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Chair Fulgham call the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, October 26, 2004, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).
Members Present:  Borgeld, Bruce, Butler, Cheyne, Dixon, Dunk, Eichstedt, Farley, 
Fulgham, Green, Kornreich, MacConnie, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Moyer, Mullery, O’Rourke-Andrews, Paynton, Platin, Roberts, Sanford, Schwab, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Vellanoweth, Vrem, Yarnall, Zeck.
Members Absent:  Coffey, Richmond, Fonseca/Williams-Gray.
Proxies:  Martin for Varkey, Mullery for Knox, Tuttle for Wieand.
Guests:  Steve Smith, Bob Snyder, Donna Schafer, Joseph Freeman, Linda Phillips, John Powell, Val Phillips, Mark Larson.
1.
Adoption of the agenda

Discussion of the HSU Strategic Plan was added as item number 9 to the agenda.

Item number 6, Resolution on Program Review Policy was deleted from the agenda.

2.
Approval of minutes from the meeting of October 12, 2004
M/S/P (Paynton/Cheyne) to approve the minutes from October 12, 2004 as submitted, with 1 Abstention.
3.
Reports, announcements, and communications of the Chair
At the last Senate Executive Committee meeting, Senate standing committees reported that they are reviewing sections of the Strategic Plan, Chair Fulgham shared comments received from members of the Senate regarding the process of the Senate’s review of the Strategic Plan, and the President indicated that it would be possible to extend the review period, but he would like to have the Strategic Plan in place by next semester.  Senate Executive Committee discussed and agreed that it would be possible for the Senate to approve the Strategic Plan in principle, and refer to the appendices as background materials, without approving them.

It was noted from the floor that the focus group material in the appendices appears in the form that the various focus groups submitted it, and has not been reformatted or changed.  Since focus groups took different approaches, including varying levels of depth and detail, it was decided to provide access to the materials in order to be inclusive.  The reconciliation groups, using the focus group materials (i.e., appendices), identified the essence of the focus group material and developed the goals and strategies that are contained in the principle part of the Strategic Plan.  Approving the goals and strategies, without approving the appendices, is a good idea.

A recommendation was made that discussion of the Strategic Plan be the first item of business on the Academic Senate agenda in two weeks.

Senators were encouraged to send questions, comments, and concerns to the appropriate Senate standing committee.
Proxies were announced.

The University Executive Committee formed a task group to consider changing the format of the fall convocation.  Chair Fulgham asked members of the Senate to send comments to him by 5 p.m. Monday, November 1.  The group would like input on what works, what doesn’t work, and any suggestions for changes.
Robin Meiggs will serve as the Coaches Representative to the Academic Senate until the General Faculty election in spring 2005.

The College of Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences is holding an election to replace Jim Derden, who has resigned from the Academic Senate.

It was announced that the Senate Appointments Committee still needs committee members for the following committees:

Assistive Device Equipment/Auxiliary Assistance Committee


Fields Oversight Committee


Program Review Funding Committee.

Submit names to the Senate Office as soon as possible.

An email from Associate Vice Chancellor Keith Boyum was forwarded to members of the Senate (and department chairs) regarding a CSU Academic Technology Leadership Forum, to be held November 10 as LAX.  The announcement was also sent to college Deans with a request to encourage faculty to attend. It is short notice and no funding is being provided.  If someone is really interested in going, an attempt will be made to provide funding.  No one has indicated interest at this point.
Saeed Mortazavi will serve as the Senate representative to the Advisory Group for TNS Recharge Effort.
4.
Reports of standing committees, statewide senators, and ex-officio 
members

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The Committee has been reviewing the section on “Academic Excellence” in the Strategic Plan.   The Committee has very serious reservations about the strategic plan as it currently stands.  An example of one of the Committee’s concerns is AE Strategy 1a under AE Goal 1 which is to revise Appendix J of the faculty handbook to stress research, and to require scholarship and peer-reviewed publications for advancement in rank, regardless of any other kind of creative activity.  It was recommended that Senators read this section of the Strategic Plan, as well as Appendix III.  Because of the time spent on the review of the Strategic Plan, the Committee was unable to complete the revision the Program Review Policy resolution discussed at the last Senate meeting and hopes to provide a revision for the next Senate meeting.

Student Affairs Committee (Senator Mullery):  The Committee is forming a subcommittee that has been charged with developing a standardized faculty and course evaluation process.

Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair Cheyne):  The Committee has been reviewing Strategic Plan sections on “Infrastructure” and “Intellectual Underpinnings”.  A number of issues arose, though none quite as serious as the concerns expressed by the Educational Policies Committee.  The question was raised as to how to handle a focus group report (appendix) that has significant gaps in it.  The final summary makes an effort to address this gap, but the Committee felt it was not addressed to the degree of significance the Committee felt was needed.  Faculty Affairs Committee will begin to look at the best practices mentoring document next.

Senate Finance Committee (Chair Mortazavi):  It was reported at the OAA Budget Committee meeting that the University might have a potential deficit of $3-6 million dollars next year.  The information presented to the University Executive Committee a week ago was a projection of $3 million dollars.  The discussion was postponed to a later UEC meeting.  It will be discussed at the next University Budget Committee.  Background materials will be provided and the discussion will be on how to proceed.  The deficit is based on the assumption that certain programs will be funded, and it is not clear that all of the programs will be funded.  There needs to be a review and prioritization of those programs, as well as additional information gathered on what actual revenue will be in order to determine the actual deficit.

The Senate Finance Committee is reviewing the Strategic Plan and feels that one of the most significant deficiencies is the lack of inclusion of established meaningful measurables.  
California Faculty Association (CFA Chapter President Meiggs):  CFA has its 61st Assembly in October.  CFA is going into a bargaining year next spring.  One of the significant topics of discussion was the Compact that the Chancellor signed with the Governor.  The idea behind the Compact is to provide a “floor” for budget requests.  In looking at the Chancellor’s budget request, he is now using the Compact as a “ceiling”; i.e., he is only asking for what is given in the Compact.  CFA is looking at this in terms of its bargaining strategies for next spring.  CFA is also looking at re-writing parts of the contract that have holes in it for the CSU.  For example, the CSU currently has a 2-3 year backlog on grievances that have gone to arbitration; the CSU is willing to arbitrate on 3-4 cases per month.  A Budget and Bargaining meeting was hosted last week.  Good questions were raised.  Bargaining surveys are due November 12.

University Curriculum Committee (Chair Eichstedt):  The Committee continues to consider restructuring GE at HSU; making it more of a signature program that draws upon the strength of the institution and surrounding community.  Ideas will be presented to the Senate in the near future.
Statewide Senate (Senator Thobaben):  The Senate Executive Committee will be present at the next Board of Trustees meeting.  Senator Thobaben deferred to Senator Platin to speak on the long-term fee policy.
It was reported that the long-term fee policy was removed from the Board of Trustees agenda.  In response to questions about its removal, it was stated that the Chancellor did not feel the policy was “ready for prime time”.  It will likely return as information in November.  A new tactic to raise fees seems to be to include it in the budget proposal for the next year.  CSSA did not see this coming, and is uncomfortable with this tactic.  Strategically it seems as though the CSU is getting others to ask for what the system needs, rather than taking a systemwide stand.  
Associated Students (Representative Zeck):  Community receptions have been held during the last few weeks.  The Student Fee Advisory Committee met and denied two fees and approved one.  Getting “funky” with the vote is next Tuesday.

California State Student Association (Senator Platin):  CSSA has registered ca. 25,000 new CSU student voters this year.  The number was short of the goal of 40,000 due to various circumstances such as the recall last year, during which there was a large voter registration.  The nationwide New Voters Project is currently at a 130% of their goal.  Overall the effort has been very successful.  Because the CSU has stalled on the long-term fee policy, CSSA will be pursuing legislation again.  CSSA’s University Affairs Committee is working on a student fee “bible” to provide background information and a “how to” manual.  A resolution is being drafted on excess units and does not support excess unit fees.  A resolution on academic advising was passed, tying it into the graduation initiative, excess units, etc., to support resources needed for faculty advising.
CSSA sent legislative surveys were sent to all candidates for Assembly Representative in order to solicit candidates’ responses on higher education, student fees, etc.  Responses will be shared in order to educate voters.  

Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  A team from HSU will be attending a Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) workshop in early January to prepare for the next WASC cycle in fall 2005.

Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  The 7th annual  Campus Dialogue on Race begins next week.  It is an opportunity to engage students in small group and interactive workshops and activities.  There will be various activities and shuttles to polling places in Arcata.  Drivers are still needed.  Five community receptions have been held for various ethnic groups.  The flu vaccine will only be available to students on campus in defined high risk categories.  A safety alert has been issued regarding rabid bats that have been found on campus.
5.
Unfinished Business:  Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count 
Institutions (#02-04/05-EP)

At the end of the previous Academic Senate meeting (10-12-04) the following substitute resolution was on the floor:

Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count Institutions

(#02-04/05-EP)

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University  accept the recommendation of the University Curriculum Committee that one course satisfying the Title 5 Section 40404 / EO 405 American Institutions requirement be automatically double–counted towards Area D General Education requirements for all students, and be it further

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University encourage departments offering Institutions courses to examine the possibility of developing courses which could be certified as satisfying both Institutions and Area D requirements,  



RATIONALE: Section 40404 of Title 5 of the California Administrative code requires that each campus “shall provide for comprehensive study of American history and American government, including the historical development of American institutions and ideals, the Constitution of the United States and the operation of representative democratic government under that Constitution, and the processes of state and local government.” This regulation was implemented in the CSU by EO 405 on November 15, 1982. 

In academic year 1999–2000 the University Curriculum Committee at Humboldt State University formed a General Education Structure Review Subcommittee with the charge of reviewing and improving the General Education Program at Humboldt State University. That committee recommended that Humboldt State University students be allowed to double count one Institutions course in satisfying the General Education Area D requirements. The justifications for this proposal are essentially:

1. Most transfer students already have double–counted Institutions and Area D, since this is a universal policy among California Community Colleges. It would be more equitable if native students also were able to double–count.

2. In addition to being universal in the CCC, nearly half of the CSU campuses double count.

3. EO 595, “General Education Breadth Requirements” specifically permits double counting of Institutions for Area D.

4. Double counting is already allowed to Engineering majors due to the number of units required for an accredited program. It would be fairer if other students were also allowed to double count.

5. Double–counting would allow students enhanced flexibility to take courses which interest them and facilitate timely graduation.











Chair Fulgham began with the remaining speakers on the speakers’ list from the previous meeting.
M/S (Martin/Platin) to replace the substitute resolution on the floor with a new substitute resolution.  The proposed substitute resolution was handed out.

Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count Institutions

(#02-04/05-EP) – October 12, 2004

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University  accept the recommendation of the University Curriculum Committee that one course satisfying the Title 5 Section 40404 / EO 405 American Institutions requirement be automatically double–counted towards Area D General Education requirements for all students, and be it further

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University encourage departments offering Institutions courses to examine the possibility of developing courses which could be certified as satisfying both Institutions and Area D requirements. 



RATIONALE: Section 40404 of Title 5 of the California Administrative code requires that each campus “shall provide for comprehensive study of American history and American government, including the historical development of American institutions and ideals, the Constitution of the United States and the operation of representative democratic government under that Constitution, and the processes of state and local government.” This regulation was implemented in the CSU by EO 405 on November 15, 1982. 

In academic year 1999–2000 the University Curriculum Committee at Humboldt State University formed a General Education Structure Review Subcommittee with the charge of reviewing and improving the General Education Program at Humboldt State University. That committee recommended that Humboldt State University students be allowed to double count one Institutions course in satisfying the General Education Area D requirements. The justifications for this proposal are:
1. Most transfer students already have double–counted Institutions and Area D, since this is a universal policy among California Community Colleges. It would be more equitable if native students also were able to double–count.

2. Not allowing native HSU students to double count Institutions courses will have the effect of driving these students to College of the Redwoods to fulfill their Institutions requirements.

3. By not allowing double-counting, we are requiring native HSU students to take five lower division social science courses (Area D and Institutions), compared to only three Humanities (Area C) and three Science (Area B) courses.
4. The only pedagogical reason for not double-counting Institutions courses appears to boil down to “the more GE courses the better.”
5. A pedagogical argument in favor of double counting is that freeing up three units so that a student may take either another class in his/her major, or an elective of his/her choice, is more beneficial to their education that requiring them to take an extra Area D GE class.  (Even with double-counting of one Institutions course, native students will still be required to take four lower division social science courses, one more than is required in Humanities Area C or Science Area B.)
6. In addition to being universal in the CCC, nearly half of the CSU campuses double count.

7. EO 595, “General Education Breadth Requirements” specifically permits double counting of Institutions for Area D.


8. Double–counting would allow students enhanced flexibility to take courses which interest them and facilitate timely graduation.

The substitute resolution is basically the same in purpose, but the language is cleaned up and more rationale is provided.  

There was no discussion.

Voting occurred and the motion to place the second substitute resolution on the floor was unanimously PASSED.   

Discussion on the second substitute resolution:

· Responses to a survey on changes in GE and Institutions requirements from faculty and students several years ago indicated some serious issues with GE, but did not focus on double counting as a major issue.  It is not clear what is driving the current substitute amendment to support double counting.
· What little criticism there has been in the past has come from faculty with high unit majors.  A policy exists for students in those majors and it should be in front of the Senate before voting on this resolution.  

· It was noted that the required courses in History and Government & Politics can be tested out of.   
· Would like more time to have more information and more time to think about the substitute resolution before voting on it.

· The argument that this will give students more flexibility is disingenuous; argument seems to be coming primarily from faculty with high unit majors.  It doesn’t actually allow for more flexibility, just allows for the students to be able to graduate on time while taking the additional units necessary.
· Double counting could limit the exposure of students to other cultures and the origin of western culture.  There would be fewer students taking these courses; that would be a mistake.

· It was noted that past HSU Catalogs indicate there was an allowance for double counting of History but not Politics & Government.

· Students will be squeezed harder in the future with some of the new initiatives being proposed and there is less and less flexibility in their programs.  Just because students can double count doesn’t mean they have to double count.  

· Concern was expressed regarding the second resolve.  With the existing difficulties of offering current classes, and continued budget problems, the idea of developing new courses doesn’t seem feasible.
The question was raised as to whether or not the debate on the floor is to substitute the resolution or is on the substitute resolution.  Chair Fulgham called for a vote.

A second vote was taken on whether or not to place the second substitute resolution on the floor.  A hand vote was taken.   This time there were 23 Yes votes, 3 No votes, and 1 Abstention.  ( 
Discussion on the second substitute resolution continued:

· What is asked for in the Institutions requirement and the Area D guidelines is not seen as incompatible.   The only part of the GE Area D guidelines that could possibly be of contention is “each course must … h) provide students with an understanding and appreciation of principles, methodology, value systems, and thought process employed in social science.”  Another potential sticking point could be the requirement of one outside writing assignment.  Pedagogically there doesn’t seem to be a fundamental gap between Institutions and Area D.  It does not make sense to argue that what is covered in Area D is incompatible with Institutions.  
· A subcommittee from CAHSS looked at the resolution and responded against it.  Part of the issue was FTES.  When the budget is tied to FTES production, fear is created that FTES will be lost to double counting.  
M/S (Cheyne/Green) to strike number four of the rationale.

Point of Order – it was noted that following the statewide academic senate process of resolutions, rationales are left as is.  The Senate may want to make an exception in this case.
There were no objections to consider the rationale.  
· Number four appears dismissive of some of the significant concerns that faculty members have expressed, and it seems unnecessary to include.

Voting occurred and PASSED with 2 Abstentions.

· In reference to number two of the rationale, students are already being driven to CR with Biology and other courses considered “easier” and cheaper at CR.
· The Area D guidelines h) mentioned above is an important “sticking point”, because current courses do not provide this fundamental, basic outlook of what the social sciences are doing.
· The rationale that was just eliminated raises an issue that has come up before; there needs to be a discussion of what the GE experience of students should be.  How much GE should they have, how much time should be spent on their major, and how much flexibility should they have with their electives.   The whole discussion of double counting should be occurring within a larger context.
· Is there an existing problem that makes the second resolve necessary?  The resolve is from the original resolution that was opposed to double-counting and was included as an alternative to double counting.  It was intended to encourage departments to have courses certified in both Area D GE and Institutions.

· If the resolution on the floor is passed, when would it be effective?  

· It was clarified that under this policy two Institutions would be taken, and one would qualify for Area D (to be determined by the department), and students would take two Area D courses (instead of 3).

· There are two tests that students can take to test out of History, one for the History section and one for the Institutions section, made up by the department.  Test can be taken at anytime, up to three times.  
· We should be looking at two courses for double counting, not just one.  Advisors have an ethical responsibility to let first time freshmen know that if they are looking at a four-year plan that they can concurrently enroll at CR and HSU in Institutions requirements, have them double count when they transfer back to HSU.  They will still meet full-time enrollment requirements for financial aid purposes.  The costs are lower for the students.  If the current Institutions courses are not rigorous enough compared to other Area D courses, then that is a departmental problem.  

· If the resolution passes and a course is double-counted, would the course have to go through curriculum committees for approval?  An Institutions course being double counted as an Area D course would be automatically substituted; no approval process is needed.

· While a course would be automatically double counted, it does not preclude a student from taking an additional Area D course if desired.   New courses are not being proposed; instead taking existing Institutions classes and adapting them to be certified as Area D is being suggested.  
· If the resolution is approved, the Senate will not resolve all of the questions regarding implementation and regulation of the policy.  The Senate needs to be concerned about passing a policy and not getting too distracted with all of the details and unknowns.

· There is a high unit major policy in place.  A high unit major has to apply to the UCC for exemption and then it is forwarded to the Chancellor’s Office.  Engineering is the only one that has received an exemption, and will most likely be the only one that ever will.  It is almost impossible to get an exemption. 

It was accepted as a friendly amendment to add an implementation date to the end of the first resolve clause, “beginning AY 05/06”.
RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University  accept the recommendation of the University Curriculum Committee that one course satisfying the Title 5 Section 40404 / EO 405 American Institutions requirement be automatically double–counted towards Area D General Education requirements for all students, beginning AY 05/06, and be it further

M/S (Cheyne/Mullery) to strike the second resolve clause.  This was accepted as a friendly amendment.    
The question was called (Martin).  Chair Fulgham called for a vote.  Voting occurred, unanimously in favor of ending debate.
The main motion on the floor is to accept the second substitute resolution, as amended above.

There was no discussion and a vote was called for.  All in favor were asked to signify by saying “Aye”.  There was a loud response of Aye.  Opposed votes and Abstentions were called for, but there was no count.
Several members of the Senate requested clarification of what was being voted on.  

Chair Fulgham clarified the motion that was on the floor and voted on, declared the resolution passed, and moved to the next item on the agenda.

The amended, substitute resolution reads:
Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count Institutions

(#02-04/05-EP) – October 12, 2004

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University accept the recommendation of the University Curriculum Committee that one course satisfying the Title 5 Section 40404 / EO 405 American Institutions requirement be automatically double–counted towards Area D General Education requirements for all students, beginning AY 05/06.
RATIONALE: Section 40404 of Title 5 of the California Administrative code requires that each campus “shall provide for comprehensive study of American history and American government, including the historical development of American institutions and ideals, the Constitution of the United States and the operation of representative democratic government under that Constitution, and the processes of state and local government.” This regulation was implemented in the CSU by EO 405 on November 15, 1982. 

In academic year 1999–2000 the University Curriculum Committee at Humboldt State University formed a General Education Structure Review Subcommittee with the charge of reviewing and improving the General Education Program at Humboldt State University. That committee recommended that Humboldt State University students be allowed to double count one Institutions course in satisfying the General Education Area D requirements. The justifications for this proposal are:
1. Most transfer students already have double–counted Institutions and Area D, since this is a universal policy among California Community Colleges. It would be more equitable if native students also were able to double–count.

2. Not allowing native HSU students to double count Institutions courses will have the effect of driving these students to College of the Redwoods to fulfill their Institutions requirements.

3. By not allowing double-counting, we are requiring native HSU students to take five lower division social sciences courses (Area D and Institutions), compared to only three Humanities (Area C) and three Science (Area B) courses.

4. A pedagogical argument in favor of double counting is that freeing up three units so that a student may take either another class in his/her major, or an elective of his/her choice, is more beneficial to their education than requiring them to take an extra Area D GE class.  (Even with double-counting of one Institutions course, native students will still be required to take four lower division social science courses, one more than is required in Humanities Area C or Science Area B.)
5. In addition to being universal in the CCC, nearly half of the CSU campuses double count.

6. EO 595, “General Education Breadth Requirements” specifically permits double counting of Institutions for Area D.

7. Double–counting would allow students enhanced flexibility to take courses which interest them and facilitate timely graduation.

7.
Resolution on Program Review Policy (#03-04/05-EP)
It was noted that it was after 5:30, and that a introducing a new item requires permission from the body.  
Chair Fulgham called for a motion to adjourn.  







