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Chair Fulgham called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m. on Tuesday, March 29, 2005, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

Members Present:  Bruce, Cheyne, Dunk, Farley, Fulgham, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Meiggs, Moyer, O’Rourke-Andrews, Richmond, Roberts, Sanford, Schwab, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Vellanoweth, Vrem, Wieand, Yarnall, Zeck.
Members Absent: Butler, Coffey, Eichstedt, Fonseca, Green, Mortazavi, Mullery, Nordstrom, Platin, Varkey.
Proxies:  Schwab for Borgeld, Kinziger for Dixon, Meiggs for Paynton.
Guests:  Bob Snyder, Martin Flashman.
1.
Adoption of the Agenda

M/S/U (Meiggs/Zeck) to adopt the agenda as published.

2.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of March 8, 2005

M/S/P (Larson/Meiggs) to approve the minutes of the March 8, 2005 meeting as written, with 1 Abstention.

3. 
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

Proxies were announced.

The Outstanding Student Awards Ceremony is April 28, 2 p.m.  

The President and Provost have extended the FERP deadline to May 1.  
Scott Hagg reported on HSU recruitments efforts at a recent University Executive Committee meeting; progress is being made but there is still work to do.
Beginning April 1, the campus will use CASHNet SmartPay to process credit card payments.  Visa credit cards will no longer be accepted for payments.  American Express, MasterCard, and Discover credit cards will still be accepted.  There is also a mechanism for E-checks.  It was noted that students will be charged an additional 2.9% service charge, in addition to their fees, when they use a credit card.  It is a cost savings to the University, but will be an additional charge to the students.  
Items sent via email to Senate members were noted.
The Spring 2005 issue of Libraries @ Calstate, a newsletter of the CSU Libraries, is available in the Senate office.  It features some of the unique collections and resources in CSU Libraries.

The President approved the Resolution on HSU Support for Academic Freedom for Students (#10-04/05-EX).  In his comments he noted the necessity of the faculty being willing to police their own.

A summary of the March Statewide Senate Plenary Session was forwarded to all Senators from Statewide Senator Cheyne.
It was noted that the CAN (California Articulation Number) System has been eliminated and is being replaced a different system.

The HSU Associated Students recently passed two resolutions:  Resolution in Support of the “Northern California Coastal Wild Heritage Wilderness Act” Bill (H.R. 233/S.128) and Resolution in Support of Affordable Textbooks.
4.  
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-Officio 
Members

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The distance learning recommendations are still in the joint Senate/UCC subcommittee, which is working on making some changes to the document before it is forwarded up through other committees.  Other issues being considered by the Educational Policies Committee include:  exams given in lieu of credit for classes, such as CLEPP, and membership for a committee that reinstates students.
GE Reform Steering Committee (UCC) (Senator Kornreich):  The Committee continues to meet and discuss possible features of an improved general education program on campus.  Several suggestions have been made, including holding a university-wide seminar at a designated time during the week, when the entire campus can come together and hear a lecture or performance.  For more information on the activity of the Committee, contact Jennifer Eichstedt or Beth Wilson.

Student Affairs Committee (Chair Knox): The Committee has begun to look at student grievance procedures, as requested at the last Senate meeting.  A handout from a subcommittee of Student Affairs on course evaluation issues will be discussed later in the agenda. 

Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair Cheyne):  A resolution with the most recent draft of the mentoring document is on today’s agenda.   A follow-up meeting to the RTP forum discussing potential RTP revisions was held today.  It was a productive meeting with  members of the Faculty Affairs Committee, UFPC, and various administrators in attendance.  The group identified a number of areas from the RTP forum where there was consensus and a desire to make some changes in language to Appendix J.  The Faculty Affairs Committee will draft proposed changes and bring to the Academic Senate.

General Faculty (President Lou Ann Wieand):  The GF Officers met to discuss ideas and strategies for Senate elections, considering feedback from the last Senate meeting.  A specific proposal will be brought to the next Senate meeting, as well as proposed changes to the Constitution and Bylaws in the HSU Faculty Handbook.
California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):   CFA recently has gone to the bargaining table with CSU.  Sunshine proposals were presented several weeks ago.  The Board of Trustees returned their sunshine proposals, including one reducing FERP from five years to two years.  During the last BOT’s meeting, they approved reducing FERP from two years to zero.  If the contract is not settled on June 1, and imposition goes into effect, CFA will be required to accept the last best offer.  This will effectively freeze the FERP program until bargaining is over.  HSU’s FERP deadline was February 16, 2005 and has now been extended to May 1, 2005.  A joint letter will be going out to the campus community announcing this extension.  The week of April 4-8 is “Campus Action Week”.  CFA student interns will be working with Associated Students to host several forums in the evening.  Phones will be available with speed dial to the Governor and local legislators to relay the message “fund the CSU”.  Everyone was encouraged to participate.   On April 27, all of the local and campus unions which are members of the PERS retirement system will be hosting an educational forum.  A PERS Board member has been invited to make the presentation on the potential effects of the ballot initiative.  It will be at 5:30 p.m. in at public forum to be announced.
Statewide Senate (Senator Cheyne):  A report from the last plenary session was sent out via email to all senators.  Senator Cheyne was encouraged to continue sharing her meeting summaries in this format; all agreed it was very useful.  Two names were forwarded to the Governor for Faculty Trustee:  Kathleen Kaiser (CSU Chico) and Craig Smith (CSU Long Beach). Four resolutions were passed unanimously: 
· Implementation of the CMS Student Administration Module (urges CO to allow campuses to choose whether or not to implement the CMS Student Administration module, or a local system that may work better)

· Observing the 50th Anniversary of the CSU as a System and Preserving the History of the CSU and of Each CSU Campus (to observe the anniversary of the system and to request support for a system-wide archives as well as local campus archives)
· Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT Act) (to protect privacy of students and employees in the CSU system)
· Actions Needed to Improve the Quality of Academic Advising in the CSU.
The California Articulation Number System (CAN) has been eliminated and a new system will be implemented.  The State Senate Executive Committee is working with David Spence to ensure that faculty are involved in implementing a replacement model.

Staff Council (Senator Bruce):  The deadline for nominations for the Staff merit awards is Monday, April 11.  Nominations should be sent to Mary Greta in the President’s Office.   

Associated Students (Senator Zeck):  A.S. is currently considering a resolution on the HSU energy independence fund which was passed last year by the students.  AS Council is reviewing the budget.  The election is coming up, with contested offices on the executive side.  Not all council offices have candidates yet.  There will be fee increases on the ballot, including a student health center fee.  
Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  The Strategic Enrollment Effort (SEE) is progressing.  Preliminary results from the student satisfaction inventory will be posted on the web shortly along with the results from the focus groups (faculty, students, and staff).  The University Budget Committee began hearing divisional budget presentations last Friday (March 25) and will continue on April 8.
President’s Office (President Richmond):  HSU student Ryan MacEvoy-McCullough won a major piano competition in Paris; he is a student of HSU Professor Deborah Clasquin.  Professor Kathy Munoz (Health and PE) and Joan Van Duzer (Professional Studies staff member) have won a $5,000 prize for an online course that they developed; a public announcement will be made in the near future.
At the last BOT meeting, advancement goals for campuses were changed.  In the past, campus’ goals for raising money have been ca. 10% of the general fund allocation.  It has been recognized that there is a significant variation among campuses in fundraising abilities and so campuses have been separated into three groups.  HSU is in the group with the lowest requirements, recognizing that it is a rural campus located in an area with a relatively lower population.  HSU’s advancement goal is 6% of its general fund money every year; not a trivial amount.  In addition the trustees have required that each campus president prepare a strategic plan for advancement, including goals and achievements, and present it to the Chancellor on an annual basis.

A Diversity Institute was held last week.  Participants engaged in a conversation on diversity issues at HSU and how to move forward with those issues.

The campus ombudsperson, Margaret Kelso (Theatre, Film & Dance) organized a workshop on non-violent communication.  Many students attended.

The President continues to work with the Associated Students on the energy independence fee passed last year.  Since the CO is not in favor of implementing the fee, so work is being done to set up a voluntary donation program (to be managed through the HSU Sponsored Programs Foundation), that would allow the concept to move forward.  There will be policy issues to consider as it is developed.
5.
Resolution on Proposed Retirement Plan Modification for the CSU (#11-
04/05-
EX) 

M/S (Cheyne/Meiggs) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Proposed Retirement Plan Modification for the CSU

#11-04/05-EX – March 29, 2005

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly oppose the imposition of any defined contribution* retirement system—whether for new or existing employees—as well as any mandate to create an optional plan for converting employees from a defined benefit** plan to a defined contribution plan; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University urge President Rollin Richmond, the Chancellor of the CSU, and the CSU Board of Trustees to oppose any change in the California Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS) that would alter the retirement benefits currently available to its faculty and staff or that would increase the cost of the plan to its employees; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University condemn efforts by state administrators and others to unilaterally modify the terms and conditions of employment for CSU employees; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That copies of this resolution be sent to the Governor of California, the CSU Chancellor’s Office, the CSU Board of Trustees, California legislators, and to all CSU campus academic senates.

RATIONALE:  CalPERS is nationally and internationally recognized as a leader in positive corporate governance and a model of a well-managed defined benefit pension plan.  The professionally managed CalPERS defined benefit pension plan offers CSU employees the security and dignity of a guaranteed pension upon retirement, unlike defined contribution plans that are strongly influenced by market trends and controlled by the employees themselves who often are not educated in the investment of these funds.  

The CalPERS retirement plan is an integral part of CSU employees’ compensation plan, which partially offsets the below-market salaries endemic throughout the system and serves as an important recruitment incentive in that it offers a de facto form of professional compensation.  The integrity of the CSU system depends upon retaining benefits such as CalPERS that contribute to the recruitment and retention of quality faculty.

Notes:

*
Individual risk accounts are known as defined contribution plans.  The monthly 
retirement amount depends upon how the individual invests and the cyclic nature of the 
stock market.

**
A secure retirement plan is known as a defined benefit plan.  The monthly retirement 
amount is fixed and based on an individual’s salary and years of service.

Discussion:
Some of the language in the resolution was pulled from a resolution passed by the San Luis Obispo Academic Senate.  In the 3rd resolved clause, the usage of the word “condemn” feels a bit too strong.  Does the Senate want to consider alternative language?  There was no motion suggesting alternative language.

Voting occurred and the resolution passed UNANIMOUSLY.

M/S/U (Cheyne/Meiggs) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.
6.
Resolution on Proposed Change to Appendix J of the HSU Faculty 
Handbook (#12-04/05-EX)

M/S (Cheyne/MacConnie) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on Proposed Change to Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook

#12-04/05-EX – March 29, 2005

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following addition to Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook under IV. RETENTION, TENURE AND PROMOTION (RTP):

B.
Individuals and members of departments, units and committees who serve as reviewers in the RTP process are strongly encouraged to provide mentoring support to probationary faculty.  Suggestions for effective protocols and strategies can be found in Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty, which can be accessed on the Faculty Personnel Services website at http://www.humboldt.edu/~facpers.

and further recommends that subsequent sections under IV. be re-lettered to reflect this addition; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that this proposed change to Appendix J be put to a vote of the General Faculty during the spring 2005 semester; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if approved by the General Faculty this proposed change to Appendix J become effective in the 2005-2006 academic year.

RATIONALE:  In May 2004, a vote of the General Faculty changed the timelines and process for tenure track faculty, including the creation of a Professional Development Plan (PDP).  The HSU academic community recognizes its responsibility to provide supportive and proactive mentoring for probationary faculty in order to facilitate their journey toward tenure and promotion through the development of the PDP and Working Personnel Action File (WPAF).  Although a number of successful mentoring practices already are in use throughout the university, they are inconsistently applied, and there is no formal document that offers a specific mentoring protocol or effective strategies that might be employed.  The proposed addition to Appendix J both urges serious attention to the mentoring process and provides a resource to assist in devising and implementing mentoring plans.
Discussion:
The third bullet on the first page of the Addendum to Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty suggests providing sample syllabi for courses assigned to newly hired faculty.  A suggestion was made to include syllabi for pre-requisite courses as well.  
Motion (Kornreich) to amend the resolution by inserting a sentence in the first resolved clause as follows:

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following addition to Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook under IV. RETENTION, TENURE AND PROMOTION (RTP):

B.
Individuals and members of departments, units and committees who serve as reviewers in the RTP process are strongly encouraged to provide mentoring support to probationary faculty.  Furthermore, academic departments have the responsibility to ensure that new faculty receive adequate mentoring.  Suggestions for effective protocols and strategies can be found in Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty, which can be accessed on the Faculty Personnel Services website at http://www.humboldt.edu/~facpers.

The motion was re-stated by the Chair.  The Chair asked if there were any 

objections to accepting the amendment as friendly.  There were no objections.

Senator Thobaben seconded the motion to amend the resolution.

Discussion on the proposed amendment:

It was suggested that “academic” departments be expanded to include counseling and librarians.  It was noted that the mentoring document defines academic departments as including counseling and librarians.  The suggestion was made to make the phrase “academic departments and units”.

The word “adequate” is of concern.  A department may feel it has done everything possible to mentor an individual, while an unsuccessful individual may feel the mentoring was inadequate.  
The concept of the amendment is fine, but defining “adequate” may become a judgment call.
The word “adequate” is ill-defined and should be stricken.  

In response to the previous comment regarding the addendum and the item concerning syllabi, additional language was suggested:  “Sample syllabi for courses assigned to the new hire, and when appropriate, syllabi for co-requisites and/or pre-requisites to those courses.  This was acceptable.

Does the new sentence [of the proposed amendment] contradict the first sentence?  Perhaps one sentence should substitute for the other.  It was noted the first sentence doesn’t refer to academic departments as a whole, it just refers to individuals and members of departments.
Interpretation of the word adequate could present legal problems.
The Chair asked for objections to striking the word adequate from the amendment.  There were no objections.  The amendment now reads:

B.
Individuals and members of departments, units and committees who serve as reviewers in the RTP process are strongly encouraged to provide mentoring support to probationary faculty.  Furthermore, academic departments and units have the responsibility to ensure that new faculty receive mentoring.  Suggestions for effective protocols and strategies can be found in Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty, which can be accessed on the Faculty Personnel Services website at http://www.humboldt.edu/~facpers.
Q:  What is the protocol for substituting a different amendment?  A:  Either a different amendment can be substituted or the current amendment can be amended. 

M/S (Thobaben/Dunk) to extend the discussion for five minutes.  There were no objections.

 The mentoring plan, “Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty” will not actually be in Appendix J.  It may be confusing to include a reference to something not defined in Appendix J.
Include the following language:  “consistent with the mentoring plan as outlined in Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty”
One of the fundamental aspects is that we are “encouraging”, not “requiring”.  There was major resistance to requiring; and the proposed sentence in the amendment sounds as if mentoring is a requirement.

Language in the Best Practices document (page 1, no. 1) sounds very much like a mentoring plan is being required.
The intention of the Faculty Affairs Committees was not to require, so the language may need to be changed.  Or if there is a desire to require it, then that can be done.
Why would it not be required?  A person who wasn’t mentored, even though it was strongly recommended, may have a case for grievance.  Successful businesses have mentoring programs; it’s hard to understand why we wouldn’t require it.
The original draft of the document was widely circulated.  Considerable feedback was received, which was highly contradictory.  There was a clear opposition to requiring people to do this.  The Faculty Affairs Committee attempted to construct the document in a way that strongly encouraged mentoring, provided some specifics for strategies on how to do it, and suggested an outline of the process.  The concern was that if it was issued as a requirement, it would be unlikely that a document of this complexity would be approved by the General Faculty.

Mentoring should be required.  There is a feeling among junior faculty that they’re not quite sure what Appendix J is requiring them to do and part of the problem is that they are not being mentored.  It is helpful to have a mentor to help with understanding Appendix J and expectations for the RTP process.  The current wording of the amendment is adequate; as it stands, it doesn’t require that anything in the Best Practices document be implemented, it just requires that mentoring be done.
There is a need to differentiate between mandating the process and mandating how you go about doing it.
Further discussion was discontinued to consider the next time certain agenda item.
[There was no motion to postpone]

7.
TIME CERTAIN:  4:55 P.M.


WASC Accreditation Survey (MacConnie/Vrem)
The first step of the WASC accreditation process is developing an institutional proposal that defines the context for going through the process.  The first phase initiated by the Steering Committee is collecting information to get a sense of what the campus thinks are the top three or four areas to be evaluated in the accreditation process.  The Committee has sent out a survey, asking the campus to respond with important institutional topics or issues.  When responses have been received from the campus, the Committee will compile the list of issues from constituencies and individuals and identify the themes that have emerged.  The list will be presented to the campus and through a survey, the campus will be asked to help rank/prioritize the list.     
The Committee would like the Academic Senate to try and identify topics/issues for the initial list.  A handout was distributed with ideas submitted by senate members so far.  Additional topics/issues are welcome. It was noted that some degree of overlap and similarity of the ideas on the handout exists.

WASC requires that at least a couple of the themes address educational effectiveness.  The idea is to make the process more meaningful by having the campus engaged in topics and the process.  

Expanding on #8 (Environment) [from the handout], we have environmental resources that are special to this area that sometimes get overlooked.  Part of our environment includes the surrounding rural communities and populations with special needs.  HSU has special opportunities for training and providing experiences for students within the local rural communities and Native American communities.  When defining the environment as highly important, these other elements need to be included along with the natural environment.
Service, in a very broad sense, is very strong at HSU. This would be an extremely important theme.  

Another way of phrasing the idea of service: developing skills to engage in responsible action related to environmental economic associations.  It extends beyond awareness, to equipping students with the ability to do something.
There is a need to support development of interdisciplinary programs and activities that both emphasize diversity and also the interrelatedness of areas of scholarly and artistic inquiry.  There is no structure in place that really encourages and supports interdisciplinary classes and there needs to be more encouragement to think in terms of interrelatedness instead of separateness.

Campus of program distinctiveness includes enrollment, environment, high importance of natural resources setting.  Student-centered campus is a good term.  Many of the ideas in the handout fall under student-centered campus, including undergraduate research, educational quality, quality of teaching at the undergraduate level.   

We need to be more explicit about what we are proposing for themes.  “Service” is too broad of a theme to investigate, so we need to be more specific about what is being proposed, i.e., developing infrastructure?, providing more opportunities?, etc.
For example, if we include “Service Learning” as a theme, we need to define what the issue for us is.  Is it the institutional structure that supports it?, or the ability to place students?, etc.
HSU graduates need to have cutting edge knowledge to be competitive in the workplace.  We need to be providing students with the most up to date information that is possible in their field.
There are campuses that seem to have more of a sense of their historical roots; this seems to be lacking on this campus with students and faculty.  Should we be looking at those historical roots that have fostered our uniqueness as a CSU campus and keeping them in mind as we do future planning?  
Provide all students with information competencies adequate for their academics and informed citizenship.  The CSU libraries are developing a standardized test for information competencies that will, in the time-frame of the accreditation process, be accepted and normed, and therefore will have a means of being measured.
It was hoped that there would be a consensus from the Senate on a subset of the ideas presented on what is felt to be most valuable.  Otherwise, the list can be taken to the steering committee as generated.
There was a general consensus that Academic Excellence be at the top of the list.  There are several topics on the list that relate to academic excellence.
8.
TIME CERTAIN:  5:25 P.M.


Course and Faculty Evaluations Discussion (Knox)

Handouts of the Student Affairs Committee progress on course evaluations were distributed.  Comments on the material in the handout can be sent to Senator Knox. 
Various issues have been raised and considered by the subcommittee:

Different terms are being used:  course evaluation versus instructor evaluation.  There may need to be a distinction made between parts of the evaluation that pertain to the RTP process versus parts that pertain to the continuing development of the course itself.  
In current evaluations, there are things students are being asked to evaluate that they are not prepared to evaluate.  For example, if a student is taking a first course within a discipline, the student may not be able to evaluate the level of the instructor’s knowledge.  This is the kind of issue that is better addressed in peer evaluations.

Students need to understand the purpose of the course evaluation, and therefore a recommendation may be made to provide some kind of orientation for students to the evaluation process.

A core part of the process is looking at the issue of the course evaluation itself and its organization.  A goal is to create a course evaluation form that can be used across campus; there is tremendous variation in existing evaluations being used across campus.  

The subcommittee is considering a format that would include information about the course and the student; have a core set of questions that would be standard across campus; and include a pool of items that departments and/or instructors could select from to customize the evaluation to a particular course.

It is recognized that there needs to continue to be space for comments on course evaluation forms, and possible multiple spaces for comments on specific issues, as opposed to a general comment section at the end.
The subcommittee welcomes any and all feedback.  If the general idea as presented seems to be on target, then the subcommittee will proceed to work on developing a list of questions.

Comments:
It was recommended that course evaluations be separated from individual evaluations, and that in addition to a section for comments, some kind of Likert scale be used.

What is the intention of asking questions for student demographic information?  One reason is the concern that a student’s response may be influenced by whether or not a course is part of their major.  Low attendance might be taken into consideration when interpreting the results of the evaluation.  

How will the correlations be made?  By using common questions, a database can be created and information can be correlated to look issues more broadly.

Senator Knox and the subcommittee were thanked for their work.  The current response rate to online course evaluations is very low, making the data that is gathered useless.

The instructor evaluation should also include something about the instructor’s preparation for class, presentation and organization of the class period, ability to speak and write coherently and clearly.  These may apply more to certain disciplines than others; but overall the desire is to have effective communicators in the classroom.

If comments are collected from students they will need to by re-keyed and put into a tool of some kind.  
The issue of implementing an electronic evaluation process will be addressed in the future.

It was cautioned that if using the Likert scale on the evaluation, the purpose of the evaluation needs to be clear, if using it for the RTP process.  

It is important to address only one thing with each question and avoid double-barreled questions.
Other items that are important to include in the evaluation are:  overall teaching effectiveness of the instructor, what the expectations of the instructor are for the class, how does the instructor deal with diversity of students in the classroom.  Current faculty vacancy announcements include an expectation that hired faculty are able to work with students from a variety of backgrounds.  This should also be an expectation in the RTP process.
Keeping the evaluation flexible is important in order to address the wide-variety of courses offered (i.e., lab-based courses, field-based, etc.).
Part of the logic for making sure people are good teachers is to help retain students.  It is important to have students evaluate all classes, not just a select few.  Departments should consider randomly selecting courses to be evaluated.  The University could do a lot with a common set of data; it could be applied to determine things like what is the optimal size of a class, etc.  

The Chair called for a motion to adjourn.

It was requested that the discussion return to Agenda Item #6.

Discussion on the amendment to the resolution continued:

A suggestion was made to remove the first sentence of B. and replace it with:
Academic departments and units have the responsibility to ensure that probationary faculty receive mentoring consistent with the mentoring plan as outlined in Best Practices for Mentoring Probationary Faculty.
M/S (Cheyne/Thobaben) to make this a substitute amendment.

It was noted that the substitute amendment incorporates part of the document, which has been previously stated as not being desirable.  Prefer the wording of the original amendment.

The first sentence addressed individuals and people involved as reviewers in the RTP process and differs from the sentence of the proposed substitute amendment which speaks directly to departments.  Support wording of the original amendment. 

The first sentence may have been misread initially and therefore causing confusions.  Prefer deleting the first sentence.

Chair Fulgham proposed sending the resolution back to the Faculty Affairs Committee and returning to it in two weeks.  
[There was no motion or vote to refer back to committee or to postpone to a time certain]

M/S (Schwab/Farley) to adjourn.  Meeting adjourned at 6 p.m.







