To:	President Toro and the Polytechnic Steering Committee
From:	Faculty Senate Summer Steering Committee
Date:	July 15, 2026
RE:	Shared Governance and the Polytechnic Proposal

The CCSU-AAUP survey on the polytechnic concept conducted in the spring of 2026 reveals that only 9 percent of the faculty surveyed believe “the process used by President Toro so far… ‘fully’ or ‘mostly’…  reflects meaningful shared governance in decision-making at CCSU,” whereas 61 percent believe that the process “does not reflect” or “mostly does not reflect” meaningful shared governance.  This finding indicates that even many faculty with a favorable view of Central becoming a polytechnic university do not believe that standards of shared governance have been achieved.  The Faculty Senate has a special obligation to protect and to advance shared governance at Central.
The Faculty Senate Summer Steering Committee felt compelled to compose this public letter to President Toro and to the Steering Committee to articulate our understanding of shared governance, to specify why the current procedures for creating the polytechnic proposal fail to meet the requisite standards, and to outline why we believe that a proposal created and reviewed through shared governance would be more robust.  Further, we specify why a more robust proposal would be more likely to achieve support from the Board of Regents, the legislature, and the governor, and would be more likely to be implemented in a manner that advances student success.  Institutional effectiveness often depends on the administration and the faculty working together rather than at cross purposes. 
The preamble to the “Collective Bargaining Agreement” between the Board of Regents For Higher Education and Connecticut State University-AAUP states that “academic governance at each university in Connecticut State University System can best be accomplished through Senates selected by representatives of the appropriate university constituencies in accordance with each institution’s constitution and tradition.  Matters of concern to the Senate include: (a) curriculum policy and curricular structure, (b) requirement for degrees and granting of degrees, (c) policies for recruitment, admission, and retention of students, (d) academic policies relating to students, and (e) other matters of campus community concern.”
The polytechnic proposal includes matters related to each of these concerns.
More generally, a “Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities” was jointly formulated by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the American Council on Education (ACE), and the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) in 1966.[footnoteRef:1] The statement called for a “mutual understanding” because of the “variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institutions of higher education produce an inescapable interdependence among governing board, administration, faculty, students, and others.”  The statement, in particular, emphasized that “[t]he framing and execution of long-range plans, one of the most important aspects of institutional responsibility, should be a central and continuing concern in the academic community.”  [1: “Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities” pp. 135-140 in AAUP Policy Documents and Reports, 10th edition. 2006. Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press. ] 

The proposal to move Central from a regional, comprehensive university to a R2/Polytechnical university indisputably qualifies as a “long-range plan.”  It envisions more applied and experiential learning across all disciplines, an expansion of interdisciplinary programs, greater integration with for-profit corporations and non-profit organizations, a realignment of Central’s enrollment patterns to attract a larger share of out-of-state students, and a new and unique budget-line from the state that would distinguish Central from the other State Universities.  
In addition, President Toro has stated that Central’s Strategic Plan will likely need further modifications if the polytechnic proposal continues to go forward, which suggests there will be some engagement with the campus community after the big decisions have already been made.  
Expectations for a process that respected shared governance have not been met. The leadership and, to a somewhat lesser extent, the membership of the Task Forces have been constructed to ensure compliance with administrative directives and initiatives, rather than to foster engagement with the campus community. In addition, the timing of the announcement in conjunction with the legislative calendar eant that the construction of the proposal would be rushed toward completion during the summer. This affords little opportunity for dialog and input from faculty and students.  It is not clear why the planning for the proposal could not have begun months earlier, nor why we are rushing a decision that fundamentally alters our core mission and seeks to distinguish Central from the other CSUs.  
In the Spring, the Faculty Senate formally requested transparency in planning with regular posting of agendas, minutes, and planning documents related to the work of the Presidential Task Forces and for representatives on the task forces to recognize the Senate as the constituency that they serve. The administration seemingly granted these requests, but the Senate’s intent has not been realized in practice.  There appear not to have been any document postings since the beginning of June. Posting of task force minutes has been spotty at best. The Steering Committee hasn't posted agendas or minutes since April 7.  Supporting documents have generally not been posted. Drafts of the Task Force reports are not included. Survey results have not been shared. Outlines and drafts of the final report are not included. The video "updates" posted at the end of May are poor substitutes for the trove of documents completed by the Task Forces. And Senate representation on the task forces became moot when the semester ended and there was no Senate to report to. 
There are both internal and external political risks for Central in moving the polytechnic proposal to the Board while foregoing campus community deliberations and shared governance.  
Internally, the implementation of the proposal will likely require moving new programs, new degree requirements, modifications of strategic plans, changes in budgetary priorities, new retention efforts, changes in math remediation programs, the assignment of credit for internship placements, and many other changes through Senate committees.  Such changes may be slowed or stymied if faculty have not been engaged in the deliberations and lack confidence in the polytechnic proposal itself. 
Externally, the polytechnic proposal may be supported by the Board and the System Office, but the System Office has its own legitimacy problems and has not proven itself to be an effective partner in moving items through the legislature. If Central’s faculty and CSU-AAUP more generally challenge the viability of the polytechnic proposal as it is being taken up in the legislature, the chances that it will be funded and endorsed by the legislature may be greatly diminished.  
The Faculty Senate Summer Steering Committee encourages President Toro to bring the polytechnic proposal to the Senate and the campus community early in the fall of 2026 for review, community consideration, deliberation, and adjudication.  The reports, surveys, and supporting documents for the Task Forces should be posted on the website. Enough time for proper review and potential modification should be allocated such that the proposals can be considered by the relevant committees that report to the Senate, especially the UPBC. This path certainly involves some risk.  It may delay bringing the proposal to the legislature in the fall. It is possible that a majority of faculty will not support the proposal.  Sometimes, however, allotting time for community review is the quickest way to move ahead.  A proposal that has the support of the administration and a majority of the faculty is more likely to garner external support, be implemented successfully, and serve as a foundation for lasting change. 
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