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Chair Fulgham called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, October 12, 2004, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

Members Present:  Borgeld, Cheyne, Dixon, Dunk, Eichstedt, Farley, Fulgham, Green, Knox, Kornreich, MacConnie, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Mullery, O’Rourke-Andrews, Paynton, Platin, Roberts, Schwab, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Varkey, Vellanoweth, Vrem, Wieand, Yarnall, Zeck.

Members Absent:  Butler, Coffey, Farrar, Moyer, Richmond, Sanford.
Proxies:  Powell for Derden, Fonseca for Williams-Gray, Meiggs for MacConnie (2nd half), Martin for Thobaben (2nd half).

Guests:  Richard Bruce, Steve Carlson, Joseph Freeman, Susan Higgins, Jim Howard, Val Phillips, Donna Schafer, Steve Smith, Bob Snyder.

1.
Adoption of the agenda

There were no additions or changes to the agenda.
2.
Approval of minutes from the meeting of September 28, 2004

M/S (Varkey/O’Rourke-Andrews) to approve the minutes as submitted.  The minutes 

were approved by consensus.

3. 
Reports, announcements, and communications of the Chair

· The Associated Students recently passed a Resolution on Collaboration Between the Associated Students and HSU Faculty on Campus Voter Registration Drive. 
· A “Brief Resume of Parliamentary Rules from Sturgis” was handed-out.

· Richard Bruce was introduced as the new Staff Council representative.  

· Proxies were announced.

4.  
Reports of standing committees, statewide senators, and ex-officio members

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The Committee has two resolutions on today’s agenda and is also working on time to completion of basic subjects.

Student Affairs Committee (Chair Knox):  A resolution from the Committee on the smoking policy is on today’s agenda.

Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair Cheyne):  Nothing further to report since the last Senate meeting.
California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  The bargaining survey for Unit 3 has been sent out.  A bargaining and budget meeting will be held on Wednesday, October 20, noon-1:15.  The Vice-President of CFA will be here to make a presentation.  

CFA is working with other campus organizations to present large-scale “get out the vote” activities.  Volunteers are still needed.

University Curriculum Committee (Chair Eichstedt): UCC continues to look at GE issues and hopes to have recommendations to bring forward this year.

Statewide Senator (Senator Thobaben):  The Statewide Senate Executive Committee met with campus Senate chairs.  The Lower-Division Transfer Patterns (LDTP) program was discussed extensively.  LDTP also has a website that includes a FAQ at:  http://www.calstate.edu/acadaff/ldtp.shtml.  Additional questions may be forwarded to Senator Thobaben.

Associated Students (Representative Zeck):  Voter registration drive is approaching 1,000.  There will be shuttles for students to and from polling stations.

The second to last resolve of the Resolution on Collaboration Between the Associated Students and HSU Faculty on Campus Voter Registration Drive, passed by the Association Students was read aloud and a request was made to bring it forward to the Senate for discussion at the next meeting:

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University, in conjunction with the Associated Students, and President Rollin Richmond, ask all faculty members to promote civic engagement by annually allotting ten minutes of classroom time during the first week of class to promote non-partisan voter registration for all students; 

The goal of the resolution is to enable the Associated Students to focus more on the process of voter education rather than registering students.

Academic Affairs (VP Vrem):  Faculty representatives for LDTP have been identified and they will be meeting for orientation with Bob Snyder.  The Provost is meeting with department chairs from across the University on October 29 to discuss three topics:  1) budget, 2) faculty positions, 3) and academic quality.

California State Student Association (CSSA) (Fonseca):  Voter registration is also a number one priority at the state level.  The next statewide meeting is this weekend at CSU Chico.
Chair Fulgham reported on last week’s (Oct. 7) meeting of campus senate chairs.  

Discussion of campus RTP processes included questions about participation of first year faculty, revamping of RTP on various campuses, and concerns that changes in RTP need to be run by Chancellor’s Office and by CFA.  The role of CFA in faculty governance and how to separate the two functions when individuals overlap was discussed.  Not all CSU campuses have CFA representation on their senate executive committee.  Concerns expressed during the discussion on the pressure to increase FTES included workload, excessive use of part-time faculty, adverse effects on faculty morale due to lack of funds, and increasing number of failed searches.  Additional discussion topics were the Teaching/Work Load survey, Remediation, General Education and a discussion on the function and structure of campus senates.  It was noted that several campuses are redesigning their senates.  
Chair Fulgham will forward the full report of the Campus Chairs Meetings to members of the Academic Senate.  He also noted that HSU has implemented some programs that other campuses are now beginning to think about (FIGS, Enrollment Management Advisory Committee, etc.)
5.
TIME CERTAIN:  4:30 p.m.


HSU Strategic Plan presentation (Steve Carlson)

A one-page handout of the Strategic Planning Steering Committee’s website was distributed.

Chair Fulgham introduced Steve Carlson, Chair of the Strategic Planning Steering Committee.  The penultimate draft of the Strategic Plan is on the web and available for review.  The month of October has been allocated for the review process.
The strategic planning process began in April 2003, and has been underway for 18 months.  A steering committee of 20 people was formed and charged with guiding the process of developing a strategic plan; not to write the strategic plan.

In order to look at the campus in a finer grained resolution, eighteen focus groups were created.  Over 200 people were involved with the focus groups with a good representation from the campus.

Focus groups worked on assigned topics and produced focus groups reports that were submitted to the steering committee.  In addition to the 18 focus groups established, a de facto focus group was created by the International Resources Committee that had just completed a strategic plan.

The Strategic Plan that is on the website is over 250 pages of material.  The body of the plan is only 33 pages.  The remaining document is comprised of appendices.  The first 19 appendices are the work of the focus groups, as submitted (unedited).  The purpose of this was to preserve the richness of the focus group discussions.
The steering committee distilled the focus group reports, dividing them into thematic areas.  The essence of the reports was summarized and a subset of goals and strategies across thematic areas was identified.  Goals and priorities were condensed into the highest priorities, focusing on what could be accomplished during the first three years of the five year planning process.
Summaries of the thematic areas are included in the body of the strategic plan.  Vision and mission statements, statements on core values statement, and background material providing context are also included.
The website was created from the beginning, so that the work of the Committee and the focus groups could be reported continually.  Interim reports as well as the penultimate draft of the strategic plan are included on the website.  Ultimately copies of the full document will be placed in major offices on campus.
Each focus group section has a table listing goals and strategies as envisioned by each of the focus groups.  Goals have identifiable measurables and benchmarks, as well as identification of responsible party/parties for implementing goals.  Some of the goals and strategies were controversial; they are preserved in the focus group reports and may provide food for thought in the future.
An eight to ten page executive summary will be created in a glossy format, which can be used for PR, donors, advancement, etc.

Discussion:

· The President would like the campus to work on this rapidly; and the Senate needs to respond and either support or reject.  Is it preferable to have a resolution from the Senate Executive Committee at the October 26 meeting or the November 9 meeting?  It was the consensus of the Senate that the Senate’s standing committees will review sections of the strategic plan and report back in two weeks.

· The length of the document makes it difficult to adequately review in a short time frame. It was noted that focus should be on the body of the plan (33 pages).  Senate standing committees are reviewing different sections and can provide feedback to the Senate. 
· The Steering Committee was thanked for their hard work.

· Under “Academic Excellence”, scholarship and creative activities is listed as a first goal; why isn’t undergraduate education first?  It was clarified that there is no intended inference of priority order in the listing of the goals.  All are considered equal priority; the order of the list may be changed.

· Appendices are supporting documentation for the plan.  Three of the focus groups are unique:  Diversity, Scholarship and creative activities, and the International focus group.  The Diversity Action Plan, which is currently out for review, is included in its entirety in the appendix and will be included in the final plan.  The International Resources Committee’s strategic plan is also included in the appendices.  Under “Cultural Richness”, goals from the Diversity Plan and the International Resources strategic plan are pulled out; those that seem possible to accomplish in the first three years are included.
· Who is taking a broad overview of the process?  For example, have focus groups looked at reports from other focus groups and provided comments?   It was noted that they’ve had the opportunity to do so, but it is unknown whether or not that has happened. Every member of the steering committee is familiar with the whole plan; it was read as a whole document first and then sent out to committees for review.  

· Athletics is represented in the Plan under Student Support Services, and mentioned in other places as well.

· This is the penultimate draft (final draft).  The website invites comments and suggestions can still be made to add goals and strategies.

· In terms of diversity, the plan includes the most benign and easiest goals for University to do.  The lack of focus on increasing faculty diversity is of concern.  The strategic plan addresses student diversity, but the University needs to look at its own practices in terms of faculty and staff diversity.
6.
TIME CERTAIN:  5:00 p.m.


Resolution on Program Review Policy (#03-04/05-EP)

M/S Kornreich/Cheyne to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Program Review Policy

#03-04/05-EP

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommend that the University accept and implement the attached policy, “Policy and Procedures for Department Self-Study and Resource Review,” Dated 17 September 2004, to supersede the currently existing program review policy, commencing Fall 2005.

RATIONALE: The Senate and UCC have expressed concerns and suggested changes to the program review policy as it is currently implemented. These suggestions have been incorporated into a new policy. The new policy attempts to streamline the process of program review and lessens the workload on faculty during the process. Assessment tools have also been implemented in the new policy that should make the result of the program review more meaningful.
M/S (Green/Powell) to amend the resolution by making the following changes to the “Policy and Procedures for Department Self-Study and Resource Review” (Attachment to Resolution #03-04/05-EP):
Page 3, change last line under COLLEGE-LEVEL REVIEW:

“The committee(s) then send copies of the department self-study and its review(s) to the UCC and the college dean.”

After that sentence add the following section:

UCC REVIEW

Upon receipt of the department’s self-study and the report(s) of the college committee(s), the UCC will prepare its own commentary focusing on curricular issues that it deems appropriate.  The committee will then forward its comments to the Provost’s committee, with copies to the college committee(s) and department.

Page 5, under March 15, change to:

The UCC and the Provost’s Council subcommittee forward their commentaries and recommendations on department report to full Council with copies sent to the department

Discussion on the amendment:

· The UCC, in general, feels that there is an advantage of having the UCC involved in cases where there are issues of courses being taken out of department programs that cross-college boundaries and may need another set of faculty eyes to look at.  It is also felt that there are enough safeguards in the policy as it is written, that UCC involvement may not need to be explicitly stated.  For example, on page 3, under PROVOST COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE’S RESOURCE REVIEW states that “The committee may draw upon other individuals from the campus community in the process of conducting the resource review.”  The Undergraduate Dean also could forward issues to UCC as appropriate.  The existing language in the policy allows for UCC to be brought in as needed.  UCC doesn’t see the need for an amendment; but it is not adverse to the language as written in the amendment. 
· In order to accept the amendment as written, UCC needs to understand the intention of the amendment.  If it is to allow UCC to set parameters and limit UCC review to GE and cross college issues, then the amendment is acceptable.  If the intention is otherwise, then UCC will not support.

· Concern was expressed that the amendment could be interpreted to mean that UCC would have to look at every program review and this would represent an enormous workload.  If the concern being addressed by the amendment is already covered in the policy, then there is no need for the amendment.
· It was clarified that in the paragraph under UCC Review, “it” refers to UCC; UCC will self-determine what issues it deems appropriate to focus on.
· Curricular issues are the responsibility of the faculty, not the administration, and the policy as written leaves too much power to the Provost’s Council.  The suggested change is not intended to unduly increase the workload of UCC.  
Further discussion was postponed to consider the next time certain agenda item.
7.
TIME CERTAIN:  5:10 p.m.


Resolution on University Smoking Policy (#04-04/05-SA)

M/S (Knox/Eichstedt) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution Regarding the Humboldt State University Smoking Policy

#04-04/05-SA – October 12, 2004

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University commends the 
collaborative effort between the Office of the President and the Policies & Communications 
subcommittee from the Alcohol and Other Drug Committee on the development of the attached 
Humboldt State University Smoking Policy (Draft 6-30-04), and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the adoption of the Policy as put forward by the working group, and be it further 

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forward the Policy, with this recommendation, to the President for implementation.

RATIONALE:  In the spring of 2003, following the recommendation of the Associated Students and with the support of other groups on campus, a working group was created to examine the current smoking policy and the potential for identifying designated smoking areas on campus.  As a result of the work of that group, the Humboldt State University Smoking Policy identified here was developed, including the designation of specific smoking areas. The Humboldt State University Smoking Policy is in keeping with the federal, state and local laws and CSU policy and reflects the work of a group that included representatives of the various constituencies of the campus community.  This policy reflects an attempt to balance the needs of smokers and non-smokers on our campus while maintaining smoke free indoor work and living environments.  A major goal of this policy is to minimize and manage the exposure of non-smokers to second hand smoke.

There was no discussion.  Motion PASSED with 2 Abstentions.
A desire to see a totally smoke-free campus in future was expressed.

Return to Agenda Item #6:  Discussion on the amendment to the Resolution on Program Review Policy resumed:
· The workload issues and the timeline are concerns.  Program reviews are already a lengthy process and few programs complete their review under the current timeline.  
An amendment to the amendment was proposed, changing the language under UCC REVIEW:

“Upon receipt of the department’s self-study and the report(s) of the college committee(s), the UCC may  prepare its own commentary … “

The amendment was not accepted as a friendly amendment.

· While the intentions of the current UCC are clear, future committees may not always have the same intentions; the policy should be specific in regard to UCC’s role.

· The work of the college curriculum committees before the reviews are forwarded is substantial.  In addition, there are elected faculty leaders who serve on the Provost’s Council, so there is faculty involvement in the review process all along the way.

M/S (Eichstedt/Dixon) to amend the amendment, as stated above:

“Upon receipt of the department’s self-study and the report(s) of the college committee(s), the UCC may  prepare its own commentary … “

Discussion on the amendment to the amendment:
· If it is acceptable for UCC to write “no comment” on reviews, then the amendment to the amendment can be withdrawn.  UCC can live with the original amendment as it stands.  
The amendment to the amendment was withdrawn          

Return to discussion on the amendment:

· It was noted that there is a parallel process for the reviews (more than one review occurring at a time), so the timeline is not as much of a concern. 
· Having one faculty representative on an administrative committee is insufficient.  The AAUP’s Policy Documents and Reports and the policies and procedures of statewide academic senate clearly state that curriculum is the responsibility of the faculty. 
M/S/P (Eichstedt/Mortazavi) to close debate and vote immediately on the amendment.
The amendment PASSED with 12 Yes votes, 10 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.

M/S/P (Kornreich/Eichstedt) to suspend the rules and extend the discussion on the Resolution on Program Review Policy for 10 minutes.

Discussion on main motion:

· Last fall the Senate passed a Resolution on Inclusion of Graduate Council in Department Self-Study and Resource Review Annual Schedule of Events (#02-03/04-EP), recommending specific language to be added to the existing “Department Self-Study and Resource Review” document.  This language is not reflected in the proposed “Policy and Procedures for Department Self-Study and Resource Review”.  The language passed last fall should be included in the policy.

· Concern was expressed about the timeline from February 1 to March 15; a date needs to be inserted for forwarding reviews to UCC.  

· The expected frequency of reviews is seven years and should be stated in the policy.

The consensus of the Senate was to refer the resolution back to the Educational Policies Committee in order for them to consider today’s comments and report back in two weeks.

8.
TIME CERTAIN:  5:20 p.m.


Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count Institutions (#02-04/05-
EP)
M/S (Kornreich/Zeck) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on UCC Recommendation to Double Count Institutions

(#02-04/05-EP)

RESOLVED: 
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University reject 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, and be it further 

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommend

no change in the current policy concerning Institutions and Area D General Education.

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.

However, these arguments are not compelling, for the following reasons:

1. None of these arguments in favor of double–counting is pedagogical in nature.

2. While EO 595 permits double counting “at the option of the campus,” it does not require it.

3. There are other curricular areas (such as Area E) where similar disjoints in graduation requirements occur between HSU and the Community Colleges, but these are generally found to be acceptable for curricular reasons.

4. The General Education requirements in EO 595 are quite different from the Institutions requirements in EO 405.

5. For instance, GE courses include a writing and oral communication component, while Institutions do not.

6. Alternatively, Institutions courses are required to convey specific content while GE courses are designed to enhance general learning skills and emphasize the interrelationships among disciplines.

7. While it may be feasible to offer potential courses that meet both of these goals, the goals themselves are distinct and independent.

8. Finally, while double–counting of Institutions would indeed enhance students’ flexibility, so would the removal of any other requirement.

Some particular majors may be offered whose basic requirements, due to accreditation or similar issues, are sufficiently rigid that students in those majors do need additional flexibility, but those majors should be examined on an individual basis as current policy provides.

The motion was introduced by Senator Kornreich.  The Educational Policies Committee has been wrestling with the issue of double counting for two years and it has been a contentious issue.  The Committee itself is divided, and is presenting the resolution as a way to bring the discussion to the Senate and get a sense of direction from the Senate on how to proceed.  The Rationale of the resolution outlines the pros and cons of double counting and is intended to provide some structure for the Senate discussion.

Discussion:
· One of the past significant concerns is that none of the arguments in favor of double counting is pedagogical in nature.  Making curricular changes without significant pedagogical rationales sets a bad precedent.  If there are pedagogical reasons for double counting, they have not been stated.

· Although there are pedagogical arguments in favor of the resolution (i.e., against double counting); there are pragmatic reasons for having double counting.  For example, HSU has 6 units of institutions courses that are required that are not double counted towards GE.  In addition there are 6 units of DCG, which are requirements unique to HSU.  HSU has 12 units of requirements that are unique to HSU, essentially almost a semester.  Students have to pay for this by taking more courses here than at another CSU.  Also, there is a 120 unit cap looming over our heads that puts a lot of pressures on majors that have a lot of requirements in their majors.  
· From a student point of view the resolution cannot be supported.  Students do not want to have to pay double for classes and books, especially when other CSU campuses allow for double counting. 
· Ethically, as an advisor, it would be wrong not to help students, both financially and towards helping to meet graduation requirements.   We’re doing our students a disservice not to offer double counting when it is available on other campuses.

· While open to the possibility of double counting, the argument from the Educational Policies Committee to reject the recommendation as put forward by UCC is compelling.  It was noted that the resolution states that “nearly half” of CSU campuses double count (i.e., the majority do not double count).  Issues of fairness, as referred to in number 4 under the Rationale, are difficult to determine; this is not a fairness issue.  If this is going forward as a policy change, then the compelling arguments are numbers 5 and 6 on page 2.  If we want institutions courses to satisfy GE requirements then there needs to be agreement from the faculty who teach institutions to satisfy the requirements of the GE policy.

· If the resolution is rejected, it does not mean that double counting will be put into place; we will be back to where we were before under the current policies of the GE program.

· Acceptance of the resolution would provide some closure to the issue, at least for a while.

· The original UCC recommendation was forwarded to the Academic Senate in 1999.  It has been to the Senate for discussion four times already, and has been referred back to the Educational Policies Committee each time.  
· It was noted that if the Senate sends the resolution back to committee, because there is a desire to double count, then there are plenty of drafts of that resolution too. 
M/S (Martin/Varkey) to amend the resolution by substituting the following:
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.











Discussion:

· The institution (HSU) needs to stand up for education; there are additional arguments why there are problems with double counting and we should not be tinkering with GE.  The rationale for double-counting on other CSU campuses varies from campus to campus.
· The substitute amendment is supported from the perspective of UCC. GE programs across the state are not radically different.
· Is there a campus policy on how much GE we want our students to have? 595 has a unit requirement of 48 units of GE, independent of institutions.
· The policy of double counting is not bad in itself; but the rationale being provided for doing so is not adequate.

M/S/P (Dixon/Meiggs) to adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 6:05 p.m.







