
3. Have the responsible parties
communicated with those
charged with the decision-making
process?

Those proposing a change
should communicate to groups
identified in step 2.

4. Has the decision's rationale
been presented to the MMU
community?

Some information may need to
be kept confidential.

5. Has the SG process been
evaluated in this instance?

Those with roles in the decision
Opportunity for voice from larger
community

1. Does this decision warrant the
Shared Governance (SG) process?
Consider whether it:

Directly influences or redefines
the mission
Directly impacts/involves two or
more constituent groups
Has significant consequences for
the institution

If two out of three are a “yes,” this
concludes step 1 of Shared
Governance.

If you are in in doubt, the
recommendation is to use SG.

Now, move to step 2.

2. Who, and in what capacity
should be involved?

Identify constituents and
consider how they should be
involved:

Consultation
Recommends decision
Consent required
Makes decision

Voice should be widely available
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Pause and Review process
>Temporarily stops

the existing SG process
>Written request to
appropriate body

(e.g. Staff Assembly
Executive Committee)

>Core Review
Board formed to
evaluate concern

>Decision within 15 business
days of initial Core Review

Board meeting

Time-sensitive or
emergency

decision making
>Allows for

deviation from
normal SG process

>Those involved
need to explain the

deviation
>Routine events (e.g.

summer or holidays) do not
automatically warrant a

deviation

Additional SG pieces


