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THESE MINUTES HAVE NOT BEEN APPROVED. 
 
Academic Senate 
October 21, 2008 
 
 
 
Present:  Bice, Black, Brown, Carroll, Cogan Bailey, 
Colnic, Covino, C. Davis, S. Davis, Deaner, deVries, 
Dunham-Filson, Eudey, Filling, Flores, Garcia, 
Hauselt, Hejka-Ekins, Hight, Johnson, Jones, 
Kavasch, Keswick, Manrique, J. Mayer, M. Mayer, 
Morgan-Foster, Nagel, Nainby, O’Brien, Peterson, 
Petratos, Petrosky, Russell, Senior, Silverman, 
Sniezek, Tan, Thompson, Tuedio, Werling, Young 
 
Guests:  Dean Nael Aly, Dean Carl Bengston, Lauren 
Byerly, Vice Provost Diana Demetrulias, Susan 
Marshall, Dean Roger McNeil, Dean Daryl Moore, 
Dean Gary Novak, Roxanne Robbin, John Sarraille, 
Armin Schulz, Dean Carolyn Stefanco, AVP Ted 
Wendt 
 
 
 
 

 
ANNOUNCEMENTS:  7/AS/08/UEPC—Policy on 
Unretrieved Student Work, 8/AS/08/UEPC—Policy on 
Undergraduate Academic Advising, FCETL Director, 
International Programs Resident Director Assignments 
(Robbin), Post Promotion Increase (PPI) 
 
18/AS/08/FAC—Outstanding Service in Faculty Governance, 
FIRST READING ITEM 
 
General Education Progress & Prospects, DISCUSSION 
       
Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
 
Tuesday, November 4, 2008 
2:30-4:30 pm., JSRFDC Reference Room 
       
Minutes submitted by: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Betsy Eudey, Clerk 

 
 
1. Call to order at 2:35pm 
 
2. Approval of Agenda-Agenda was approved as submitted. 
 
3. Approval of Minutes-Change p 9 last paragraph “a doctoral program” – it’s an EdD not PhD and P. 7  Dean 
McNeil attributed as ONeill in the minutes 
 
4. Announcements 
 a. Unretrieved Student Work – Thompson indicated that this policy was approved last spring .  This is a 
reminder that this is in effect now, and the gist of this is that we need to keep student work until the time for grade appeals 
has come and gone. We should be doing this starting this semester.   
 
Undergraduate Advising – Thompson noted that this policy spent a lot of time in the senate last year, and ultimately was 
approved.  There is a section on roles and responsibilities for different entities on campus.  He indicated that in English that 
they have mandatory advising and that faculty will use this policy as a guide.  He asked senators to  take the policy back, 
and share it with the department to make sure they are aware of this.  Eudey drew attention to the information in section D 
indicating that departments need to publish their advising policies so that students and others on campus can be aware of 
advising processes in each area.  There is an assumption that most of us have not yet published this information, and some 
may not have developed it, so part of the reason we’re drawing attention to this new policy is to remind us to become 
compliant.  John Garcia asked if there was a parallel policy for graduate advising.   Thompson said there was discussion 
with graduate council last year, and there is supposed to be further discussion this year.   Shawna Young, Chair of Graduate 
Council, indicated that Graduate Council will be discussing this.   
 
 b. FCETL Director – Thompson reminded all that the call is out for the FCETL Director.  He drew attention 
that there is a revised version, and that the only change to the posting is listing a  “thorough knowledge of the local 
campus” as a requirement for the position.  The Committee on Committees is close to having a search committee identified.  
This search needs to move quickly because the person should be taking over late in the year.   
 
 c. Intl Programs Resident Director –Roxanne Robbin encouraged us to quit the Senate for a year to be a 
Resident Director on a campus abroad.    Applications for Resident Directors are due on Dec 1st to the Chancellor’s Office.  
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Full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty may apply.  This is a 12 month assignment, paid on 12 month basis – 15% more 
than what you make now because it includes summer pay.  As part of compensation, you also get an overseas differential, 
airfare and a per diem to get set up.   For more information contact RRobbin@csustan.edu or go to calstate.edu/ip  This 
year positions are available in Beijing, Tokyo, Exon Provence, France, Florence and Madrid.   
 
 d. John Mayer announced that at 4pm Saturday CSU Stanislaus is giving an honorary doctorate to Gary 
Sinese.  We’d love to have as many faculty as possible attending. Please wear regalia if you have it, but feel free to come 
without it.  Gary and the Lt Dan Band are playing at the amphitheatre, tickets can be purchased for $25.   With the campus 
commuter culture, Mayer wanted to get some life on campus with this event. Please spread the word so we can have more 
of these events.  Mayer also announced a free event on Monday at 12:30 in Snyder.  It will be a reading with Lee Renner’s 
son Jeremy Renner and John Mayer reading from Into the Wild, the summer reading book.    
 
Mayer reminded the senate that he is the faculty athletic representative, and introduced Milt Richards, the athletic director.  
If you have issues related to student athletes, contact Milt or John Mayer.    Mayer indicated that 5% of students on campus 
are student-athletes, and generally have a higher GPA than the general student population.  These are hardworking students 
balancing being a student and athlete – they are not primarily here on scholarships.  Richards’ right hand is Kim Duyst, 
associate athletic director.  Milt Richards noted that he has been her almost 10 years, and appreciates what the faculty do for 
the students.  He really appreciates all that we do, and encouraged faculty to come out to an athletic contest – as a guest – 
the student athletes love to have professors see them compete.  He noted that there is only about $250K in scholarships, so 
most are not getting free rides.  Richards knows there have been discussions about missed class times for athletes, and he 
wanted to make it clear that Athletics takes academics seriously.  Most of our athletes aren’t going to the pros, so getting 
the degree is their number one concern.  If faculty ever have a problem, call John or Milt.  John is faculty contact, which is 
why faculty don’t hear from a lot of the coaches because the structure is for John to do this.  Milt and John will have a get-
together soon where faculty and coaches can interact.   
 
 e. Barbara Manrique – retired faculty had their fall luncheon on Sept 30th.   FERPing faculty are encouraged 
to attend the luncheons and get involved.  When you do retire, all of you need to join as well to protect benefits and have 
input to CSU administration.  Renning is liaison to CFA.  The next luncheon is on Dec 16 and will be here in the FCETL.  
Please encourage retirees and FERPers to attend.  Doug McDermott from drama is battling cancer, and is a loyal attendee.  
Keep him in your thoughts. 
 
 f. Heather Deaner, Chair of the Faculty Development Committee announced that Bret Christie has been 
invited to campus to address ADA, universal design for learning, compliance issues, policy, and service opportunities. The 
workshop will be held on Nov 13 in room 118 from 9-12 and an afternoon session.     Please RSVP to Ximena or Heather 
for meal counts.   April Hejka-Ekins noted that  FAC has been working with  Lee Bettencourt on accessibility issues, and 
they are coming forward soon with a policy related to taping of classes.  She recommended that Lee should be invited to 
discuss what our campus is already doing.  Deaner indicated that targeted invitations will be sent to Disability Services, 
OIT, and others working on these topics. 
 
 g. Chris Nagel announced that CFA had its first monthly lunch today. CFA president Lill Taiz was the 
surprise guest.  Next month’s lunch will be on Nov 14 from 12:30-2:30.  It will be a benefits and retirement workshop with 
a speaker from SJSU regarding getting the most out of CALPers benefits. 
 
 h. Provost Covino offered thanks for participation in the WASC CPR visit.  The team was justifiably 
impressed by this university as indicated by the long list of commendations they delivered before leaving. Everyone 
involved really put us in the light that we deserve, a good light on all fronts and demonstrated to WASC that we are moving 
forward in great ways and have achievements to show and justify their commendations and a good review in 09 . Thanks 
for your help, time, and effort and future time and effort in the coming months as we prepare for the next visit.  It was great 
to impress the team as fully as we did.   Thompson offered personal congratulations to Diana Demetrulias for her 
leadership, and also to professors Scott Davis and Steve Stryker. 
 
 i. PPIs – Thompson announced that the CSU system is moving ahead with this.  Steve Filling reported that 
the current contract PPI section is not contingent on compact funding, so that even though other raises are in question, there 
is a separate pool of money for PPIs.  Those eligible for PPIs must be full professors whose initial appointment was prior to 
August 1, 1988.  There are 32 on this campus who are eligible.  Letters were sent to these folks. The PPI agreement 
requires that each department elect a PPI review committee from among tenured faculty, especially the full professors since 
they will be judging the full professors.  The candidate must supply a cover sheet and 2-page description of activities.  
There needs to be a committee in place by Nov 14, with notification to Ted Wendt regarding its composition.  The faculty 
will elect a university- wide appeals committee; faculty can appeal the committee and/or president’s decisions.  The appeals 
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committee decision is final.  More information is posted on the CFA website.  John Sarraille reported that although not 
expressly stated in the policy, the intent of the policy is for committee members to be full professors only.     
 
John Mayer noted that many small departments have associates with tenure, but since they cannot serve on the committee 
they will need to go outside the department to have a committee.  Filling indicated that here will be a list circulating to 
effected departments of eligible committee members.  Wendt said there is more information on the faculty affairs website 
under announcements/PPI.  They will give departments lists of people eligible to apply and the people eligible to serve on 
committees university-wide since many departments will need an external member.  Mayer asked if someone can serve on 
both the department and campus-wide appeals committees.  Sarraille responded that it was okay, but you can’t be on a 
committee if up for a PPI.    If there is anyone who thinks that they have been overlooked, have them contact Ted Wendt 
ASAP. 
 
Nagel noted that this PPI policy applies to lecturers and range D as well.  Wendt agreed that it applies, but none on this 
campus are eligible.  The policy also applies to SSPAR3s and head coaches and librarians.  O’Brien  indicated that an email 
from Mary Baker went to all department chairs that is an excel spreadsheet regarding who had volunteered to serve on 
committees. Kavasch asked if FERPing faculty serve on the dept committees?    Wendt said his read is if the FERP is on 
campus for fall that would make them eligible on the department committee since  they will be with us during fall, but the 
university-wide appeals committee doesn’t meet until spring so if they work in spring they could only serve on appeals 
committee.    Speaker Thompson indicated that Academic Senate has a role in the formation of the appeals committee, 
which will involve individuals being elected using the senate process for campus-wide elections. SEC and COC will be 
putting out a call and a normal election for 5 people to the appeals committee.   
 
 j. Thompson reported the SEC requested that the speaker be allowed to attend the meetings of the Council 
of Deans or if not to get the agenda packets for the COD meetings. The first generous offer was declined, but we will be 
getting the agenda and non-confidential items at the next Academic Affairs Council meeting.  This is normally a week after 
the COD meeting.   
 
5. Questions about committee reports 
Chris De Vries wanted to follow-up on the UEPC discussions regarding online courses.  He had a talk with Carl Whitman 
about clearwire money, however Carl Whitman expressed his concern that we should gauge the effectiveness of online 
courses, relative to live course, for the next WASC visit.  DeVries wants the Technology and Learning subcommittee and 
Whitman to participate in the ongoing discussions of online courses.  Thompson noted that Whitman is ex officio on that 
committee, but DeVries indicated that Whitman had designated Brian Duggan to attend.  Petrosky said that UEPC is early 
in discussion of this issue, and is noting De Vries' comments. 
 
April Hejka-Ekins said that no minutes from FAC are posted yet, but she wanted to request departments to share their post-
tenure review guidelines with her.  In trying to see what departments needed to help with PTR, the only thing people were 
asking for were opportunities to see what others had written as guidelines,  If you have them, please send the to Hejka-
Ekins so we can post them for others to see.  It appears that accounting is done, psychology and teacher education are close, 
others are likely near completion as well. 
 

 a. FAC Report from October 15, 2008 

• Release Time for Faculty Governance-The provost requested that we consider developing some kind of time 
line—perhaps 2 years—for faculty to use their release time concerning academic governance. Some faculty 
expressed concern that the policy should be flexible, given the limitations on resources. FAC is looking into 
policies from other campuses and will continue to discuss this item at the next meeting.  

• Review of RPT Procedures-Ted Wendt sent a memo asking us to review the procedure and revise it to fit the 
current CFA contract. FAC will be following up on this item.  

• Post Tenure Review Policy-An e-mail was sent asking faculty if they needed any assistance in formulating their 
department guidelines. Two departments sent their guidelines and two chairs were interested in the guidelines 
other departments sent. FAC decided to encourage more departments to send their guidelines and if we receive a 
reasonable number, we would consider posting them. Another request will be announced at the 10/21 Academic 
Senate meeting.  

• Policy regarding the Recording of Classes-Lee Bettencourt attended the FAC meeting and explained how his 
office coordinates student disabilities requests for special requests in the taping of classes. Lee said that his office 
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had the forms that disabled students could sign to limit their taping for classroom use only. He said he would send 
them to FAC for further discussion.  

• Temporary Faculty Range Elevation Policy-Ted Wendt also sent a memo asking FAC to review this current policy 
and bring it into compliance with the current CFA contract. Chris Nagel has been asked to look at the policy and 
will discuss it with FAC at the 11/12 meeting.  

 b. FBAC Report from October 22, 2008 
 

• Cuts to CSU budget 
 
Tan shared an email from Filling regarding the Statewide Academic Council meeting on pending budget cuts.  
Covino stated he was in this meeting and so can speak to it. Covino advised that Ben Quillian, Vice Chancellor of 
Administration and Finance, made a presentation regarding the current state of the California budget.  There are 
potential cuts to the CSU budget. The first cut is likely to be on the order of $31.3m and be imposed soon.  The 
state’s fiscal situation is precarious and likely to worsen. Campus business VPs have been asked to plan for budget 
cut scenarios of 3%, 5% and 7% for the current year. Covino stated he is waiting to talk to the President when he 
returns from Long Beach.  Suzanne Green, Interim Vice President for Business and Finance, will have a projection 
of our budget of where we stand once the budgets are ready.   
 

• Clearwire Corporation lease of campus’s unused radio spectrum  
 

Carl Whitman, Associate VP for IT, will come to FBAC to speak of this lease for nearly $4 million this year and 
as much as $54 million over three decades. 
 

• Budget information provided to deans of colleges as well as other budget-related data 
 
Since the budgets are not ready, Tan asked Covino to describe the university budget process. Among what he said 
was that the budget process varies from year to year. From what he heard, it’s has been done in 27 different ways 
in the past 28 years. Currently, a budget template developed by Whitfield is used. We have reduced FTE allocation 
of $600,000, faculty cuts of $520,000, and other Academic Affairs cuts of $300,000; a total of about $1.4M cut. 
He urged FBAC to ask Interim Vice President Green to attend FBAC.  She has been 30 years in the CSU system, 
has a good working relationship with faculty when she was at CSU Sacramento and CSU San Marcos.  FBAC will 
invite her to our meeting. 
 
FBAC will work on developing a template to get the needed information each year so FBAC can advise the 
administration with respect to university budget policy, planning and resource allocation, per its charge in the 
General Faculty Constitution.  In the past, FBAC has problems requesting data from the administration. FBAC 
members will decide on what will be in the template based on what FBAC has requested in the past, what was 
stated in the budget priorities from FBAC, and what’s in the university strategic plan. Members will consult with 
the administration regarding what administration can provide. This data template will help FBAC be better 
informed as to what is happening on campus, which in turn will help FBAC members make better decisions. Some 
of the data may even be used in WASC reports. The templates will be used on a perpetual basis and be 
continuously improved.  
 

• UEE Pilot Special Session Policy  
 

Provost Covino advised he has met with Deans Council and they have suggested to delete everything in section f 
except the first sentence. Thus, section f will be modified as follows: 

 
From: 

 
“f.  Program commencement. The College and UEE will determine the start date and minimum student 

enrollment needed to start and maintain a program. Programs will not start if the following 
conditions exist:  

                                                               i.      Fewer than 15 students in a Master’s program or 20 students in a 
Bachelor’s program. The University must plan for attrition in all programs. Attrition in 
Bachelor’s programs is normally higher than Master’s hence the difference.  
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                                                             ii.      The program does not generate at least a 20% surplus (revenues 
minus expenses). The 20% figure serves as a “cushion” in case there are unforeseen drops in 
enrollment or increases in program expenses. 

                                                            iii.      Exceptions to the above can only be made by the President and 
Provost. 

 
To: 

 
“f.  Program commencement. The College and UEE will determine the start date and minimum 

student enrollment needed to start and maintain a program.” 
 
The sentence in section g will then read “Programs will be discontinued if they are deemed no longer sustainable 
per agreement between the College and UEE” instead of “Programs will be discontinued if they are deemed no 
longer sustainable per the conditions note in item f above or per agreement between the College and UEE.”  The 
remaining of section g remains unchanged as “At a minimum, programs will not continue if they show a loss 
(expenditures exceed revenues). Exceptions to this policy can only be made by the President and Provost.” 
 
FBAC will continue to discuss this draft UEE policy in our next meeting.  

 
6. First Reading Item 
 
 a. 18/AS/08/FAC--Outstanding Service in Faculty Governance  
Thompson clarified the process for resolutions, noting this is a first reading.  Generally in a first read this is for advice to 
the committee, we don’t refer it back, but it goes back.  We can take actions if we feel the need to.  Typically it will come 
back as a second reading for debate and vote at our next meeting.  Hejka-Ekins wanted to frame the resolution.  Last year 
FAC under Renae Floyd began to develop this resolution.  On page 11 of the agenda there is a copy of a  resolution by the 
system-wide senate from January 2007, glancing through the resolution and rationale you’ll note that increasingly senior 
faculty are in governing, and junior faculty system-wide have not been involved in governance but it is the mainstay of our 
faculty driven process and mission.  It may be hard to do but essential to the culture of the CSU system, so FAC and SEC 
thought we ought to support the involvement of faculty in shared governance by setting up an outstanding service award in 
that area, and to encourage that to be considered in RPT elaborations as well since it’s a service that helps us retain our 
student commitment and faculty driven culture.  On page 10 you can see what the award is about.   
 
It was MS Hejka-Ekins/Nagel :   
 
Be it Resolved:  That the CSU Stanislaus Academic Senate recommend to the President institution of an annual Faculty 
Award to recognize outstanding service in Faculty Governance; and be it further 

 
Resolved:  That the recipient will be recommended to the Provost/Vice President of Academic Affairs by the Leaves and 
Awards Committee based on his or her career’s meritorious service to CSU Stanislaus, primarily in the area of university-
wide faculty governance; and be it further 

 
Resolved:  That no one may receive the award more than once; and be it further 

 
Resolved:  That the award is open to all members of the General Faculty. 
 
Rationale: Shared governance is the cornerstone of active faculty participation in the deliberations and decisions that shape 
the educational functions of the University. Faculty at CSU, Stanislaus have a long tradition of taking the time and 
investing the energy to preserve a strong faculty presence and voice in governance and, in doing so, have validated the 
importance of such work. The CSU Statewide Academic Senate in 2006 advised that service in governance be supported 
and given meaningful recognition, including award programs that encourage faculty “at appropriate stages of their careers 
to become full, well-rounded academic citizens of their campuses through participation in shared governance” [AS-2871-
06/FA (Rev)]. The Faculty Affair Committee agrees that an award on par with awards for outstanding professor; 
outstanding community service; and outstanding research, scholarship, and creative activity is appropriate.  
 
Discussion: 
O’Brien indicated that when SWAS passed their resolution that they asked all local campuses to think carefully about and 
when Armin Schulz last year sent the URPTC letter about elaborations he included suggestions about supporting faculty 
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governance and I thank him for that.  O’Brien noted that this is an award for excellence in governance, not service broadly.  
We want to reward governance activities in addition to the service we’re supposed to be doing for our jobs. 
 
Armin Schulz asked who will be establishing the criteria for applications, contents, etc.  Hejka-Ekins said Leaves and 
Awards is the appropriate committee.  Schulz asked if there will be a monetary award as is done with others?   Thompson 
noted that it is not in the resolved clauses.  It was decided to leave rewarding governance ambiguous, but to be “on par” 
with others money may be needed. Hejka-Ekins indicated that we can address this when setting the criteria.  Nagel noted a 
typo in the rationale regarding the Faculty “Affairs” committee.  He questioned whether the last resolved –indicating all 
members of the general faculty allowed part timers to be eligible and encouraged them to be included.  Garcia indicated that 
he was fully in favor of this award. He wondered if it was necessary to limit the award to one time. He sees faculty 
governance as a professional obligation, and thinks there are some who devote themselves to governance, and doesn’t see 
why we need that clause.  Stephen Black said that part of the rationale is to encourage people to be rounded citizens.  The 
way it is structured it is for people who have longstanding service, it doesn’t seem to encourage junior faculty.   If the 
intention is to encourage junior faculty, I don’t think it will help with that, and I encourage the committee to think about 
that.  Nagel wanted to respond to how this encouraged junior faculty.  Like other sorts of awards it shows that the 
community of the university honors, respects and values these kinds of activities. That’s how it encouraged junior faculty. 
Sniezak noted that the language of university-wide service is more difficult for junior faculty, and suggests eliminating 
“university-wide” and make just faculty governance.  
 
Provost Covino –was at the initial discussion with FAC and its continuation in SEC.  Both times I raised the question if 
with our array of awards for Professor, Service, RSCA, and potentially Faculty Governance that we are leaving out a sector 
or set of activities that also contribute to service – other kinds of internal service that faculty perform that are also crucial – 
PAC, outstanding service on crucial ad hoc committees that can make a difference relative to an important initiative in the 
course of a year, and other sorts of service faculty do.  This is not to diminish faculty governance.  I echo what everyone 
says, but I am concerned that we are putting together an array of awards that leaves something crucial out of the awards 
structure. 
 
7. Discussion Item 
 
 a. GE – Susan Marshall, Founding Faculty Director of GE.   
Marshall said she was invited here to address progress and prospects for GE.   She started in February 2008 and started 
learning about the job and what it means to be FDGE.  She learned how to define the position and coordinate pieces of the 
GE program.  She was amazed at how far-flung the program is and the complexity of negotiating between different parts of 
the campus community regarding GE issues.  Many of you have heard of GE spoken about a lot by WASC, and the (vice) ? 
provost jokingly asks if I’m done with GE yet, and she knows we have a lot to do for the next review, but she’s trying not 
to have it run the entire agenda.  She works with Scott Davis as chair of GE Sub-committee and is completing the first 
Academic Program Review for GE and the GE Charter.  The first draft of the charter will be done this week. APRs have a 
list of recommendations for actions to improve the program, and these recommendations will go thru faculty governance 
and be a part of further discussion. She’s working with Institutional Research to find information for the APR including 
numbers of courses offered, SFR, and demographics.  She’ll need help interpreting the data.  She’s also continuing work on 
the assessment plan of GE by area, it’s an investigative, descriptive process by PAC looking at GE courses.  This will 
provide a curriculum map of GE learning and be a part of the APR.  She’s holding GE forums for campus dialogues to 
improve curriculum and structure in an ideal and real world.  She is trying to inform the campus about changes in GE 
including EO 1033 about GE from Long Beach.  Marshall reported that the next GE forum will be on Dec 4 from 2-
3:30pm.   
 
Marshall serves as an ad hoc member on GE Subcommittee, Assessment of Student Learning, and Student Success 
Committee, She’s working with a GE Advisory board  where they are discussing survey results from such instruments as 
NSSE, FSSE, the graduating senior survey, and IDEA reports on GE classes.  She is trying to support two learning 
community programs to the best of her ability – Summit and FYE.   She attended New Student Orientation for transfer 
students to sell Summit as an alternative GE program.  Transfer enrollment is down 20%, which in part lead to two Summit 
communities being canceled or postponed.  She wants to market Summit to continuing students not just transfers.  Marshall 
is attempting to form a committee to revitalize FYE.  Budget woes and lack of support across campus has weakened and 
shrunk this program, and she appreciates senate support in creating a committee.  FYE shrunk from 13 to 3 communities 
this fall, and learning communities are a great way to engage students in the campus community.  The prospects are good 
for achieving a kind of coherence in GE and for discussing, planning and implementing changes.  This is a good 
opportunity to think about being creative with the GE program. 
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Juan Flores asked why enrollments shrunk from 13 to 3 for FYE. Marshall noted it was not just because of enrollment of 
students, but because FYE seminars were considered something that could be sacrificed with the budget problems.  Summit 
declines were tied to enrollment but FYE was tied to cancellation of sections due to the budget.   Marshall clarified that the 
GE Advisory board includes Davis, Mayer, Roy, Carter, Hesse, Hill, and Stessman.  Thompson noted that part of what 
Susan can do is create committees to support the work.  Susan had talked to me about the committee about FYE.  I 
suggested to her it be through COC.  FYE is not all in GE, and there has been a delay on how we should set up a 
committee. We’re close to a decision on this. Thompson promised Marshall that she will have support getting this done. 
 
Mayer asked if there was anything specific from WASC about GE?  Marshall stated that WASC was interested in direct 
measures of the assessment of student learning.    Demetrulias cautioned that we are still waiting for the WASC team 
report, and she is trying not to paraphrase what they had presented.  The team did talk about the importance of the GE 
program, and assessment was part of it.  We will be examining the way in which all of us are committed to GE from all of 
the colleges, the sense faculty has of how GE contributes to student learning, how it’s an integral part of education, and 
what is unique/distinct about the GE program that helps define our students as they leave the university.  I think it came up 
in every group, but the report didn’t have much related to GE.  They were asking penetrating questions about how we know 
that GE is effective to our graduating students when combining GE skills and major disciplinary perspectives.  The visit 
was more intense than we expected at the Capacity Level, and was more about preparing for the EER and ensuring that we 
understood the importance of indicating effectiveness.  We had also defined in our report that GE was an important 
outcome, so it’s not surprising for us that it was brought up, it was the intensity of the scrutiny that was surprising. 
 
Marshall noted that this is the  paradox of the irony of GE – it is general, and has been a smorgasbord of courses that meet 
the GE goals, so the idea of an identity in GE is taking refining.  Garcia asked how the questions from the visit fit with 
Capacity.  Demetrulias responded that it is a capacity and preparatory review, and the preparation is for the EER.  At the 
visit they don’t just look at capacity, but also like to look forward and say when we come in 18 months we think it’s import 
to see XY&Z.   They were really talking about the EER, not a capacity problem.  The site visit is sort of a hybrid activity, 
looking ahead.  Davis agreed with Demetrulias that we haven’t seen anything on paper, so he hesitates to start rumors about 
their findings, and we should wait until we see it written down.   Demetrulias noted that we will have the first draft of the 
WASC team’s site visit report in November. 
 
Eudey offered support to Marshall for the revitalization of the FYE program.  While the cuts made to the program for this 
year were likely necessary because of the budget situation, the program has many benefits and I feel we need to build FYE 
back in.  
 
Open Forum 
None 
 
Adjournment 
3:50pm 
 


