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1. Call to order 

2pm  

2. Approval of Agenda 

Accepted by consent 

3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of August 30,  2016  (distributed electronically)  

One requested change from Ann Strahm. Accepted with consent. 

4. Introductions 

Marcy Chvasta, Scott Davis, John Rezendes, Corey Cardoza, Lane Viss, Harold Stanislaw, 

James Tuedio, Nancy Burroughs, Oddmund Myhre, John Tillman, Faimous Harrison, Ted 

Wendt, Helen Caudill, Ron Rodriguez, David Lindsay, Mark Grobner, Shawna Young, Doug 

Dawes and Ellen Junn.  

5. Announcements  

a. Proxy for Lecturer Rep. on the Academic Senate 
Ted Wendt was introduced as the interim AVP of Faculty Affairs.  Wendt received an ovation 

from the senators.  

 

Sims noted that yesterday was Isabel Pierce’s Birthday. Anyone who has worked with Isabel 

knows that she is absolutely crucial to this body running well.  

 

Sims announced that CoC appointed a Proxy for Chris Nagel who is on sabbatical this term. Tim 

Firch will serve in fall 2016 as the Lecturer Representative to AS. 

 

Academic Senate 

September 13, 2016 
Present: Alvim, Azevedo, Bice, Brandt, Broadwater, Carroll, Chan, Crayton, 
Davis, Dyer, Eastham, Espinoza, Eudey, Firch, Floyd, Frost, Garcia, Garone, 

Geer, Gerson, Gonzalez, Guichard, Huang, Larson, Odeh, Petratos, Petrosky, 
Sarraille, Sims, Stessman, Strahm, Strangfeld, Strickland, Strong, Thomas, 
Thompson, Wagner, Webster, Wellman and Wood.  
 

Excused: Advanced Studies, Demers, Giventer, Hight, and Zang.  
 
Proxies: Ann Strahm for Steven Filling 

 
Guests: Marcy Chvasta, Scott Davis, John Rezendes, Corey Cardoza, Lane 

Viss, Harold Stanislaw, James Tuedio, Nancy Burroughs, Oddmund Myhre, 

John T illman, Faimous Harrison, Ted Wendt, Helen Caudill, Ron Rodriguez, 

David Lindsay, Mark Grobner, Shawna Young, Doug Dawes and Ellen Junn.  

 

 Isabel Pierce, Recording Secretary 

First Reading Item:  

10/AS/16/FAC – Consensual Relationships & Power 
Disparity Policy. Returned to FAC for discussion.  
 

Discussion Items:  
Graduation Initiative 2025 Goals for CSU Stanislaus 
GREAT Team implementation 
Facnet Forum- Feedback requested from Senators 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
September 27, 2016 
2:00-4:00pm, JSRFDC Reference Room 118 
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Betsy Eudey, Clerk 
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Gerson announced the following books in the FCETL’s fall Fiction and Non-Fiction Book Clubs 

(information is also located at this link: https://www.csustan.edu/faculty-center/fiction-and-non-

fiction-book-club) 

 

Non-Fiction 

September 13th, Lab Girl by Hope Jahren 

October 18th, The Death of Humanity by Dr. Richard Weikart 

November 15th, The Family Nobody Wanted by Helen Doss 

 

Fiction:  

September 27th, Make your Home Among Strangers by Jennifer Capo Crucet 

November 1st, Maisie Dobbs by Jacqueline Winspear 

December 6th, Station Eleven by Emily St. John  

Gerson announced that Daniel Soodjinda will be giving a faculty seminar tomorrow from 4:30-

5:30pm in FDC 118. The topic is Pedagogical Intersections with Educational Technology, 

Inclusivity and Social Justice.  Soodjinda is head of CSU’s Digital Ambassador program and is 

an excellent online instructor. 

Larson announced that on Wednesday is the Warriors Explore Downtown event, and should be 

really fun. An ASI announcement will be sent out soon via email. Junn said that there will be a 

kickoff for a new transit option for the campus. You can pick up the bus in front of the basketball 

arena to attend the Downtown event. Junn wants more events at the Art Gallery on Main St. You 

can talk to Tuedio and Junn if you have ideas of ways to draw people downtown. This is a great 

landmark and is a beautifully curated art gallery. 

 

Junn had a meeting with Gary Hampton the city manager, and she told him she hopes that we 

can do more to expand public transportation in the area, especially for students and the 

university. Hampton is interested in more bus routes that would go from the Denair train station 

to the university are for folks who are traveling. They also discussed not only Zip cars, but also 

zip bikes to rent. Loved idea to have some on campus that could better connect the campus to 

downtown and other parts of the city. 

 

Rodriguez announced John Mayer’s book signing and program in the Library on September 27th 

from 4-5:30. Scott Davis is hosting as moderator. John Mayer will be talking about his newly-

published book Steppenwolf Theater Company of Chicago: In Their Own Words.  

 

Junn talked to Gerson about faculty writing and editing books. She would like to start a program 

where we have an annual or biannual event for faculty who are writing books. She’d like us to 

https://www.csustan.edu/faculty-center/fiction-and-non-fiction-book-club
https://www.csustan.edu/faculty-center/fiction-and-non-fiction-book-club
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start working on that. If you’re currently writing or have written a book, be in touch with Marina 

Gerson. We can invite local media to the event.   

 

Odeh announced that the Stan Fresh market starts on Thursday from 11-1 on the Quad. Come 

and support them. An email about the market that includes the list of veggies being sold will be 

shared. All cash payments accepted.  

 

Sims acknowledged VP/AA Strong who has decided to step down and move to role in faculty, 

but he will continue to work as Provost until December. We want to acknowledge his tenure as 

provost at a point of transition and offer him preliminary thanks for his leadership and 

commitment to the university. Strong received an ovation from the senators.   

6. Committee Reports/Questions (FAC, FBAC, GC, SWAS, UEPC, other) 
FAC – Davis said that FAC hasn’t yet met this term, they’re just getting started. They will be 

discussing a resolution from FAC later in the meeting.  

FBAC – Brandt noted that the first meeting is tomorrow and FBAC will work on new issues. 

GC – Garone noted that their first meeting will be this Thursday. 

Statewide Academic Senate – Strahm said that they will meet this week. She announced that 

there is a series on Frontline about education that faculty may be interested in, including 

tonight’s Subprime Education on PBS, detailing some of the fraud and predatory lending in for-

profit universities. Sims noted this is a timely piece, and encouraged all to watch it. The root of 

many practices in federal lending is because of the abuse of the system by some for-profit actors. 

The federal government is now paying attention. Strahm noted the 4-year graduate rate initiative 

is a result of that.  

UEPC - Thomas noted that they are clearing up issues from last year, and there is nothing 

significant on the agenda yet to report on.  

7. Information Items 

a. WASC Update (Harold Stanislaw, 3pm Time Certain) 
Stanislaw reported that Melanie Booth, our WASC liaison, visited our campus last week. She met 
with the President and her cabinet and with SEC. Her last visit of the day was with the WASC 
Steering Committee, and she reported that both of her preceding meetings had been very 
productive. Her meeting with the Steering Committee was also quite productive, as they had a 
number of questions that Melanie was able to answer. In addition, she worked her way through 
an information- ‐packed PowerPoint presentation that consisted of some 90 slides, and pointed 
them towards resources that she thinks might be especially useful as we conduct our self-‐study.  
  

Melanie will be leaving WASC at the end of this calendar year, so we will be assigned a new 
liaison by WASC sometime in the next few months. The WASC liaison plays two major 



 

 

4 

 

roles.  One is to act as a WASC resource for our campus. So, for example, if Shawna (our 
ALO) has a WASC question, she can contact Melanie to obtain an answer. The other role 

comes into play during the reaccreditation process. The liaison facilitates the review, 
establishing a timeline and ensuring that the institution and the review team adhere to that 
timeline. The liaison is neutral during the review, but also serves as a resource to the review 

team regarding how the WASC Commission functions. And, because the liaison has a history 
with the institution being reviewed, he or she can provide contextual information during the 

review process, including previous WASC actions and how the institution responded.  
  

Melanie and the new liaison will visit our campus before the end of this year, allowing the new 
liaison to become more familiar with our campus. We don’t yet have any more details on when 
this might take place.  Also, while we might feel nervous about the change, WASC is 

reshuffling its liaisons, so we’re not the only institution getting a new liaison. 

 
Garone asked about the process by which new liaisons are chosen and who is in the pool. 
Stanislaw doesn’t know how they are chosen to be part of the system. There are about 20 
possible folks on the WASC website – listed as VPs. The liaison will come in from advanced 

place in their academic career, and will have been indoctrinated in WASC philosophy, and sit in 
on commission meetings. As for the assignments of liaisons to campuses, Stanislaw is not clear 

how that works, but he knows each liaison has a broad variety of folks in their portfolio. They try 
to have each liaison have a range of institutions they address, by size, funding, populations, etc. 
New liaison will be introduced to our campus soon.  There are a number of institutions having 

changes to their liaisons and we are not being singled out here.   

8. Consent Item  

a. 1/AS/SEC/16/AS Resolution of Appreciation for Vice President Dennis Shimek 
Resolution of Appreciation for our now retired VPHR/AA. Moved by Davis, Second by Eudey.  

Davis read the resolution for inclusion in the Senate’s minutes. “1/AS/SEC/16/AS - Resolution 

of Appreciation for Vice President Dennis Shimek Resolved, that the Academic Senate, 

California State University, Stanislaus acknowledge and celebrate Dennis Shimek for his tireless 

work as Vice President of Faculty Affairs and Human Resources; and be it further Resolved, that 

the Academic Senate thank Vice President Shimek for his unceasing efforts in helping our 

university community to thrive, his deep dedication to our mission, his advocacy for shared 

governance, his unwavering support of faculty, and his genuine commitment to diversity, equity, 

safety and health; and be it further Resolved, that the Academic Senate recognize Vice President 

Shimek for his critical role in improving the campus climate and the relationship between faculty 

and administration; and be it further Resolved, that the Academic Senate sincerely wishes Vice 

President Shimek well as he departs our university for new challenges, opportunities, and 

mountains to climb. Presented on Tuesday, September 13, 2016” 

Approved by acclimation. Sims noted that it will be framed and sent to Dennis Shimek.  
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9. First Reading Items 

a. 10/AS/16/FAC – Consensual Relationships & Power Disparity Policy 

Sims noted that this policy was almost completed last fall. Davis moved the resolution and read 

the first resolved. This policy is in response to EO 1076.  The attached policy revises the current 

Power Disparity policy and incorporates CO issues, and it would be added to the Faculty 

Handbook afterwards. Seconded by Strahm. 

10/AS/16/FAC – Consensual Relationships & Power Disparity Policy 

Be it Resolved: In their relationships with students and other members of the campus 

community, members of the faculty are expected to be aware of their 

professional responsibilities and to avoid apparent or actual conflict 

of interest, favoritism, or bias; and be it further  

Resolved: That extensive guidance and policy on these matters is provided by 

the Chancellor’s Office Executive Order 1096 (Rev. 6/23/2015), 

“System wide Policy Prohibiting Discrimination, Harassment, 

Retaliation, Sexual Misconduct, Dating and Domestic Violence, and 

Stalking against Employees and Third Parties, 

and Systemwide Procedure for Addressing Such Complaints 

by Employees and Third Parties”; and be it further  

Resolved: That the attached Policy revises the current Power Disparity Policy, 

incorporates the scope and nature of EO 1096, and clearly refers to EO 

1096 as system policy and procedure; and be it further 

Resolved: That the revised Consensual Relationships & Power Disparity Policy 

be placed in the Faculty Handbook upon approval by the President. 

Rationale: 

The previous Power Disparity policy was limited in scope to advise against consensual 

relationships between faculty members and those over whom they exercise supervisory, 

evaluative, or other authority, and to prevent misuse or abuse of power  when such 

relationships exist. The recent Chancellor’s Office Executive Order 1096 (June 2015) 

provides comprehensive policy regarding this set of issues, as well as process for making 

and responding to complaints when undesirable or prohibited behavior o ccurs. 

This revised policy summarizes the scope of EO 1096 with regard to consensual 

relationships and potential power disparity, and also clearly indicates to faculty members 
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where system policy and procedure for the range of concerns covered by EO 1096 can be 

found. 

Consensual Relationships1 & Power Disparity Policy 

PURPOSE: This policy addresses Chancellor’s Office Executive Order 1096, which prohibits Discrimination, 

Harassment, Retaliation, Sexual Misconduct, Dating and Domestic Violence, and Stalking against Employees and 

Third Parties, and provides procedure for addressing complaints regarding  such behavior. The intent of this policy 

is to provide a clear summary of the Executive Order’s primary points as they relate to consensual relationships and 

power disparity among faculty, staff, and students. The full text of EO 1096 can be found at 

https://www.calstate.edu/eo/EO-1096-rev-6-23-15.html. 

All individuals have the right to participate fully in CSU Stanislaus programs and activities free 

from Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation.  CSU Stanislaus prohibits Harassment of any 

kind, including Sexual Harassment, as well as Sexual Misconduct, Dating and Domestic 

Violence, and Stalking. Such behavior violates University policy and may also violate state or 

federal law.  

In their relationships with students, members of the faculty are expected to be aware of their 

professional responsibilities and to avoid apparent or actual conflict of interest, favoritism, or 

bias. All consensual relationships between members of the CSU Stanislaus community must be 

based on Affirmative Consent.  Engaging in any sexual activity without first obtaining 

Affirmative Consent to the specific sexual activity is Sexual Misconduct and constitutes a 

violation of this policy, and of EO 1096 (see below) regardless of whether or not the sexual 

activity violates any civil or criminal law. 

In light of the power exercised by a professor, staff or administrator in an academic or evaluative 

role and the recognition of a significant power differential in such relationships, any consensual 

relationship renders all parties vulnerable to possible later allegations of harassment or 

misconduct. Consequently, a CSU Stanislaus employee shall not enter into a consensual 

relationship with a student or employee over whom s/he exercises or influences direct or 

otherwise significant academic, administrative, supervisory, evaluative, counseling, or 

extracurricular authority. In the event such a relationship already exists, the campus shall 

develop a procedure to reassign such authority to avoid violations of this policy.   

This prohibition does not limit the right of an employee to make a recommendation on personnel 

matters concerning a family or household member where the right to make recommendations on 

                                                                 
1 The term “consensual relationship” means a sexual or romantic relationship between two persons who voluntarily 

enter into such a relationship, and while sexual and/or romantic relationships between members of the University 

community may begin as consensual, they may evolve into situations that lead to Discrimination, Harassment, 

Retaliation, Sexual Misconduct, Dating or Domestic Violence, or Stalking, as defined by CSU Executive Order 

1096. 

https://www.calstate.edu/eo/EO-1096-rev-6-23-15.html
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such personnel matters is explicitly provided for in the applicable collective bargaining 

agreement or MPP/confidential personnel plan. 

For complete policy and procedure information regarding Discrimination, Harassment, and 

similar actions and complaints, please see CSU Executive Order 1096, Policy Prohibiting 

Discrimination, Harassment, Retaliation, Sexual Misconduct, Dating and Domestic Violence, 

and Stalking against Employees and Third Parties and System wide Procedure for Addressing 

Such Complaints by Employees and Third Parties, available online at 

https://www.calstate.edu/eo/EO-1096-rev-6-23-15.html. 

If you experience discrimination, harassment or threatening behavior, you can contact: 

Dennis Shimek - Vice President, Faculty Affairs and Human Resources and Title IX Coordinator 
Julie Johnson - Compliance Officer and Deputy Title IX Coordinator 

Jill Tiemann-Gonzalez - Student Conduct Administrator 
Ron Noble - Dean of Students 

 
Please do not hesitate to call 911 if you feel your safety or the safety of others could be in 

immediate danger. University Police Officers are on call and patrolling the campus 24 hours 

per day, 7 days per week. 

Davis noted we had a power disparity policy in place when first told by the CO that we should 

have a policy of this sort. The 2015 EO was more extensive. FAC worked with Shimek to put 

together a policy that incorporates the EO 1096. It was reviewed by the Campus Compliance 

Officer to see that it fits with the policy. Davis noted that we need to edit out Shimek’s name, 

and since the person in that position will change over time, the policy information should be tied 

to the role, not the person. Davis indicated that the draft policy does what the EO tells us we 

have to do. 

Huang mentioned the following paragraph on prohibition: “This prohibition does not limit the 

right of an employee to make a recommendation on personnel matters concerning a family or 

household member where the right to make recommendations on such personnel matters is 

explicitly provided for in the applicable collective bargaining agreement or MPP/confidential 

personnel plan.”  Huang said we have couples on our campus and they often participate on 

committees. Does this limit the right of an employee to serve on committees? Davis said people 

should recuse themselves, but if a personnel plan allows people who are already related then this 

policy doesn’t block another policy. Huang said there is another policy regarding this issue.  

Wendt had some of the same questions and posed the questions to the CO. We do have a HR 

coded memorandum on nepotism. It’s their position that the coded memorandum is still in affect 

and like many CO policies it says don’t do it and leaves it up to the campus to develop 

implementation.  On this campus it has been in place for some time. The same verbiage that 

https://www.calstate.edu/eo/EO-1096-rev-6-23-15.html
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Huang quoted also concerns him. As things stand, Wendt doesn’t think we have any Collective 

Bargaining agreements that do what the passage anticipates. He’s not sure why the statement is 

in there, but thinks they felt that down the road someday in the future it would go in. He was 

cautioned by the CO, and the feeling is that you don’t necessarily need to mirror the EO if there 

is one already in place.  The EO is the law of the land. Usually they expect a local 

implementation.  Sounds like with EO 1096 & 1097 in place that this is kind of redundant. 

Davis said they had the same discussion in FAC. Shimek felt we needed this policy because we 

had a power disparity policy in place that the new EO doesn’t completely mesh with. To make 

sure the campus policy matches the EO we had to make these changes. That was the discussion 

out of FAC.  

Strahm thanks all for bringing up the issue. This policy seems to be about sexual relationship and 

power dynamics mostly. Davis said it was these and general harassment. Strahm asked that if 

this isn’t about nepotism, can’t we just strike it out? 

Carroll wonders about system vs campus issues, and just like federal vs state no matter what our 

resolution states the higher policy applies. Out of his department there were concerns raised 

about the impact of investigations on the record of people who didn’t violate policy. Can you add 

something in this newly written policy that information about any investigation would be 

expunged from a person’s record if a person under investigation is found innocent? An 

investigation may find no cause for concern, but a report in a file might potentially be damaging. 

The system wide policy doesn’t quite address this; maybe the campus policy could have 

something along those lines. 

Thompson wants to know from FAC if the paragraph under discussion is it a quote or summary, 

is it an interpretation of language? He wonders if FAC would talk about whether it is better to go 

this route or try to rescind the power disparity policy to not have a conflicting policy.  

Davis said the “does not limit” paragraph is page 5 of the EO, word for word, so that’s where it 

comes from. FAC could discuss the impact of the investigation and will check to see how the EO 

might respond to Carroll’s issues.  

Petrosky asked why some terms are capitalized. Sims said words that are defined in the glossary 

in the EO, and it signals these terms are to be understood as they are defined in the EO.   

Sarraille noted there is a term in the resolution “extracurricular authority” used in the 3rd 

paragraph after the prologue, and asked if it was defined in the glossary, and is there some way 

that we can get a link to the glossary? Sims said that we can put the EO back online.  

Sarraille addressed the redundancy of policies, sometimes it’s good to be redundant to ensure 

that important stuff happens. He does think that since this is about a pretty weighty set of issues, 
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possibly good to go through the exercise so all are plainly told what the policy is at this time. 

Regarding faculty working personnel files (WPAF), faculty have the right to be told when 

something goes into the WPAF, they have appellate rights and rights to make requests and to 

grieve certain items in their file. CFA can look into that to see what relation this policy has to 

such matters. 

Sims said a copy of original EO will be posted with other documents ASAP.  

Carroll said that term (extracurricular authority) does appear in the CO policy but is not defined 

in the glossary.  

Strangfeld said in light of Petrosky’s comment about terms, if the terms that are used like Sexual 

Harassment, Sexual Misconduct are based upon the definitions that are appearing in the EO, we 

should directly state that these are the definitions we are using for these terms.  

Sims thanked all for the feedback and noted that FAC will consult with Ted Wendt about this 

matter.  

10. Discussion Item 
a. Graduation Initiative 2025 Goals for CSU Stanislaus and GREAT Team 

implantation 

Sims asked Junn to start the conversation with us. 

Junn said the Graduation Rate Initiative is not new to the CSU – 6-7 years ago the CO started a 

GRI. At that time the system and BOT established two goals for each campus, a 6 year 

graduation rate and a rate related to the Underrepresented Minority (URM) achievement gap. In 

the old days, each campus was to have a committee and report quarterly on progress on the 

campus goals, and there was also a system goal. When White came on board, the BOT moved to 

6 goals, including 2 and 4 year for transfer goals, and 4 and 6 year goals for new freshmen, and 

also URM and Pell goals. Each campus now has goals in six areas that are listed in AS packet. 

Junn reviewed the goals for the campus indicated in the table. Junn noted that all campuses are 

asked to get to zero achievement gap for URM and Pell recipients by 2025.  

Junn noted that the next page in the packet is the memo from the CO, including a FAQ fact sheet 

with questions and answers. This explains the sources of data, how the CO computed the goals 

for the campus, the methodology for our campus, terminology, and on and on. Each campus is 

expected to have leadership in this area and report annually. Of the six goals, the CO singled out 

two to attend to right away, the 4 year rate for freshmen and moving the achievement gap rate to 

zero. This call to address these issues comes to us from the Governor and Legislature, and the 

BOT has made $35 million in one time money available to address issues this year. They 

tentatively allocated some portion to each campus to close the 4 year gap primarily. The CO told 

presidents to use the money based on a plan each campus was to develop about how to use the 
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money. Presidents were given a very short timeline in which to develop the plan. There were 

groups who had been working on related initiatives at this campus already, and work from these 

groups was drawn upon as they worked to get a proposal to the CO by the deadline. The goal 

document is in the packet. Junn says the document is very drafty, as it’s difficult to put together a 

very specific plan in 4 days for a year’s worth of activities. It is a good guide, but not finalized. 

Junn said that plans like these are usually developed by a committee of VPs, Deans, faculty, etc. 

Our campus is unusual because there were lots of different reports and people working on many 

different committees over the past years, but the information was not all tied together. Lots of 

folks were working on segments of student success including PACE, Sophomore Success, 

Advising Task Force Report, EOP, Summer Bridge, and Early Start, with pieces staff are 

working on and faculty have worked on. It’s important to get all people involved in one room, as 

one committee to discuss what to do with the million dollars. We also need to figure out how to 

sustain success with one-time monies, but at least there is some money now. Junn would like to 

try to see how to create a bigger team with more representation, and maybe include people who 

weren’t on original teams. She asked around for names, and 48-9 names came forward from VPs, 

deans, senate, etc. Some of this group got together last Friday for an organizational meeting – 

Graduation Rate, Excellence and Achievement Team (GREAT). She passed around a set of 

signup sheets for four groups to work on aspects of this project, and will make these available to 

the senate office so others can join on.  Junn said the $1 million must be used to increase 4-year 

grad rate, which is a high priority for the governor. Our 6-year system rate is somewhat higher 

than the national average, but the 4-year rate is lower. We’re trying to raise 4 year rate to the 

national level. Junn is especially looking for people interested in addressing the 4-year rate, 

retroactive and forward thinking strategies. She noted that our students are different – at this 

campus and in the system – and part of our effort is to educate legislators and government about 

this, helping them see that 4 years is not necessarily the best metric. So, there is a group on 4-

year; transfer one not as important now, URM and financial aid. Another group will pull results 

from different reports, pull out features of programs that worked well, like PACE, and determine 

what can be scaled up for larger segments of students or all.  

Junn noted that Shawna Young has been working on a lot of this stuff in her role as interim AVP, 

and will help to coordinate this once we have a finalized list of faculty involved. Junn noted that 

Sims gave her input that we already may have people working on some of these items and may 

not need to create new groups or a GREAT team. We don’t want to overwork people who are 

already overworked. We need to consider how to use existing committee structures to be more 

focused on this project. We are trying to meet the demands of the BOT and Governor in a 

context that works for our campus. 

Thompson said last year when we got $897K in Student Success funds that needed plans from 

campuses for use, the CO imposed a caveat that this is contingent on consultation. This one 
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doesn’t seem to state things in quite the same way. Thompson was wondering about the level of 

fixity in plans and how changeable they are. Junn said it’s a good question. As President she will 

argue for flexibility as plans evolve and we come to resolution about how to spend it. She thinks 

we need to be flexible and more specific going forward. She will make an argument for this as 

we go forward. 

Thompson addressed issues on page 3 about remediation. He talked to the COMP committee 

chair, and dept. chair regarding information in the plan about restructuring Summer Bridge, and 

noted there was no discussion with English about this. This is part of his concern about 

flexibility. We have ENGL 1006 that is part of bridge and this plan would replace that. The plan 

mentions extension of Summer Bridge, but nothing about new support for it. Junn apologies that 

they were not consulted. This is why this is a draft. We need consultation before moving forward 

with summer bridge/remediation issues with both Math and English folks.  

Thompson said it looked quite specific. Junn said they had to look specific to say how money 

will be spent.  She wants to address the Senate today to see who should be on these groups. 

English and Math need to be key players. 

Strahm offered thanks for reminding us that this is only a draft. She is concerned about the 

faculty mentor program being kind of mentioned on page 2, but then not having any consultation 

with FMP folks about this. There are a couple of things concerning her. One is about a focus on 

online classes. She’s not opposed to online classes, but opposed to a blanket call to do this in 

particular because lots of research has been done that shows that especially men of color, 

especially African American men in the hierarchy of racial food chain, then Latinos struggle 

more with online classes. They often have lower success rates than other groups. If we are trying 

to reach out, and we know our URMs gap needs to be closed, and also often Pell folks, we need 

to be sure we’re not just throwing them into a situation that they won’t have great rates of 

success. There is additional research, by the Public Agenda and others, with reports on 

sophomore success, difficulty reaching out to drop outs, that we need to draw upon to understand 

what might work for us. Public Agenda on a national scale reached out and studied young folks 

who had dropped out, and they found that a vast majority who left without a degree (or this 

decision was made for them) point to options like flexibility in schedules, and the difficulty of 

balancing work and school. 8 in 10 supported two proposals – possibility for PT to get more 

financial aid, and offering more classes in evening and weekends so they can work and take 

classes. How many buildings are empty on weekends? She hopes these kinds of ideas will flow 

in. Her last point is about scaling up. We see that out of PACE, but also hope we scale down for 

specific groups like the folks in PACE had. We have evidence of success, we have the data. We 

need to make sure that we bring it back down to these groups, that different groups with different 

needs have the resources they need. Thanks for hearing her out.  
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Junn agrees we need to look at getting resources to faculty to determine efficacy. Online is a 

different animal now. Increased bandwidth options helps with things that weren’t available in the 

house in the past, and we need to advocate for more internet capability in our communities. 

Students can come here and log on, but not have it in their homes. This is a more complex thing. 

Goals are to make resources available and faculty can decide which courses are amenable if 

online or hybrid. We absolutely haven’t tired enough pilots. Junn talked with the Provost and 

Deans about pilot courses at night or weekends, and we don’t know if there’s demand if we don’t 

try. Students are different from when we tried it in the past. We should explore this because 

students do lead complex lives, and offer options if they know they’ll be there regularly. They 

need to have flexibility to take more units or courses.  

Eudey wished to follow up on the FMP Issue raised by Strahm, the Plan on pg. 2 indicates that 

this program is very successful, and it is. We’ve lauded this program for a long time but it has 

not been supported with needed resources. She’s concerned with the call to increase the student 

participation and faculty participation threefold in 3 years, and especially concerned that this was 

included in the plan without any consultation with any members of the FMP Board. Expanding 

this program threefold changes its nature in particular ways that we haven’t yet considered, and 

it’s difficult to get faculty participation at the level we have now due to the workload we have. It 

is smart to recognize FMP as point of excellence but nothing should happen without 

consultation. This lists action for the next 3 yrs. with no funds made available in year one or 

beyond. Further, as we’re addressing valuable mentor programs, Eudey hopes that attention is 

given to the LGBTQ Mentor program that is in second year now and may need to be included  

here as a strategy to support retention and graduation.  

Eudey also was concerned by the call to add in Dream Seminars to begin in spring 2017 when 

courses are already being placed in rooms for spring and the schedule will be live to students in a 

few weeks. This is new curricular idea that is being implemented without going thru any 

curriculum committee or faculty review. We’ve been thru consultation and had recommendations 

from the federal grant project about expanding FYE courses so some of those ideas have been 

considered, but we can’t ask people to start teaching courses in spring that haven’t been 

approved thru curriculum committees. One of the reasons for implementing similar courses at 

Dominguez Hills was to increase first-year student interaction with tenure-line professors, 

because very few were having that experience. We don’t have data from this campus, so we 

don’t know if freshmen aren’t getting access to tenure-line faculty or if having that access is one 

of our barriers to retention. We may decide that the dream seminar is a good idea, as they could 

be great, but Eudey is not sure how we can make this happen in spring semester given the lack of 

data to show it’s useful and the time needed to get courses into the schedule.   

Junn noted that we can’t necessarily make plans now and implement in spring. These are put in 

as a placeholder, but we must follow curricular processes. If it doesn’t make it, fine. If we do we 
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wanted this as a placeholder to tell the CO why if it didn’t come to fruition. We knew FMP was a 

good program, tripling was perhaps too much, and we didn’t include it in the one year money. It 

is a placeholder to say we are going to try to consider areas of strength the campus already has. 

Sims will follow up on today’s conversation, and this will move forward until the next meeting. 

Senators should have a clear message that this plan is fungible. Further input immediately is 

important, so send emails, call, and stop by to chat to give feedback right away. Junn wants to 

make sure the implementation now and in the future is connected to really good work that is 

already happening or has happened. If someone has ties to this broad set of issues, student 

success broadly, please let Sims know so we know we’re consulting as needed so 

implementation is based on the best information we have at the university comprehensively 

speaking. Any suggestions send to Sims ASAP to make sure everyone who should be in the 

process is involved.  

Eudey asked if the plan can be broadcast and sent to the entire campus. Junn noted that because 

it is still a draft that can be improved, she’d like not to send it out to all. Let’s work on it 

internally and get it in better shape before sending it out. It will then be massaged more before 

sending to the CO. Chancellor had to send some information to the legislature this week 

sometime. If we make this public and they get something different from the CO, Junn will 

probably get a phone call. Best to have internal discussion for real direction, and then we will 

revise and send out again.  

b. Facet Forum – Feedback from Senate Needed (Lane Viss, John Rezendes, & 
Corey Cardoza) 

Sims noted that last spring we had a robust Facet discussion about enfranchisement; one problem 

with the conversation wasn’t the conversation but the mode of the conversation was hard to 

follow. An email-based listserv makes discussions hard to follow. To try to address this, Sims 

asked OIT to create a discussion forum faculty could use. He’s asking the senators to be beta 

testers of the forum.  

Rezendes said Sims asked him to replace the existing Facet. The security around the existing 

system is a problem because right now anyone who wanted to join could log in and use it 

including the press or folks outside the system. More security can limit the scope to faculty use 

only. Rezendes demonstrated how to log onto the system and indicated that he had created a few 

discussion lists for testing, some test data to see how this works. He showed how a new topic can 

be added. He also showed how if you click on an existing topic, it can list the initial topic and 

any responses to that initial topic to get a sense of who came through. If you like the existing 

Facet notification format, we can send alert emails when information changes on the forum. You 

can log in and make decisions about how you receive information about a specific discussion or 

all discussions. Also, you could receive a periodic summary of posts and click in if you want to 
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contribute. It is fairly simple. Rezendes already set up the site so that all faculty have access. You 

can log in and take a look at it and play with it. We can make additional changes before we go 

live. OIT created some online documentation to help make it easier to use. There are some rules, 

using text provided as a placeholder, so it can be changed. User information includes examples 

about how to use the site, with screen shots.  Eudey asked which “faculty” are included – Unit 3 

or everyone who is viewed as part of the general faculty. Rezendes said right now it is an active 

directory group of “all faculty” who are loaded in. We can change this if desired.  

Sarraille asked who decided to block the rest of the people from Facnet. Sims said no decision 

has been made about this. Eudey said that this doesn’t have to get rid of Facnet.  Rezendes said 

this is more secure for faculty-only conversations. Sims says Facnet is more private, but not 

more secure.  

Sarraille said administration has every right to look at every word that will be on that listserv. 

They can examine every message, every word that faculty use can be surveilled by the 

administration, just like email is now. Facnet is public to Google. This won't be public but still 

open to surveillance. Administration retains authority at any time to examine anything that is on 

that server on the discussion.  

Sims said we will follow up on the level of surveillance. It will be private in the sense that it will 

just be a faculty conversation. Second, we’ve established it is not more “secure” but the better 

term is more private, not more secure. He wants the conversation to be accurate. 

Thompson said we hope people will weigh in on membership, not sure what this will be. If 

general faculty that is different from Unit 3, this came up last year. All administrators including 

the president are “all faculty,” if you only allow Unit 3 they would not be included. Membership 

is important to weigh in on. How about censorship, no one moderates Facnet, and there is 

language that sounds a little speech-Codey. Do we want censorship, is there a moderator, or is it 

left to moderate itself.  

Sims said as of now the default is self-moderation only, but if you have thoughts about that let us 

know. Rezendes said moderation is possible, if this is offensive this can be defined in who has 

access to do such a thing. 

Garone said when SEC was asked to pre-Beta test, they had to not only log into this, but had to 

log in again for each conversational thread and he found that peculiar. Rezendes said that they 

can adjust that, and it shouldn’t be that way before going live. He will fix that as it is more of a 

tech problem than how it is supposed to work. 

Strahm referred back to Rezendes’ comments. One of the things we forget in our daily lives is 

that anything that is electronic that we have typed on intertubes is there permanently. We can 
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make things more private, but we need to remember that there is nothing we write that is secure 

and completely private. With that, in addition, if we are going to continue to have something 

housed within the servers of the university, no matter how many safeguards are put in place for 

autonomy, at the end of the day there are limitations to that freedom to be cognizant of. Our 

choice is whether we will continue to have conversations over this in a faculty-only private place 

with the recognition that we don’t have private conversations, or we take it outside of the 

university and don’t use university emails and have an outside server, and even then there is 

copy and paste. Nothing we are posting anywhere if online or in an email or blog site, nothing 

we do assures you that it can’t be copied and pasted and sent to someone else.  

Sims doesn’t want the framing to get skewed. The motivation isn’t privacy or security. Impetus 

is efficacy. Most don’t use Facnet because it becomes non-sensical. It is hard to have a coherent 

conversation. The prime mover is not security or privacy, even if we gain privacy. We want a 

forum that easier to use.  

Eudey wanted to follow up on Strahm’s comments. Even if we’re using off-campus email, Gmail 

or Facebook, it doesn’t mean that it can’t be subpoenaed. Someone who wants to, can access 

your communications has to have a compelling reason to breech your privacy. But again, privacy 

is not the main reason to consider using this program. This is so people can enter into a faculty-

related conversation anytime you want, and it is searchable.   

Rezendes noted that this provides more flexibility to use this and we can even pull this from your 

email.  

Junn said this is cool, and is the first she’s heard of it. She welcome faculty having opportunity to 

have these conversations. Thinking about issues of freedom of speech, first amendment rights, as 

you’re hearing more in the news campuses are getting into spotlight about hate speech, protected 

speech, etc. and these are complex issues. In universities in the US we value freedom of 

discourse and diverse thoughts, and it’s good to have a safe haven for that to take place in a 

constructive manner, it makes it possible for people to express their viewpoints. As Strahm and 

Eudey mentioned, if you write a comment, how would you feel if it then is on the front page of 

the Wall Street Journal out of context. This is each person’s decision. Institutions of higher 

learning should help students and faculty to address difficult issues and diversity of viewpoints 

even if we find the viewpoints personally offensive or problematic. This is just another vehicle to 

make it happen. As an administrator, this is not something to view to look for XYZ, this not what 

the university is about. This would never be anything that administration would be looking at.   

Rezendes noted that you can define some policy on how that information is accessed.   
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Gerson said she is an old school Unix geek, and likes the chaos of Facnet. She may not log into a 

forum and make a response. She loves Facnet and would use as is. She doesn’t need more 

organization.  

Sims said this can work like Facnet did. Gerson asked how PT lecturers are included. Long 

termers who go on and off of lists, can they retain active membership if off for a term? How do 

we not expire them? Rezendes said yes we can manage that as we can decide what we want it to 

do. 

Sarraille still is curious fundamentally why it is desirable to exclude non-faculty from Facnet. If 

this is a university, if we are in the business of having freedom and access to information, why 

do we seek to have exclusive conversations with colleagues that the public are not privy to. Do 

we have one way of talking in private that we don’t in public? Are there things the public 

shouldn’t know about even if a public university? 

Sims said he can’t speak for everyone, but he’d like a place where people can speak 

professionally with one another, having a professional colleague-to-colleague discussion would 

change in nature if the conversation is viewed by the public. Let’s say you’re having a 

conversation about a syllabus and someone from outside drops in to a conversation and 

unintentionally becomes a troll without a history of the conversation. Rather than describing it as 

exclusive, it is just one place to have professional dialogues. Faculty have open conversations all 

of the time with lots of people.  

Panos thinks the intent is for private conversations, you can say private not used for public 

issues. Sims it could be open for all to read and use a password to post if that is desirable.  

Carroll asked if there is a timeline for a process for decisions to be made, as there seems to be 

unresolved issues. Sims said we will get feedback until we get a consensus. No pressure on this. 

It could take years, and it does not need to change Facnet. We are not forcing anything on 

anyone. That’s the next stage, but it is not meant to imply some deadline, as there is no external 

pressure on this.  

Rezendes noted that we can add a set of tools, or a mock-up to combine tools. Sims says what 

they’re asking for is feedback on the substantive issues raised, and also the very mundane. Do 

you want the rules changed or gone, that’s the feedback we need. Overall, is it a good or bad 

idea, down to the fonts. We’ve looked at with a handful of folks, then SEC, and now scaling up 

to the senators, and there is no timeline.  

Sims said that this will be a continuing discussion item and Isabel Pierce will share the link with 

the Senators.   
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11. Open Forum 

Thompson has two things to mention. One is that there is a small number of people using Google 

Classroom on campus and this has been supported by the University and is free. There is a 

question as to whether support will continue for Google Classroom. We haven’t gotten any 

information to speak of, and he wants to bring it up. This is an issue of concern. He has heard 

talk positively about OIT, but is concerned about losing support for Classroom; we should see 

what other campuses are doing and the possibility for doing that.  

Carroll shared a recent experience in their dept. that others may have encountered. They just 

hired a new ASAII after a retirement, and when the advertisement went out the ad included a 

salary range. What occurred is that they had a very qualified applicant and wanted to offer her in 

the mid-range salary. They were told that they couldn’t pay over 3% above the minimum, and 

then 5% and then 8% over the minimum. They were left with the feeling that this is false 

advertising if only 8% of the minimum is possible. This is unethical as they share the salary 

range in the advertisement.  They lost their prime applicant.  

Garone supplements what Carroll said. With the current pay scale, we essentially can’t offer a 

mature middle aged adult a decent salary. Staff positions will be 20-somethings who may be 

competent, but we cannot hire people with lots of experience and who are looking for a long 

term career rather than a short-term position before grad school or some other work. This 

impacts continuity and consistency in departments. 

Espinoza provided an enrollment update. Based on today, we have 9,795 students, which is up 

510 from last fall, or a 5.5% increase. FTES is up 6.8%, to 8,312.  The average unit load is up 

1.4%, now at 12.57 units. The Stockton headcount is 553 which is down 33 heads, or 5.6% from 

last fall. 

Strahm heard a bit at a union meeting about an issue in Bizzini Hall where cameras have been 

installed on the inside hallway to all external doors. Signs now are posted in the areas that are 

being recorded. She has heard folks voice concerns. One of the largest concerns is that where the 

cameras are located, anyone observing the feed can see into professor’s offices and see what 

they’re doing, who is entering, for how long, and when they’re coming out. In addition, Strahm 

is concerned with issues of research. There are a lot of opportunities to have research with 

human subjects conducted in Bizzini. Psychology does work in Bizzini with research, some in 

Sociology interview folks in some of the conference rooms, and it becomes an issue around the 

ability to have a research opportunity and provide some level of promise of confidentiality for 

our research subjects, especially with sensitive issues. No way, shape or form has anyone 

suggested that some university ogre is watching them or making note of every move made, but a 

there is concern about sense of feeling under surveillance while working in your office and 

ensuring research subjects that those folks don’t have the possibility that something could 
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happen to them because it was known they were in Bizzini at a particular time with a faculty 

member doing a particular kind of research.  

Sims says if you have concerns, we have scheduled for our next AS meeting a group to explain 

what the cameras are, where they point, how they are used, and to answer questions. Cameras in 

Bizinni Hall will be a discussion item on the next Senate agenda.  

Sarraille said that it came to his attention that when a search for a new faculty member occurs, 

there is some policy about how these search committees are supposed to interact with the 

department, but the policy does little more than suggest this happens. It says the search 

committee should coordinate with the dept. and seek feedback and get input about their opinion 

of candidates and who should be hired, but it is not very well spelled out. He’s noticing recently 

in a few cases that search committees are basically having disagreements with rest of the 

department because of lack of clarity about how searches should be conducted once search 

committees have been established. He would like SEC to consider this issue, possibly ask FAC 

to look at this policy to see if it can be improved upon to address what they should be doing 

when hiring faculty.  

Sarraille said it also came to his attention that when classes are scheduled at this institution 

sometimes a class is scheduled to end at the same instance another is scheduled to begin in the 

same place. Gotten some accommodation – five minutes. We likely have a policy that says we 

can’t do that, and it should be obeyed. He thinks this is a thing people should get breaks between 

classes and should be a rule that should be followed. 

Thomas said we have a set of recommended time blocks, but technically classes can be 

scheduled at any time. We passed a policy last spring that still allows more choices, but 

incentives to encourage you more strongly to use the chart of recommended time slots and to 

make it harder to pick more inconvenient times. But this is not real until spring because of time it 

takes to implement the new policy.   

Thompson believes that the deadline for applying to be on the SP committee is Thursday. We 

have a committee, and CoC will appoint people to it. We have a senate resolution and statement 

to faculty about the faculty stance on consultation regarding the SP. He’s heard about the signing 

up part, but hopes SEC will get a sense of feedback soon on the status of SP in relation to the 

resolution that is still standing from the Senate. Sims said it is sitting on his desk. Sims thinks 

they want a committee first, and then they will draft a charge and process. Junn says whichever 

makes sense logically. Not sure which is timelier to proceed with, but we can talk about it.  

Sims said we have very few names for slots on SP committee. It’s an important committee, so 

we want some engaged folks who know the institution. Give names to COC.   
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In regard to Sarraille’s concern, Eudey noted that while we have a policy of use of time modules, 
maybe we can pass another policy that no class should be scheduled within 10 minutes of the 

previous class.  Thomas said we can try to create something but it won’t take effect until next 
year.   

Huang asked why the swimming pool is not available to use. The pool is closed right now and 

that is a waste of a resources. Junn says Dawes has the answer. Dawes said that we need to have 

safety personnel, and they are figuring out potential costs and how to make it availab le to faculty, 

staff and students. We have a plan in development, but we have to meet and confer. Junn’s last 

understanding was that the meetings will start soon to suggest possibilities. Sims will follow up 

on this.  

12. Adjournment 

4pm 


