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Academic Senate 
November 23, 2010 
 
Present:   Andrews, Baker, Bender, Bettencourt, Bice, 
Broadwater, Burroughs, Cotten, De Cocker, Drake, Eudey, 
Filling, Garcia, Grobner, Hauselt, Held, Jasek-Rysdahl,  
Keswick, Manrique, Marcell, Marshall, McGhee, Mulder, 
Nagel, O’Brien, Pahal, Peterson, Petratos, Petrosky, Poole, 
Provost Strong, Regalado, Routh, Sankey, Sarraille, 
Silverman, Strahm, Stone, and Werling. 
 
 
Proxies: Judith Keswick for Chad Stessman, Donna 
Andrews for Cathlin Davis. 
 
Guests: Lauren Byerly, Dennis Shimek, Marjorie 
Jaasma, Halyna Kornuta, Gabriel Bolton, Brian 
Duggan, Eve Hightower, Brett Forray, Lynette 
Richmond, David Lindsay, Marjorie Sanchez-Walker, 
Deans Goodwin, Nowak, McNeil and Tuedio. 
 
Isabel Pierce, Recording Secretary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 
Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
 
Tuesday, December 1, 2010 
2:00-4:00 pm., JSRFDC Reference Room 
       
 
Minutes submitted by: 
 
 
 
 
Betsy Eudey, Clerk 

 
1. Call to order 
 2:04pm 
 
2. Approval of Agenda 
 Approved.  
 
3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of November 9, 2010  
 Approved 
 
4. Announcements 
Roxanne Robbin from Art serves as the Stanislaus Representative on the Academic Council on International 
Programs. The ACIP is concerned that a majority of those participating in study abroad programs do not 
match the diversity of our student body. In the US, people who attend the Study Abroad programs are 
generally middle class Caucasian people from families with college educations.  Many fewer students think 
of studying abroad if they are first generation college students or from underrepresented groups. San 
Francisco State University has done a great deal of work to encourage more diversity for attendees and has 
been very successful. They are recognized across the United States as a model for this successful integration. 
They made a video for people to see how they reached this goal and the effect it had on students. There is a 
longer version, but we're watching the 5-minute version.   
 
Applications need to be submitted soon for those who would like to study abroad. We have one-year 
programs for our students to experience immersion in languages and culture. Other campuses have shorter 
programs, but CSU programs since the 1960s have decided a year is the most valuable program to have.   
 
Robbin distributed pamphlets for the CSU International Opportunities for Faculty. They have faculty 
positions in Study Abroad programs to be the Resident Director. Many have near-native language fluency 
requirements.  
 
Student scholarships are available. Most students find that they spend about the same amount going abroad 
as they do in a regular semester. Also, 65% of students have a majority of their expenses covered by 
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financial aid. The airfare is the major cost difference between studying abroad or staying at a home campus. 
Refer to this website for more information http://www.calstate.edu/IP  
 
Robbin says that on our campus we need to increase our FTE, but it's also important for our students to have 
these experiences. Every major can be accommodated on these programs. Nursing is the most difficult to 
match up, but other than that it's not a problem and they can accommodate it. It's best for students to go in 
their sophomore or junior years. 
 
Keswick thinks there is a lot of merit for going for one year. There used to be a stellar 3-6 week study abroad 
program on our campus. She hopes we continue this as well. Some are trying to reorganize classes to still 
offer that kind of experience for students.   
 
Robbin said Cuernavaca is a really important experience as well as some students can't manage a year.  We 
used to have a committee on campus for international programs, but she doesn't know what happened to that.  
Hildy Heath left and the committee stopped meeting. Becky Mirza is the contact person in the Student 
Services Building and she's familiar with the programs.  She asked that faculty think about the Resident 
Director Program position and noted that the Wang family offers scholarships for China and Taiwan for 
research.  They also have scholarships for students going to China.  Robbin said there are state level 
scholarships for most sites, but especially to China and Taiwan. 
 
Regalado noted that Cuernavaca was a great program until the unwise elimination of winter term. Highly 
qualified students missed out on that, as the program is lost.  Robbin hopes we can somehow resurrect it. 
 
Filling said that Turlock residents and organizations got together and discussed how hard life is in this 
community and created the Turlock Together Toy Drive. They hope to collect 6000 toys for children from 
birth-12 yrs. so that every child would get a toy for Christmas. To date, they only have about 500 toys 
collected. The group has asked if the University could help, and folks from the President’s office, Staff 
Council and CFA have signed on to this campaign. He hopes that all feel inclined to help. There are blue 
barrels throughout the campus, and three are in this building. You will also find them in MSR, the Library, 
Naraghi and DBH. Turlock Together, and the children, will deeply appreciate it if we would purchase a toy 
for a child under 12 and drop it in a barrel before December 10th.  This is a marvelous way to share what we 
have with those who need the sharing most of all. Eve Hightower and Brett Forray are responsible for 
bringing this project to campus. Toys must be new and unwrapped.  
 
Strahm asked if it’s okay if the toy isn’t in a box. Hightower said that was fine. Filling noted that if you are 
busy and can’t make purchases, it’s likely that a colleague would be willing to shop for you.   
 
Jasek-Rysdahl noted the guests as Dennis Shimek, Marjorie Jaasma, Halyna Kornuta, Gabriel Bolton, Brian 
Duggan, Eve Hightower, Brett Forray, Lynette Richmond, David Lindsay, Marjorie Sanchez-Walker, Lauren 
Byerly, and Deans Goodwin, Nowak, McNeil and Tuedio. 
 
5. Committee Reports/Questions 
Jasek-Rysdahl said that he was asked if SEC received a response to the resolution on UBAC. He noted that 
there was a failure to provide instructions about the resolution and it had not been forwarded to the President 
until late last week. He talked to the Provost about it this morning and we expect a response by the next 
Senate meeting on December 7th.  
 
Jasek-Rysdahl noted that the ad hoc Trust Restoration Planning Committee has met three times. This 
morning he sent out notes from the first meeting. The goal is to have a place on the university website to 
keep others informed of what is happening. We’ve been making progress and have met three times on 
campus. All four members of the committee are here today and also attended the AAUP conference in 
Washington D.C.  
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Provost Strong thought the AAUP conference was very useful and he benefitted from the sessions. Jasek-
Rysdahl noted that the AAUP conference, which included the members of the TRPC (Provost Strong, Dennis 
Shimek, Speaker Elect Koni Stone and Speaker Jasek-Rysdahl), John Sarraille and David Colnic attended a 
number of sessions addressing issues we’re dealing with on our campus. It’s not comforting to know, but we 
are not the only campus struggling with tensions between administration and faculty. We have some unique 
features to our struggle, but there are some examples where shared governance is working and there is 
cooperation.   
  
6.         First Reading Items 

a. 13/AS/10/UEPC Resolution Two-Pass Registration System (Tabled to 11/23/10 Senate 
meeting) 

Jasek-Rysdahl noted that this resolution will be a first reading item since it was tabled at the last Senate 
meeting. This is not a time to make amendments and it is only open for a discussion.   
 

13/AS/10/UEPC Resolution Two-Pass Registration System  
Be it Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus approves a two-pass 
registration system; and be it further 
Resolved:  That the two-pass registration system allow students to register for 9 units during the first 
round of registration followed by a second registration period for additional units; and be it further 
Resolved:  That the current registration priority remain enacted as determined by units completed within 
class level in the following order:  seniors, master’s and credential students, freshmen, juniors, sophomores, 
and unclassified post baccalaureate students; and be it further 
Resolved:  That the two-pass registration system be effective beginning with the fall 2011 registration cycle; 
and be it further 
Resolved:  That a preliminary review be conducted following the registration cycle for spring 2012 to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the two-pass registration system and, specifically, whether the system positively 
impacted student-athletes; and be it further 
Resolved:  That subsequent reviews be conducted every 2 to 3 years. 
Rationale:  As the budget at CSU Stanislaus is being reduced and class sections are being cut as a result, it 
is getting increasingly difficult for students to register for the required classes in order to progress toward 
degree completion.  As a result, student-athletes who must maintain a 2.0 GPA, always be enrolled in 12 
units per semester, and make progress toward degree in order to participate in athletics at the NCAA II level 
are differentially impacted.  After much discussion, the UEPC members agreed that if the two-pass 
registration system were to be implemented, that may resolve the issue for student-athletes as well as the 
issue presented at a previous UEPC meeting – that of sophomores being last on the priority registration 
process.   
DRAFT CS:rle 8/24/10 
UEPC Revised and Approved 10/28/10 
 
John Mayer submitted a statement which was read by Betsy Eudey as follows: 
 
From	  John	  Mayer:	  
I	  am	  the	  FAR	  (Faculty	  Athletic	  Representative)	  here	  on	  campus,	  and	  also	  one	  of	  two	  National	  Division	  II	  
Representatives	  to	  FARA,	  the	  Faculty	  Athletic	  Representative	  Association.	  	  In	  my	  role	  as	  FAR,	  I	  work	  as	  a	  
liaison	  between	  our	  campus	  and	  the	  NCAA,	  as	  well	  as	  liaison	  between	  the	  President/administration	  and	  the	  
department	  of	  athletics;	  furthermore,	  I	  am	  the	  primary	  advocate	  for	  student-‐athlete	  well-‐being	  and	  
academic	  success.	  	  	  
	  
I	  have	  been	  FAR	  for	  six	  years,	  and	  it	  is	  a	  job	  I	  relish,	  primarily	  because	  I	  love	  helping	  these	  incredibly	  
dedicated	  student-‐athletes.	  	  They	  do	  their	  individual	  sports,	  maintain	  GPA’s	  higher	  than	  our	  general	  student	  
population,	  have	  higher	  graduation	  rates,	  participate	  in	  community	  service	  (CSU	  Stanislaus	  continues	  year-‐
in	  and	  year-‐out	  to	  be	  one	  of	  the	  top	  fundraisers	  for	  the	  Make-‐A-‐Wish	  Foundation	  in	  NCAA	  Division	  II),	  and	  
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they	  proudly	  represent	  our	  institution	  in	  a	  very	  public	  way.	  	  And,	  most	  of	  them	  do	  it	  without	  little	  or	  no	  
financial	  support	  from	  our	  institution.	  	  The	  myth	  perpetrated	  by	  highly	  visible	  Division	  I	  sports	  programs	  is	  
that	  all	  student-‐athletes	  receive	  substantial	  scholarship	  support,	  and	  this	  is	  simply	  not	  true	  at	  the	  Division	  II	  
level.	  	  Most	  of	  our	  student-‐athletes	  participate	  in	  their	  sports,	  and	  accept	  the	  additional	  burden	  that	  this	  
represents,	  for	  the	  simple	  reason	  that	  they	  love	  their	  sports	  and	  being	  part	  of	  a	  team.	  	  In	  many	  ways,	  I	  find	  
our	  student-‐athletes	  to	  be	  among	  the	  best	  and	  most	  noble	  of	  all	  of	  our	  students.	  	  	  
	  
The	  first	  resolution	  related	  to	  student-‐athletes,	  which	  I	  presented	  to	  faculty	  senate	  highlighted	  an	  
attendance	  policy	  that	  sought	  to	  provide	  support	  for	  any	  student	  involved	  in	  university-‐sanctioned	  activities.	  	  
I	  did	  this	  a	  few	  years	  ago,	  and	  much	  to	  my	  chagrin,	  the	  resolution	  was	  voted	  down.	  	  A	  much	  watered-‐down	  
version	  of	  the	  attendance	  measure	  was	  passed	  the	  subsequent	  year	  by	  the	  senate,	  but	  did	  little	  if	  anything	  
to	  curtail	  the	  struggles	  of	  student-‐athletes	  attempting	  to	  fulfill	  their	  attendance	  obligations.	  	  In	  this	  earlier	  
resolution,	  I	  included	  all	  students	  involved	  in	  university-‐sanctioned	  activities,	  because	  there	  were	  other	  
affected	  students	  including	  those	  in	  student-‐government,	  music,	  human	  resources,	  theatre	  etc.,	  which	  
occasionally	  had	  off-‐campus	  trips	  related	  to	  their	  extra-‐curricular	  involvement.	  
	  
Spurred	  on	  by	  that	  attendance	  policy	  debate,	  I	  began	  to	  have	  more	  regular	  discussions	  with	  Athletic	  
Director	  Milt	  Richards,	  Associate	  Athletic	  Director	  Kim	  Duyst,	  athletic	  advisor	  Amye	  Leon,	  and	  many	  of	  the	  
coaches	  in	  an	  effort	  to	  more	  fully	  understand	  the	  academic	  issues	  that	  proved	  challenging	  for	  student-‐
athletes.	  	  It	  quickly	  became	  clear	  that	  course	  scheduling	  was	  at	  the	  core	  of	  many	  of	  the	  ongoing	  problems	  
they	  faced.	  	  Student-‐athletes	  were	  clearly	  having	  trouble	  finding	  classes	  that	  did	  not	  conflict	  with	  their	  
athletic	  practice	  and	  competition	  schedules,	  and	  as	  a	  result	  were	  struggling	  to	  meet	  some	  course’s	  
requirements.	  	  The	  onset	  of	  the	  budget	  crisis	  exacerbated	  this	  problem	  by	  limiting	  the	  course	  offerings	  
available	  to	  all	  students.	  	  	  
	  
A	  few	  inquiries	  to	  my	  FAR	  colleagues	  brought	  to	  my	  attention	  that	  we	  were	  the	  only	  school	  in	  our	  
conference,	  the	  CCAA	  (California	  Collegiate	  Athletic	  Association)	  that	  did	  not	  have	  a	  priority	  registration	  
policy	  in	  place	  that	  directly	  benefitted	  student-‐athletes.	  	  This	  astounding	  discovery	  prompted	  me	  to	  consider	  
the	  priority	  registration	  policies	  of	  our	  conference	  schools,	  which	  subsequently	  led	  to	  me	  to	  developing	  a	  
new	  resolution	  that	  modeled	  on	  the	  Sonoma	  State	  Two-‐Pass	  system,	  which	  had	  special	  provisions	  for	  
student-‐athletes.	  	  Steve	  Filling,	  then	  president	  of	  the	  faculty	  senate	  recommended	  I	  work	  through	  UEPC,	  
which	  was	  at	  the	  time	  was	  chaired	  by	  Ian	  Littlewood,	  to	  get	  UEPC’s	  advice	  and	  support.	  	  We	  began	  a	  
discussion	  process	  last	  year,	  which	  continued	  into	  this	  year	  with	  the	  new	  members	  of	  UEPC.	  	  The	  policy	  that	  
is	  being	  presented	  today	  with	  a	  two-‐pass	  system	  is	  the	  result	  of	  those	  discussions;	  however,	  the	  policy	  in	  its	  
present	  form	  is	  not	  the	  policy	  put	  forth	  by	  me	  originally.	  	  	  
	  
The	  fact	  that	  the	  rationale	  for	  today’s	  resolution	  utilizes	  the	  student-‐athlete	  scheduling	  predicament	  as	  a	  
primary	  element	  is	  somewhat	  misleading,	  because	  this	  new	  policy	  does	  not	  acknowledge	  the	  specific	  needs	  
of	  student-‐athletes	  in	  the	  actual	  policy	  portion.	  	  Although	  it	  was	  the	  student-‐athletes	  concerns	  that	  brought	  
this	  resolution	  to	  fruition,	  the	  policy	  must	  still	  go	  a	  step	  further	  to	  fully	  embrace	  the	  purpose	  that	  got	  the	  
ball	  rolling	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  	  Will	  this	  present	  resolution	  help	  student-‐athletes?	  	  The	  answer	  is	  probably	  yes	  
–	  to	  a	  small	  degree.	  	  Is	  it	  the	  solution	  to	  the	  problems	  that	  student-‐athletes	  face	  –	  NO!	  	  	  
	  
	  
There	  is	  a	  clear	  bottom	  line	  in	  this	  debate,	  and	  despite	  the	  myriad	  of	  reasons	  I	  could	  state	  emphatically	  to	  
support	  the	  resolution,	  there	  is	  one	  that	  rises	  above	  the	  rest	  and	  crystallizes	  the	  issue	  squarely	  on	  the	  side	  of	  
student-‐athletes.	  	  CSU	  Stanislaus	  made	  an	  institutional	  decision	  to	  become	  a	  member	  of	  NCAA	  Division	  II	  
athletics,	  and	  as	  a	  result	  has	  committed	  our	  student-‐athletes	  to	  the	  strict	  academic	  guidelines	  that	  the	  
NCAA	  sets	  forth.	  	  Further,	  fellow	  members	  of	  our	  faculty,	  the	  coaches,	  have	  in	  many	  cases,	  aggressively	  
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recruited	  these	  student-‐athletes	  to	  attend	  our	  institution.	  	  We	  have	  made	  a	  promise	  to	  them	  to	  help	  them	  
secure	  a	  quality	  education.	  	  As	  the	  rationale	  of	  the	  resolution	  so	  clearly	  states,	  our	  student-‐athletes	  are	  
differentially	  impacted	  by	  our	  present	  registration	  policy.	  	  According	  to	  NCAA	  guidelines,	  our	  student-‐
athletes	  must	  maintain	  a	  2.0	  GPA	  (actually	  the	  CCAA	  goes	  a	  step	  further	  and	  requires	  a	  2.5	  GPA	  of	  all	  its	  
student-‐athletes),	  they	  must	  always	  be	  enrolled	  in	  12	  units	  per	  semester,	  and	  make	  progress	  toward	  degree	  
in	  order	  to	  be	  eligible	  to	  participate	  in	  athletics	  at	  an	  NCAA	  member	  institution.	  
	  
Make	  no	  mistake;	  the	  ongoing	  debate	  regarding	  priority	  registration,	  and	  its	  predecessor,	  the	  discussion	  
about	  an	  attendance	  policy	  has	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  whether	  or	  not	  one	  supports	  the	  need	  for	  athletics	  on	  a	  
college	  campus.	  	  That	  is	  a	  debate	  for	  another	  time	  perhaps,	  because	  our	  institution	  has	  made	  the	  
commitment,	  and	  as	  a	  result	  we	  must	  support,	  not	  penalize	  our	  student-‐athletes.	  	  At	  the	  second	  reading	  of	  
this	  item,	  I	  intend	  to	  put	  forth	  an	  amendment	  to	  this	  resolution	  that	  will	  make	  the	  present	  rationale	  feasible,	  
because	  it	  will	  have	  a	  provision	  for	  student-‐athletes.	  	  We	  must	  support	  our	  student-‐athletes,	  and	  all	  other	  
students	  involved	  in	  university–sanctioned	  activities	  to	  the	  fullest	  of	  our	  ability,	  because	  their	  service	  to	  our	  
institution	  deserves	  our	  attention.	  	  	  	  
 
Routh spoke in favor of Mayer's statement, as he felt that this is a reasonable accommodation for student 
athletes. Student Athletes are trying to access all elements of the curriculum, and internal campus rules and 
NCAA rules can make this difficult to occur. We need to give them the opportunity to do that fairly. To be 
appropriately accommodative of their unique circumstances should give them some level of priority in 
registering for classes. Mayer's letter is well taken.  He understands that some faculty will see this as an 
unfair preference to give student-athletes priority registration as other students will have commuting, family, 
and employment issues. Some may think that student athletes would be unfairly privileged, but the effort 
here is to help students be able to take advantage of and access the entire curriculum this university offers in 
that we have coaches and athletic facilities. A couple of years ago in this Senate he was concerned about the 
attitude toward student athletes. There was an anti-intellectual concern about student athletes verging on 
snobbery. He's worried that some opposition against prioritizing registration may be soft bigotry against such 
students. He noted that years ago a senator passed around a copy of a writing sample by a student athlete 
with poor writing skills. Routh is concerned that this kind of mentality might be driving some of the 
opposition against providing priority registration for athletes 
 
O’Brien said that Routh made some good points. He knows that J. Mayer is passionate about athletics, but 
he’s offended with a part of Mayer’s statement that indicates that athletes are our best and most noble 
students.  O’Brien teaches at night mostly, and it’s unbelievable what students go through, working full time, 
and meeting after class. Students are under incredible pressure and strain. The cost of tuition is going up, and 
all students are noble. 
 
Regalado thinks it's a good argument, and appreciates Mayer's and Routh's comments. He was a student 
athlete and teaches sports history. There are reasons why there are problems associated with student athletes. 
Our primary purpose is to be an academic institution and they are students first. We should make 
accommodations as best we can. In the letter it notes they maintain higher GPA's but there is no evidence of 
this or of higher graduation rates. Mayer notes that other universities have priority registration but that does 
not mean they are graduating. We should provide accommodations related directly to graduation, as opposed 
to just doing so for the sake of more playing time. Decisions have to be made with the notion that they are 
moving forward and graduating.   
Nagel related O’Brien’s comment about special accommodation as a question about why it is fair for the 
student athletes to be provided the accommodation and why it’s fair to other students to give the 
accommodation to student athletes. The problem is when we look just in terms of extra burdens on time and 
making it difficult for students to graduate. All our students have special burdens and commitments that 
make it difficult for them. Nagel is not saying that Mayer’s argument is or isn’t compelling, but he has 
difficulty understanding it in terms of fairness. Looking at the resolution, he’s wondering about the difficulty 
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of implementing it and how it gets implemented. What will it mean for the workload on the registration 
people in Enrollment Services?  It doesn’t explain how it will happen.  
 
Keswick noted that her understanding from this resolution is that it is somewhat based on the Sonoma State 
University Plan and they implemented it there so it is possible. UEPC felt that this was a more fair 
opportunity for students, as so many have special needs, so everyone can sign up for 9 units and then there is 
the second pass. This can also accommodate athletes.  As you recall, we had asked where the evidence was 
about the GPA’s and whether they could get the classes, and for lack of evidence we thought that this was 
the subsequent step and it would be fair for all students. 
 
Bender said that the resolution seems to be a middle of the road plan to see how this would work and 
potentially accommodate the student athletes before taking the next step.  
  
Keswick said that the Sonoma policy includes some priority registration; first to register are disabled 
students, then student athletes, then other students within their regulations. We were doing what Bender said, 
finding a middle ground. 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl sits on UEPC and Sonoma has a committee that reviews applications for priority registration. 
This committee makes decisions on registration. 
 
Filling is not an athlete and is perhaps biased. In Mayer’s statement it became clear that course scheduling 
was at the core of the concerns, finding classes that did not conflict with athletes schedules. This suggests 
that practice and trips take priority over class schedules. Our coaches do a marvelous job recruiting athletes, 
emphasizing the quality education student athletes receive at CSU Stanislaus.  It seems like we should focus 
first and foremost on providing that quality education. Giving priority registration to athletes won’t fix the 
problem unless we offer more sections and customize times when people aren’t at practice. When this was 
discussed in the Senate a few years ago he asked Stacey Morgan-Foster to discuss the issues students 
had. Overwhelmingly faculty went out of their way to be accommodating, creating assignments, testing, etc. 
for student athletes, but one or two dept’s wouldn’t make the accommodations.  A couple of departments 
being troublesome shouldn’t cause us to radically change registration policy.   
 
McGhee said one thing that helps differentiate the student athlete from other students is that others do things 
that benefit them and someone else, while student athletes take on things that make the University look better 
and may raise funds for the University. There is justification for giving them something back in return for 
them helping the reputation of the University. There must be a balance between what their schedule is for 
practice and their schedule for courses. He’s not sure when schedules are set up, but if their set during prime 
time for classes it may need to be looked at from the Athletics side. If only one or two sections are offered, 
maybe we need more sections. It’s not clear what the answer is, but he would tend to support some 
consideration due to the fact that student athletes are making the University look good and it helps the 
University raise funds. He thinks that some facilitation should be given to student athletes to make sure we 
can accommodate them. The 9-unit pass approach may be helpful and could apply to all students. Student 
athletes should have priority, like seniors do now. Why do seniors deserve it more than others?   
 
Eudey recommended not doing an amendment to this resolution next time and moving forward on the two-
pass policy for now. Eudey is torn on the athletics issue and understands that scheduling of practices and 
meets is hard to do for the entire team just as it’s hard to get a committee together. She tends to agree with 
Filling that the challenge is not going to alleviated with the current number of courses offered. Before 
changing the registration system, we should discuss athletics and other student needs. We’re still challenged 
by the evening classes from 7-10pm, so course access is a bigger issue than priority registration for athletes. 
We may make better decisions if we look at all the issues. She strongly supports this dual pass, especially 
with the 19 units without signature approval. This will allow students to sign up for more of the courses they 
need before they fill up. Especially given our recommendation from the last Senate meeting, this should go 
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forward even if we don’t agree with the priority registration for athletes at this time. We can consider a 
separate resolution that addresses the Athletic issue later. She fears that we may need more time to get the 
data that folks are requesting from Mayer.   
 
Sarraille agreed with Eudey 
 
Strahm supports the two-pass resolution for these reasons. When comparing other campuses, we need to be 
sure others have demographics similar to our own. Sonoma State is problematic, as it tends to have 
traditional middle class college students and is not a Hispanic-serving institution. Given that we do know our 
demographics, we’re serving non-traditional, Hispanic and mostly first generation students. The two-pass 
system seems reasonably fair regardless of athletics. She thinks that athletics is fantastic, but it’s one of many 
elements for people. One thing that is fascinating about this letter from Mayer is that he says our student 
athletes have higher GPA’s, then why do they need special accommodations?   
 
Bice knows one reason that the two-pass resolution is being offered is because of Math. Many sophomores 
were unable to enroll in statistics classes because classes fill before they can enroll. They have to wait until 
juniors or seniors register to take a lower division course. His first question is if any suggestions were offered 
for 7 or 10 units. Many students have to take 4-unit classes, and Calculus 1 is especially impacted.  If you 
register for Calculus 1, you are only allowed one more 3-unit class to sign up for due to the 9-unit limit.  Was 
anything brought up about that?  The second question is has any consideration been given to people who are 
retaking classes not to be able to re-register for it in the first pass?  They can take it in the second pass so that 
students who haven’t taken the class yet can be included in the first pass.  
  
Keswick doesn’t remember if a different unit level was discussed. UEPC came to a consensus that 9 units 
were equal to three 3-credit classes and some have issues with labs. It seemed to fit into a majority of what 
they felt students would take. Keswick said that UEPC didn’t take repeated classes into consideration. 
 
Marcell reminded the body that Kinesiology is an academic dept. with strong and close ties to Athletics.  
When he read Mayer’s letter and resolution, he saw it as two separate issues as has been discussed. Eudey 
spoke to the concerns. He spoke with many faculty in his dept. and many support the current resolution, and 
we should be dealing with Athletics as an independent issue. His dept. speaks in favor of the resolution, and 
he would like a discussion of moving to a 10-unit cap instead of 9 units. 
 
Nagel asked if UEPC is meeting before we meet again.  No, UEPC is not scheduled to meet again until 
December 9th.  
 
Pahal said that personally he likes the resolution and thinks it’s a step in the right direction. Particularly in 
regard to student athletes, he talked to student’s athletes and their biggest concern is that they are taking 
classes that they don’t need in order to meet requirements. They’re taking extra units to bump up to 12 units 
to be considered full time students.  It would help all students because they won’t be enrolling in courses that 
they don’t need.  Student athletes need a 2.5 GPA to participate in sports. He’s not sure what the general 
student athlete population GPA is, but that’s a high requirement. We already have a form of priority 
registration, but he’s not going to argue or play favorites. He sees this as a benefit to the entire student body 
since student athletes are taking the classes they don’t need, and this will be more efficient.   
 
 
Bender wonders if we should consider instead of a unit requirement a number of classes – say three classes 
rather than 9 units. The intent is to have students to enroll in classes and not a number of units.  This would 
accommodate a student athlete if they took three 4-unit classes. 
 
Eudey sees good arguments to change to 10 units or 3 classes, but we should ask Lisa Bernardo before we 
vote on that to see if that is possible.   



8 
 

 
Routh said Mayer will have a survey from student athletes to share next week. He believes that to maintain 
the two-pass system, Mayer may ask that we allow student athletes to enroll in 12 units in the first pass when 
others have 9 as the unit limit.  
 
O’Brien said Pahal doesn’t want to play favorites, but shouldn’t we try to see if this new system positively 
impacts student athletes. 
 
McGhee thinks we need to be careful about how a one-unit class counts. If you need to sign up for a 1-unit 
lab it might count. We need to look at the implications. We need to be careful that there are 4 unit classes 
that are just 4 units, and there may be a three-unit class that requires a 1 unit lab.  
 
7.  Discussion Items 

a. Additional RSCA Funds Report (2:30pm Time Certain for Dean Goodwin)  
Jasek-Rysdahl said that the President sent an email indicating he had raised $100K of RSCA funds and 
indicated a new system for distributing the money. At the last meeting we were given a draft of the plans by 
the ad hoc committee. The draft was revised and the revisions were sent to the Senate today.   
 
Dean Goodwin is the chair of the committee and noted that the committee includes herself, Deans Moore, 
Nowak, and Tuedio, John Sarraille, Marjorie Sanchez-Walker, David Lindsay, Julie Fox and Nancy Lewis.  
She read a one-page document and is here to entertain questions and listen to people’s thoughts.   
 
Ad	  Hoc	  Committee	  (President’s	  Research	  Funding)	  	  	  
RE:	  	  Decisions	  of	  Nov	  8	  Meeting	  	  	  Revisions	  and	  Improvements	  Nov	  18,	  2010	  
1. Distribution	  of	  funds	  will	  be	  based	  on	  FTE	  faculty	  in	  each	  College.	  	  	  	  

a. Counseling	  faculty	  will	  participate	  with	  CHHS;	  	  Library	  faculty	  will	  participate	  with	  CHSS	  
2. The	  Deans	  should	  notify	  their	  Chairs	  to	  establish	  a	  college-‐level	  faculty	  committee	  no	  later	  than	  Dec	  1,	  

2010.	  	  College	  committees	  will	  determine	  college-‐appropriate	  priorities	  and	  criteria	  for	  evaluating	  
applications;	  each	  committee	  should	  submit	  its	  priorities	  and	  criteria	  to	  the	  Ad	  Hoc	  Committee	  for	  
review	  and	  approval	  no	  later	  than	  Dec	  17,	  2010.	  	  Once	  approved,	  each	  college	  should	  plan	  to	  
disseminate	  these	  priorities	  and	  criteria	  in	  a	  call	  for	  proposals	  distributed	  to	  their	  college	  faculty	  by	  Dec	  
20,	  2010.	  	  	  

3. Applications	  should	  be	  submitted	  to	  the	  appropriate	  College	  Dean	  by	  Feb	  15,	  2011	  (5pm).	  	  	  
4. Applications	  will	  be	  reviewed	  by	  college	  committees	  between	  Feb	  16	  and	  Mar	  14.	  	  	  

a. Cross-‐college	  projects	  should	  submit	  a	  joint	  application	  to	  each	  participant’s	  college,	  with	  a	  
cover	  sheet	  identifying	  college	  affiliations	  and	  summarizing	  the	  joint	  nature	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
Submit	  a	  single	  and	  coordinated	  application,	  but	  include	  separate	  budgets	  for	  each	  participating	  
applicant.	  	  Joint	  applications	  will	  be	  evaluated	  by	  a	  subset	  of	  reviewers	  from	  the	  appropriate	  
college	  committees.	  	  

5. Awards	  should	  be	  announced	  by	  Mar	  15,	  2011.	  	  	  	  
6. Each	  award	  will	  require	  a	  preliminary	  report	  submitted	  to	  the	  College	  Dean	  	  by	  Sept	  1,	  2011	  and	  a	  final	  

report	  (with	  an	  accounting	  of	  all	  monies	  spent)	  by	  June	  30,	  2012.	  	  Any	  funds	  not	  spent	  by	  this	  date	  will	  
revert	  to	  the	  funding	  pool	  for	  distribution	  in	  the	  next	  round	  of	  review.	  
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Marshall had questions from her department. She wondered why priorities and criteria must be approved by 
the committee. Goodwin said they wanted to be sure there are no real disparities between colleges. They 
wanted a semblance of equity across colleges.  
 
Marshall asked if the time allotted is enough for the College committees to make a good faith sense of 
priorities as members might not know the priorities. Goodwin said she thought it was adequate. It may not be 
perfect the first time through, but we should continue going forward. She suspects that many would like 
additional funding. It’s a matter of trying to get this moving and in the pipeline for funds to be distributed. 
 
Marcell said that item 1.a is to make sure each college has a fairly equal FTE, so is one college going to get a 
greater chance at funds because of greater FTE? Goodwin said if funds are allocated based on FTEs the 
CHHS will get a smaller portion than CHSS, but they also have more faculty so it seems a reasonable way to 
try to do some of the allocation. 
 
Petrosky asked if there is anything unique about the funding or source that necessitates a parallel committee 
that circumvents the Leaves and Awards Committee. Goodwin said the intent was to decentralize things to 
get more money into the colleges. Even those that are part of the LAC thought that some types of 
applications are not evenly distributed by the RSCA process so we can try something different. 
 
Filling asked why President Shirvani or others didn’t consult the shared governance process until after they 
had sketched this plan out.  
 
Goodwin can’t speak for the President; but the impression is that they’re trying to empower Deans and 
Colleges with this process. She’s surprised this is contentious on this campus and is trying to understand this, 
as the intent is not to bypass but to empower Deans and Colleges. She likes this plan and thinks there are 
faculty in the College who also like the plan. This may not please all, but it’s worth a try.  Since the Ad Hoc 
Committee includes Senate and Faculty members who were appointed (by COC)  to serve, Dean Goodwin 
recommended that the Senate should attempt to trust their representatives’ work on the Ad Hoc Committee, 
rather than bringing the process for a full Senate discussion (which is grossly inefficient and overly 
contentious).   
 
Filling reiterated Goodwin’s earlier statement that we may not get it right but we should continue going 
forward. Is this intended to be the continuing stream and infinitum?  Goodwin hopes so. 
 
Sarraille made a statement about the process. There was suddenly an announcement that there would be 
additional RSCA funds, and they would be distributed in a different manner from how it is done by the 
Leaves and Awards Committee. Reluctantly, he agreed to serve on the ad hoc committee because he's chair 
of FBAC.  A member of the ad hoc committee stated that it was the President's intention to make a similar 
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sum available annually. It was also mentioned that the President wanted to help empower the colleges by 
calling for the new method of distribution. These funds were tossed in our laps, and the faculty needs to think 
about what process they want. If they want some feature regarding the process, they have to pursue it. If not, 
other people will do it for them. Sarraille thinks people should consider how much of the allocation process 
should be centralized and how much of the process should be distributed among the colleges. If you allocate 
the money to colleges by the number of faculty in the colleges, it may be fair in one sense, but there may be 
other senses in which it is not fair. One thought might be to first ask for applications, and then allocate funds 
to the colleges based on how many applicants are in each college. Some people have said that they want to 
find ways to increase the number of applications from types of individuals who have not applied for funds 
much in the past. That may be true, but perhaps the people who have not applied had good reasons. It's up to 
the Senate to decide what level of participation it wants to have in shaping the process. 
 
Eudey is thrilled that there is fundraising and more funds available. We hear that there is an additional 
$100K for RSCA and anther pool of money for travel, but there is no conversation on how that will be 
distributed. While she is happy to have these funds available, she’s concerned that there was no 
consideration on how these funds fit with our strategic plan. We’re not hearing from the President where the 
money came from and if it’s linked to the priorities that he recommended at the fall General Faculty 
Meeting. The President is not releasing to us the names of the donors. We can imagine that someone funding 
this may not want to have their names known, but she has problems not knowing where these funds came 
from. There is hesitation in creating the processes without knowing this information. Also, it may be best to 
have this handled thru the LAC. She does recognize that some people's RSCA is not meeting the current 
criteria, so there may be reasons why the LAC process can’t be used.  Although, we may not necessarily 
need a separate structure for these funds. LAC could use different criteria for these funds even if using an 
established process. 
 
Bender asked where the money came from. Is it from Foundation fundraising or from the fixed budget?  
While he truly supports a shared decision about how it is spent, he thinks it is a different discussion if the 
funds come from an external source that dictates where the money goes. It could state that it goes to one 
location. If these are Foundation or funds from fundraisers, he would have a different opinion. 
 
Strong said the funds came from donors, but he doesn’t know who they are or if they put specific instructions 
on how the funds are to be spent. He was given a charge to distribute the money thru the Colleges. He put a 
committee together at the Academic Affairs Council and talked to Speaker Jasek-Rysdahl to include faculty. 
He doesn’t think the President will provide any further information about the donors involved other than that 
all the policies of the CSU Stanislaus relative to fundraising have been followed, and there is nothing to be 
concerned about with regard to policy. If folks are uncomfortable, he doesn’t know the answer to that. They 
used a decentralized approach with faculty input and consultation. Using committees within the colleges as 
outlined here seems reasonable to him. No resource allocation system is without its flaws; and no structure 
for decision-making is without weaknesses. This is a decentralized approach thru the colleges and it seems 
reasonable to him.   
 
Jasek-Rysdahl sent two emails to President Shirvani and a third via the Provost asking if these funds came 
from the Palin event or from Naraghi as he’s been asked these questions. The response Jasek-Rysdahl 
received is what you just heard from the Provost. The funds are through the Foundation discretionary to use 
as the President sees fit. 
 
 
Bender appreciates that and doesn’t care where the money comes from if it helps education. At the same 
time, if the funds are from off-campus, he thinks it allows for more flexibility. 
 
Marcell speaks to Sarraille’s idea about having a process to allow people to apply first. There are new 
principal investigators who need equipment which often have large dollar amounts. RSCA grants are funded 
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for small amounts under $5,000. If you try to disburse the money across many faculty it may not allow for 
the higher dollar items that are really needed. From the College or University standpoint, maybe a system 
that allows all to apply may allow for large funded projects to help move some programs forward.  It might 
be worth considering, and it could help those who need larger amounts to be funded as it’s very hard to get 
NSF funds. 
 
Filling noted the response from the Provost, as he finds it interesting that he mentioned decentralization in an 
organization where the VP of Business & Finance signs off on nearly every invoice. This seems the opposite 
of decentralization.  Sometimes we think centralization is good.  The comments about rules being followed 
falls on deaf ears as in Sacramento at a press conference concerning issues that arose when every Foundation 
did follow the rules yet state and auxiliary funds were commingled. This has been reported quite extensively 
in the media. This was a problem for auditors even though foundation staff followed rules. It is also true that 
fairness is a mutable concept, so when speaking of distributing fairly, we need to decide from which 
perspective we determine is fair. 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl asked what we want to do with this, as it’s not going through the normal processes. Some are 
in favor of having the money available to the College, and others like the system we have.  
 
Petrosky said we’ve spoken and should assume that we’ll have to respond to WASC about why the 
administration is not showing respect for the current process. Last year the UEPC process was thwarted by a 
parallel process, and now it seems that LAC was circumvented. His sense is that we should ask the President 
to respect the process.   
 
Regalado pointed to what Eudey said about anonymous donors. Are all the donors anonymous, and why not 
print a list of names? Jasek-Rysdahl noted that the President would be the person that could answer that 
question and he’s not in the room.  

 
Eudey recognizes the benefit to everyone doing research and eventually travel. In some ways these are 
unexpected funds that were not planed into our budgets. There is no reason to rush the process if we are not 
ready to do so. She supports Petrosky's suggestion to go thru normal the normal process. If these funds are 
going to be available annually we need to have a process for the best interest of researchers, Colleges, 
donors, and governance structures.   
 
Goodwin is surprised at the push back. There is a disincentive for donors if we take a while to do something 
with it. She’s surprised that we have faculty representatives on the committee, but we are still discussing it 
with the Senate as a whole. She feels there is a price paid when it takes such a long time and it makes it 
difficult to get things done. She feels that we should trust the folks on the committee and let it move forward. 
 
Stone remarked that CNS faculty have not been awarded research grants from the Naraghi gift. Awards 
totaling $50K were given each year; however none of these awards were given last year or this year. She 
noted that we're not meeting the obligations to that donor. There is not enough transparency with the 
Foundation funds. There may be other things (scholarships for example) that the Foundation made 
commitments to that should be revisited. 
 
McGhee says things move slowly when we’re moving in the dark. Less transparency causes concern. If 
someone wanted to give money for travel or research, but later he found out it was someone who sold 
tobacco that would bother him. The donor and the receiver have a right to know. It would bother him that he 
was taking money from someone that would offend him. Lack of transparency and trust slows down the 
process.   
 
Petrosky is mystified by Goodwin’s statement. If expediency is the goal; which is quicker using an existing 
committee or going thru the process of creating a new one?   
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Jasek-Rysdahl heard one person suggest that we don’t let a parallel process move forward. Some seem to 
support this and others do not. Are we reluctant to let the process move forward, and do we want to ask SEC 
and the Speaker to push back? He’s heard that today, and needs to know if that’s what we should do. 
 
Strahm said democracy is slow and deliberative and she prefers democracy. 
 
Filling said if we’re interested in speed, we should use the processes already in place. He would ask the 
Speaker and SEC to push back a little. It is a reasonable request to ask where the money came from and why 
the President feels he cannot make use of the mechanisms we have in place.   
 
Jasek-Rysdahl said that instead of asking why, we should say we want you to use the process we have in 
place. 
 
Pahal asked if we could do a straw poll on this. 
 
Peterson said she doesn’t care where the money comes from, and doesn’t want to see money wasted.  She’s 
served on LAC and they never had enough money for what was proposed. If  you take $100K and divide by 
400 faculty it’s not much for each. Some projects need a larger lump sum. She thinks that the LAC is an 
excellent mechanism and fits with shared governance. She likes Petrosky’s suggestion that we be reassured 
that it was not money redirected from some other purpose for the University.  
Jasek-Rysdahl will hold off on a hand vote until folks on the list have spoken. 
 
Sarraille said maybe we could have a secret ballot. 
 
Strong thinks it’s reasonable for the President to make a charge that he wants the money distributed thru the 
Colleges and we should have that respected.  He had no problem with the LAC wanting to be involved and 
he spoke with Speaker Jasek-Rysdahl about faculty involvement.  If we want other faculty to be involved, we 
should respect the charge from the President that the money be distributed thru the Colleges.  The President 
didn’t say why he wanted this, but it is not unreasonable.   
 
Garcia encourages us to continue to look at the processes we have in place. If they are problematic or 
dysfunctional we should name it and figure out what is wrong with what we have. Look forward to the day 
about why we broke into the Colleges the way we did, one reason was with specialized focus we could do 
college-level fundraising and don’t have to do this issue. 
 
Bender said at another campus Foundation funded grants directly.  You would apply to the Foundation for 
money and their board would make the decision. Maybe that’s what’s going on, and we would we feel 
differently if the Foundation Board had determined that this money would go to the Colleges and be 
distributed in this way? Are we being contentious because we’re viewing this as the President saying this is 
how to do it? 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl noted this is an anonymous vote.  The Senate wants SEC to talk with the President to try to 
get more clarification as to why we are not using our existing structures. A YES vote is telling SEC to work 
with administration on this process and try to find out why administration is not following the process.  
Voting NO means that we are going forward with the ad hoc committee’s proposal.   
 
Results of the vote 24 Yes, 16 No, 1 abstention. 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl noted that SEC will take this up and try to work with the administration on this. He thinks this 
is one of the central issues we’re trying to deal with this year, which is the lack of trust on this campus.  If we 
had the trust the process would have happened differently from the beginning. The President would have 
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come to faculty ahead of time, and faulty would have worked with President on this. Something that should 
be a celebration is something that is different now and it’s truly sad.  SEC will try to work with the 
administration to try to make this the celebration it should be.  He knows there are people who have hurt 
feelings about this, and that’s disappointing.  
 
O’Brien noted that many years ago President Hughes raised money for the Faculty Development Center 
building. She was incensed why we were opposing it because we were worried about why it was being built 
on the edge of the campus and why it included a cafeteria. Who comes out here, and the cafeteria idea didn’t 
work.   Administration was dumbfounded that we seemingly opposed it. We didn’t oppose it as we just 
wanted to be part of the discussion.  
 
8.  Open Forum  
Gabriel Bolton comes from athletics, and he’s glad to be here today.  He’s here to request on behalf of the 
coaches that Athletics be represented on the Academic Senate. Currently, coaches are represented by Chris 
Nagel as the lecturer representative.  Athletics is not represented at all. The debate we just had is about 
Athletics but it didn’t include anyone from Athletics or student athletes. This might be rationale enough. 
Coaches on this campus are faculty, and they have distinct and unique duties different from lecturers when it 
comes to interaction with students and their role as educators.  Coaches have come to the conclusion that 
they need more direct representation on the Senate. He’s requesting more direct representation because they 
are unique and distinct from lecturers and feel they can contribute to the discussion.  They bring diverse 
points of view and will enhance the debate whether they’re discussing Athletics or other issues. Coaches 
have diverse experience inside and outside academics that could bring something to the table in the Senate, 
and something different than what a lecturer representative can bring to the table. Athletics is a distinct dept. 
and was part of PE, but now is separate and distinct.  Athletics services 250 students, and they have staff and 
faculty in the department.  Having a representative from Athletics on the Senate would enhance debate and 
would be representative of Shared Governance. 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl noted that the process would be that this would to go FAC for investigation if the Senate 
made that recommendation. 
 
Eudey supports FAC addressing the Athletics issue. It’s always good to expand communications with one 
another. This item will be referred to FAC.   
 
Sarraille indicated that he supports representation of coaches in the Academic Senate, and he remarked that 
to enable such representation would require amendment of the Constitution of the General Faculty. He added 
that faculty should address the question of how we define membership in the General Faculty. 
 
Marcell also supports adding Athletics to the Academic Senate.  
 
Pahal discussed the Chartwells issues. He’s looking for feedback as this is a serious concern for students 
especially since costs have increased approximately 30% without notice. Students must use the food blocks 
on their cards in the restaurant at the Student Housing.  Students are not being refunded for lack of use of the 
food blocks on their Student Housing cards. The food is not that good so at the end of the year they were 
calling friends to spend the food blocks. Some students were not able to get $200 or $300 refunds.  There are 
also bans on bringing in outside food.  All food has to be catered by Chartwells. These are some of the 
concerns being brought up to ASI, and they’re having an investigator look into this some more.   
 
Filling noted that several weeks ago he asked for the contract that governs relations between Chartwells and 
the University.  It has not been provided.  He also filed a public records act request that has not yet been 
responded to. There appears to be some secrecy here.  He questioned the business purpose of that secrecy. 
 
Petrosky noted that there are no longer elected members of the faculty on the Foundation Board, but some 
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are appointed. He wondered if Gabe Bolton might be a Foundation Board member.  
 
Nagel said that we might need to look into how the constitution defines faculty.  He thinks our constitution is 
out of line with the Collective Bargaining Agreement as it does not refer to part-time faculty as general 
faculty, but calls them associate faculty. This is inappropriate and out of line.  He’d like FAC to revisit if this 
should be in the faculty constitution, specifically the term associate faculty. 
 
Jasek-Rysdahl said the representation on the Foundation Board is on the SEC agenda, but we haven’t gotten 
to it. 
 
December 3rd is next Foundation Board meeting, and it’s an open meeting in MSR 130. 
 
Bolton clarified that he is not on the Foundation Board; the board member is the men’s soccer coach.   
 
9.  Adjournment 
 3:55pm 
 
 
 


