following existing 
policies and procedures was critical to rebuilding trust. When there are disagreements between faculty and 
administration, the structures of shared governance that are in place need to be used to resolve issues.  
 
Improving communication and the quality of the dialogue between faculty and administration was another 
theme of the responses to the survey. The university’s statement on shared governance states clearly that 
there should be “Early inclusion of faculty in identifying issues and in agenda setting, ongoing 
consultation, much of it face-to-face, as an iterative process between faculty and administration to reach 
understanding, and substantive and forthcoming explanations of decisions when agreement cannot be 
reached.”  
 
The following recommendations are meant to address these issues through actions that respect shared 
governance and productive communication between faculty and administration. It also includes a general 
outline regarding implementation of each recommendation. While it is hoped that implementing these 
recommendations will have positive impact on trust, it will be up to others (WASC Research Team for 
example) to document changes in trust. 
 
Recommendation 1 
The TRPC should continue to meet to address issues of trust, leadership and governance. The  continuation 
and membership of this committee will be evaluated at least once a year. The TRPC should continue to 
meet with a slightly different charge. Specifically, TRPC will be  
 − Have regular, ongoing, face-to-face interaction at minimum, every other week.  
− Identify areas of conflict 
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− Discuss concerns regarding university issues 
− Continue to develop ways to address issues of trust, leadership, and governance 
 
Rationale: 
The committee has worked hard to increase communication between faculty governance and upper 
administration. One benefit of this is that faculty and administrators have been able to address issues 
directly as issues have come up. While there has been more communication and the group has been able to 
address some issues, much more work needs to be completed. 
 
Process indicators: 
The committee will continue to discuss issues as they come up. 
Recommendation 2 
SEC and COC will be responsible for recruiting faculty for all faculty appointments to university  
committees. SEC and COC will work with the administration to recruit and appoint faculty members to 
university related boards. SEC will work with these faculty members to develop more consistent 
communication regarding the activities of the committees and boards.  
 
Rationale: 
There have been faculty appointments to some university related committees and boards without  
consultation with appropriate governance committees. This has resulted in a lack of trust of the  activities 
of those entities.  
Faculty governance and the rest of the university community often hear about the activities of these boards 
or committees when they are published for the whole community. This also contributes to a lack of trust 
when community members contact people at the university and they know less about the action than the 
person who is contacting them. 
 
Process indicators: 
− COC and SEC will get requests to recruit faculty for university committees and boards. 
− Request to COC will include: number of faculty representatives needed, criteria of representatives e.g. 
representative from each College, experience in certain area, tenured or tenure track, etc., when 
appointment(s) are needed, frequency of meetings, when they will meet, expected duration of the committee, 
who the committee reports to, charge of the committee, overall composition of the committee. 
− COC will be responsible for tracking requests and notifying SEC regarding compliance.3 
− SEC will request that all faculty who are appointed to university committees periodically provide updates 
regarding the work of the committee. 
 
Recommendation 3 
Administration will work through the normal the Academic Senate committee structure to develop 
University Extended Education policies regarding special programs, summer session, and winter 
intersession. 
 
Rationale: 
University Extended Education is an area of great importance for all at the university. It is also an area 
where there are many concerns and issues. We need better policies as more emphasis is being put on 
revenue generation in special sessions. Concerns have been raised regarding the distribution of revenues, 
costs of operation, student fees, and course selection. There are also questions regarding the approval 
processes for courses and programs that are offered through UEE. 
 
Process indicators: 
Administration will share current policy and practices regarding special programs, summer session and 
winter intercession with SEC along with a request to develop policy. SEC will share information with 
appropriate committees for review. Governance committees will begin work in Fall 2011 with a goal of 
going to the Academic Senate for review and approval in Spring 2012. 
 
Recommendation 4 
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The President will share his proposal for Endowed Professorships with faculty governance and will submit 
it for review and revision. Until a policy is developed, the administration will consult with deans, academic 
departments, and academic program reviews when endowed professorship opportunities arise. Searches to 
fill endowed professorships will not begin or continue until a policy has been approved by the Academic 
Senate. 
 
Rationale: 
There is a long and well established principle that faculty control the curriculum. Faculty  appointments 
are a critical element of curriculum delivery and design. Colleges and departments must follow well 
established procedures when requesting new faculty lines. Currently, the practice for creating and filling 
endowed professorships is not aligned with these procedures. The absence of policy regarding this leads to 
inconsistent processes that result in questions regarding the purpose of these positions. 
 
Process indicators: 
The administration will bring a proposed policy document to SEC. 
SEC will ask relevant committees to study the proposal and suggests revisions. 
SEC will work with administration to revise the proposal based on suggestions. 
Document will be forwarded to the Senate in Fall of 2011. 
The next search begins after the policy has been approved. 
 
Recommendation 5 
Committee on Committees will work with appropriate administrators and committees to examine the 
membership of some administration and faculty governance committees to increase communication 
between faculty and administration. Any recommendations will go through the regular governance 
processes for review. 
 
Committees to examine first should be the Provost’s Deans Council, President’s Senior Staff,  University 
Budget Advisory Committee, Enrollment Planning Committee, and Leaves and Awards. 
 
Rationale: 
Continue to expand the joint communication and consultation process on issues that are of joint  interest to 
both the senate and the administration. 
Process indicators: 
This process will begin in Fall 2011 and will be ongoing. 
 
Recommendation 6 
The Speaker, URPTC, and FAC will work with administration to develop a process to gather  information 
regarding RPT from the provost, deans, department RPT committees, department chairs, and candidates 
who are going through the review cycle or have just completed the review cycle. The goal will be to gather 
information about the perceptions people have about the RPT policy and procedures. This information will 
be used to examine our policies and procedures to determine if any steps can be taken to reduce the conflict 
that is created every year on this campus. Any recommendations will go through the normal faculty 
governance evaluation process. 
 
Rationale: 
 Faculty members perceive that administrators want to increase research expectations and that  
administrators are applying their own criteria and definitions for acceptable research when evaluating 
faculty for retention, promotion, and tenure. There have been questions from deans and other 
administrators regarding elaborations and their role in reviewing the elaborations.  
 
Process indicators: 
This process will begin in Fall 2011 and will be ongoing. 

Revised 5/10/11 
Approved by the Academic Senate on 5/10/11 Sense of the Senate 
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Provost Strong submitted the following TRPC annual report: 
The members of the committee are as follows: 
Mark Grobner (Speaker of the Faculty) 
John Garcia (speaker elect) 
Jim Strong (Provost) 
Dennis Shimek (VP for Faculty Affairs) 
 
The TRPC met and executed the six recommendations in the TRPC resolution (given above).  
1. Recommendation 1. The TRPC met every other week. The following were topics that TRPC 

discussed this academic year: tactical and strategic priorities, WASC, strategic planning, shared 
governance, RPT issues, UBAC restructuring. We discussed these topics in a general way to 
facilitate collaborative work on these issues. 

2. Recommendation 2. This has been enacted and we are following that policy and have been for a 
number of years. 

3. Extended Education Policy. This is still in process and a policy will be reviewed by UEPC next 
year.  Substantial progress has been made.  

4. Endowed Education policy. We now have an Endowed Faculty policy that is posted on the 
Faculty Handbook at this link: 
http://www.csustan.edu/facultyhandbook/Publications/Polices/Fac/EndowedFacultyPolicy.pdf 

5. membership on committees. Last year we included faculty on the Enrollment Management 
Committee and we had some discussions on this item. 

6. Examine RPT policies and procedures. We’ve covered that from other committee reports and 
good progress is being made there. 

 
Additionally, the TRPC carefully reviewed and discussed with various stakeholder groups 
(including the SEC) progess that had been made on the six recommendations and whether or not 
TRPC was still needed. The conclusion was that TRPC was still needed and should be reviewed 
annually relative to progress and need for the Committee. The committee worked with the WASC 
self-study team. The WASC self-study team met with the TRPC, reviewed the team’s plans and 
received input from TRPC, especially relative to the previous WASC Special Visit Report 
(summer 2010).  
 
7. Remarks by Speaker Mark Grobner 

I had a 30 page report but decided that wasn’t wise. We did a lot this year, The committees 
worked very hard. Again I express my appreciation to all the chairs and committee members, and I 
encourage everyone to participate in shared governance. We are all very busy, but it’s important. 
It’s how we move forward. I encourage everybody to seek out those positions and play a role. 
Morale has changed, and we are doing good things. We’re working on RPT and how we evaluate 
faculty. With that, the most important part of the whole meeting is passing on the turkey leg to the 
next speaker. I’ve learned several things from John Garcia including that I’m glad I’m a biologist 
and not a social scientist.  

 
Thinking about my year as Speaker, it is customary for the outgoing Speaker to present the 

new Speaker with something to help him in his role. Sometimes you have one group of faculty 
unhappy because you’ve making another group happy. I got him a set of golf balls. John loves 
golf, and he can go out there and swing as hard as he wants to take care of his frustration. 

 
 
8. Passing of the Turkey Leg 
Speaker Grobner passed the turkey leg to John Garcia as in-coming Speaker for 2013/14.  
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9. Remarks and introduction of new faculty officers by Speaker John Garcia 
Let me start by saying I am honored and humbled by being elected. I will point out I was the only 
one on the ballot. One thing you’ll find in a faculty member who is a social worker, I believe in 
self-disclosure. I can’t tell you how many times I’ve asked myself why I would do this. Today is a 
fun day for me in the sense that we’re almost done with the agenda, and I don’t think there are any 
controversial topics left. I wish to recognize speaker Grobner and his contributions to the campus 
and rebuilding trust and presenting him with this commendation.   
 

1/GF/13/SEC 

 
Commendation for Speaker Grobner 

 
Whereas, Professor Mark Grobner has gracefully fulfilled his duties as Speaker of the Faculty 

during a year of significant change and transition, and… 
Whereas, Speaker Grobner has set aside his duties related to his rabbit farm and his important 

laboratory research on Swiss Webster mice and has instead allowed himself to be caged 
in conference rooms and subject to hours of verbal banter with scant food or water, all in 
the name of shared governance, and… 

Whereas, Speaker Grobner has diligently attempted to gather feedback to ensure that he was 
representing the opinions and ideas of the faculty constituency that he represented, 
and…  

Whereas,  Speaker Grobner has worked admirably with the University Administration to forge 
new partnerships and a spirit of collegiality, and … 

Whereas, Speaker Grobner has helped lead and inspire campus constituents to engage in dialogue 
regarding the University mission and strategic plan, and… 

Whereas, Speaker Grobner managed to guide us through a complex agenda of governance issues 
with humor and a calm demeanor, and… 

Whereas, Speaker Grobner modeled a belief in shared governance through his stalwart conviction 
to authentic dialogue, critical reflection, and action, be it therefore… 

Resolved that the General Faculty express its heartfelt THANK YOU to Speaker Mark Grobner, 
and be it, further… 

Resolved that the Faculty wish Speaker Grobner all the best in his future endeavors on behalf of 
California State University Stanislaus. 

 
The resolution was approved by acclimation. 
 
Garcia’s remarks continued: I thought long and hard about how I was going to express my 
gratitude to Speaker Grobner for his leadership over the past year. Mark told me his goal was not 
to be impeached during the year. In thinking of how to thank him, I returned to my childhood. My 
mother encouraged us to give gifts that were personal, and we had to explain why we chose that 
one thing of ours to give. I wanted to give Mark a personal possession. Mark adopted the turkey 
Draco as our mascot for the Senate this past year. He picked this as a historian, as the ideal 
national mascot, this truly represents freedom and liberty. Since we couldn’t adopt the turkey as 
our national mascot, we could adopt it as our campus mascot. My son won this bird at a basketball 
game on campus. We now pass it on to you. 
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There is a lot of work to do. I’m thrilled with the direction this campus is going. we’re turning a 
page, and I believe that there will be a group of people who will make this possible. We hold a 
great deal of gratitude to the group who have agreed to join me in this very important work as 
follows: 

John Garcia, Speaker 
Bret Carroll, Speaker-Elect 
2013/2014 Senate Executive Committee 
Mark Thompson, Clerk 
Stuart Sims, Chair of FAC 
Kenneth Schoenly, Chair of UEPC 
David Lindsay, Chair of FBAC 
Tony Perrello, Chair of GC 
Steve Filling, SWAS 
Betsy Eudey, SWAS 

 
10. Open Forum/Questions 
John Mayer asked Brian Duggan to bring the video that was shown at the staff recognition event.  
This is a great reflection of the staff we have working here. We have discussed faculty workload, 
but we shouldn’t forget the incredible work that staff do. When he went to the staff recognition 
festivities, he thought that this was something everyone should see. [the video was played to the 
body] 
 
We also have the Beer B Q on Saturday if anyone still need tickets. It’s one of the nicest social 
events that happens on this campus. 
 
11. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:41pm 
 


