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Vice Chair Cheyne called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, April 26, 2005, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

Members Present:  Borgeld, Bruce, Butler, Cheyne, Coffey, Dunk, Farley, Green, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Moyer, Mullery, Nordstrom, O’Rourke-Andrews, Paynton, Platin, Richmond, Roberts, Sanford, Schwab, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Varkey, Vellanoweth, Vrem, Zeck.
Members Absent:  Eichstedt, Fulgham, Williams-Gray, Yarnall.
Proxies:  Kinziger for Dixon. 
Guests:  Bob Owens, Bob Snyder, Kathy Munoz.
1.
Adoption of the Agenda
There were no changes to the agenda.
2.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 12, 2005

M/S/P (Meigs/Borgeld) to approve the minutes of the April 5, 2005 meeting as written, 

with 1 Abstention.

3. 
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair
The election of new senate officers will be next week, May 3, 2005.  At this point in time, nominations for Senate Chair are Saeed Mortazavi and Scott Paynton; for Secretary/Chair of Educational Policies Committee, David Kornreich; and for Senate Appointments Committee member, Cindy Moyer.  Currently there are no candidates for Vice Chair/Chair of Faculty Affairs Committee.  Anyone interested in running was encouraged to call the Senate Office, by Friday.  Nominations will be taken from the floor at the meeting.   New senators will be seated at the meeting, and are eligible for election.  
The HSU Associated Students passed the “Resolution in Support of Humboldt State University Converting Blackboard, the Current Online Learning Management System (LMS) to Moodle” on March 31, 2005.

The University Faculty Personnel Committee’s annual year end meeting is on May 4, 4-5:30 p.m. in the Green and Gold Room (Founder’s Hall).

A memo on committee vacancies for AY2005/2006 has been sent to all staff and faculty.  Responses are requested by May 3.
SB5 (Student Rights Bill) died in committee; however Senator Morrow continues to be interested in reviving it, so there is an expectation that it will return in the future.

The President has invited all members of the Senate to a reception next Tuesday, May 6-7:30 p.m. at the Baywood Country Club.  An RSVP is requested by April 29.

4.
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio 
members
Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The Committee has been working on the proposed distance learning policy document which is on today’s agenda.
Student Affairs Committee (Chair Knox):  The course evaluation subcommittee is finalizing a set of core questions for course evaluation forms and it is expected that these will be ready to go in fall 2005.
Faculty Affairs Committee (Senator MacConnie):  The Committee continues to work on RTP revisions and will developing a strategy early in the fall for proceeding.  There are two items on today’s agenda relating to Appendix J from the Committee.
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Mortazavi):  The University Budget Committee has been busy reviewing and finalizing its recommendations on budget initiatives.
General Faculty (President Wieand):  There are two resolutions on today’s agenda forwarded from the GF officers, with proposed amendments to Appendices E and F.  The resignation of Sally Botzler from the University Faculty Personnel Committee was announced.  She has resigned since she has been recently appointed Faculty Development Coordinator and was concerned about potential conflict of interested.  The General  Faculty election on May 10-11 will also include the UFPC vacancy.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  There will be a Town Hall Meeting, hosted by the HSU Labor Council, on Wednesday, April 27, 5:30 p.m. at the Woodley Island Marina, Community Meeting Room.  George Dier, who sits on the PERS Board will be making a presentation on the impact of privatizing the public employees retirement system.  The Governor has pulled current signature gatherers, but it is expected that he will come back with even stronger arguments.  All were encouraged to attend.    The End of the Year Social for faculty, lecturers, counselors, librarians and coaches, will be on Monday, May 9, 5-7:30 p.m. at the Plaza View Room.
Statewide Senate (Senator Thobaben):  SB5 died in committee, but it will be resurrected in January.  The applied docs bill is out of committee.  Next week is the last plenary meeting of the Statewide Senate.
Staff Council (Bruce):  The Staff Dispatch newsletter has been distributed.  The issue highlights the grounds staff.  It is also available on the web (and the pictures are in color) at:  http://www.humboldt.edu/~staff/.  There will be another brown bag lunch on May 10.
Associated Students (Zeck):  Nicole Alvarado was elected the new president.  A $15 increase in the associated students fee was approved.  The student health center fee increase was denied.  Next week will be the final meeting of this year’s council.
California State Student Association (CSAA) (Platin):  There are two finalists for the student trustee position whose names will be forwarded to the Governor.  The day of action on April was successful and well covered by the media.  The theme was “The Death of the California Dream”.  There was a “funeral” procession on the steps of the Capitol and a “eulogy” was given.  Members of the legislature as well as the lieutenant governor spoke in support of the students.  The event coincided with the Assembly Budget Committee hearing on on financial aid, student fee, and outreach.  About 200 students gave testimony to the legislature on how budget cuts and fee increases have impacted their scholastic opportunities.  There were also walk-outs on several campuses on the same day.  On May 9, there will be an “un-graduation” or mock graduation where thousands of empty chairs will be set up at the Capitol, to represent the number of students denied access to the CSU last year.  The Association is wrapping up its policy agenda and beginning the transition process for the new officers.
Academic Affairs (Vice President and Provost Vrem):  Interviews for the Vice Provost position and the Associate Vice President for Faculty Affairs have begun and will continue through finals week.  There are open meetings for all candidates and senators were encouraged to attend.

Administrative Affairs (Vice President Coffey):  The RFP for the Forbes renovation project will be out on Friday.  Design proposals are due by the end of June.  Bid opening is July 15.  If successful, construction will begin in summer 2006.  It will take about two years to complete.  A final analysis is still pending on the construction site of the BSS building.  There will be a press conference on Friday and an engineer from the Chancellor’s Office will be available along with campus staff to speak with the media.
Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  The Outstanding Student Awards ceremony is tomorrow at 2 p.m. in the Kate Buchanen Room.  Students will be recognized for the curricular and co-curricular activities across the campus.  Everyone is invited.

University Advancement (Vice President Nordstrom):  A national search is being conducted for the General Manager of KHSU FM.  Professor Larson is chairing the search committee and it is hoped the search will be completed by the end of May.    
President’s Office (President Richmond):  The President expressed his apology for not yet scheduling an open town hall meeting as promised, regarding Athletics. Earlier in the year a number of concerns were raised about Athletics, in terms of management and finance issues.  The President appointed an internal board to review the issues; and the board raised concerns about the general management of funding.  The President asked the CSU Auditor’s office to compile a report on athletic financing.  The report took longer than anticipated, but it has now been received.  The recommendations are being reviewed and implemented, and a full report will be provided for the campus in the fall.  An open town hall meeting will also be scheduled sometime in the fall.  The Provost attended the Executive Council meeting at the Chancellor’s Office on the President’s behalf last week.  The applied docs bill is clearly not a done deal for the CSU, but it is still under consideration.  The Provost reported on other items discussed at the Executive Council.  A Title V change has been proposed that will allow campuses more flexibility in dealing with incidents that involve students off campus.  A number of campuses have been asking for this authority.  The system has provided a draft document with 20 recommendations for ways that campuses can help promote student progress towards graduation.  A number of the recommendations are already implemented at HSU, including providing roadmaps, and using DARS.  A new suggestion made was to form CSU-wide teams that would visit campuses and evaluate what the campus is doing to promote students progress toward degree.  The document will be shared with the Provosts’ Council next week.  There was considerable discussion regarding the difficulty of completing recently approved construction projects, due to the steep increase in construction costs over the past couple of years.  The Chancellor’s Office is looking for ways to mitigate the concerns.  There is still hope that the budget compact will hold and there will be a better sense of where the CSU stands when the Governor’s revised budget comes out on May 15.  
Senator Thobaben commented that the advising document was presented to the Board of Trustees, but it has not been officially approved.  Provost Vrem clarified that the Executive Council was reviewing the document as a draft and providing feedback, as requested.

Senator Thobaben noted that a recent meeting of the Higher Education Committee, a bill was presented from the SLO Police Department, sponsored by their local Senator, that would to expel students who were involved in any kind of riot activity.  Many of the legislators present were not supportive of the bill.  There was extreme concern that the bill’s initial intention could be misconstrued and misused in the future.   The bill would expel students for a year, after which they would have to reapply to the CSU.  Senator Thobaben expressed the hope that the CSU was not trying to set up a something similar with the proposed change to Title V.
Vice President Butler spoke to the revision that has been proposed to Title V. Section 26-28, having to do with student code and student discipline.  The Chancellor has asked legal counsel to propose a revision that would give local campuses discretion for disciplining behavior that violates the student code of conduct and takes place off campus.  Currently the campus can take action only if the parties involved are campus community members and there is a threat to the campus community.  The Chancellor is concerned about recent incidents at SLO and Chico, among other issues, where the campuses have complained that they didn’t have jurisdiction to deal with as disciplinary matters.  Legal counsel has drafted language and a group of vice presidents have reviewed the language and asked for input from the state judicial officers across campuses.  It will go back to legal counsel and then it will be finalized in a draft to be distributed to CSSA and the Statewide Academic Senate for information and consultation.  It is expected to show up in the Board of Trustees meeting in July and be voted on at the September meeting.  

It was noted that the last meeting of the Statewide Senate is in May, so if faculty input is desired the timeline will need to be adjusted.  

The proposed changes give the campus jurisdiction for student behavior off campus that violates the student code of conduct, if it impacts the mission of the institution.  The language is broad with concern for legal rights of both the campus and the students.
Chair Cheyne recommended that discussion of this important issue be taken up at another time, since it was already ten minutes past the first Time Certain agenda item.  The suggestion was made to add it to next week’s Senate meeting.  This suggestion will be discussed at the Senate Executive Committee.  

With permission from the group, the Chair requested that all the Time Certain agenda items be moved fifteen minutes later.
5.
TIME CERTAIN:  4:20 PM  (began at 4:35)

Resolution to Amend the Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook) (#14-04/05-EX)

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

Resolution to Amend the Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook)


#14-04/05- EX - April 26, 2005

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook) be amended to form a combined Nominating and Elections Committee under Article IX. Elections:



Section 2.  Nominating and Elections Committee:  On or before the 15th of January each year, the General Faculty president shall appoint a Nominating and Elections Committee consisting of a chair and four members and publicly announce their names.  Nominations for officers of the General Faculty and other such officials as may be provided in the bylaws shall be made by the Committee in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution, except that the right to nominate candidates from the floor for any elective office shall not be denied. The Committee shall conduct all elections of the General Faculty in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution.

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the proposed amendment be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection at the General Faculty election on May 10-11, 2005. 

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


RATIONALE: In the interest of reducing the number of committees in the Faculty 
Handbook and in cutting down the workload of faculty members, one committee could 
serve the functions of both committees at present. Both committees have been 
appointed by the General Faculty President prior to General Faculty elections. Both 
consist of a Chair plus four members. The Nominating committee currently puts together 
a slate of officers prior to an election two to three times per year. The Elections 
committee currently conducts all General Faculty elections by distributing and collecting 
ballots.  The new committee members could easily perform both functions with little 
increase in time or responsibilities.
General Faculty President Wieand provided background on the resolution which is

recommending that two currently existing general faculty committees be combined into
one committee.  This would help begin the process of reducing the number of 

Committees in the Faculty Handbook.   
Discussion:

The following amendment to the first resolved clause was proposed:  
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the 

following amendment be forwarded to the faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection.  


Concern was expressed that the current wording should be changed.  The Senate should not be recommending a proposed amendment; it should only be forwarding the proposed amendment to the faculty for its approval.  In the past, the Senate has made recommendations, and the faculty has not voted for acceptance; but the President has approved based on the recommendation of the Senate.  The current wording indicates that the Senate is endorsing the amendment; which may or not be the proper thing to do.  
M/S (MacConnie/Thobaben) to combine the first and second resolved clauses into one:
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards the following proposed amendments to the  Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook) 
 to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection at the General Faculty election on May 10-11, 2005. 
There were no objections to the amendment.  Voting on the resolution as amended occurred and PASSED Unanimously.  The amended resolution reads:

Resolution to Amend the Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook)


#14-04/05- EX - April 26, 2005

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards the following proposed amendments to the Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook) to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection at the General Faculty election on May 10-11, 2005:



Section 2.  Nominating and Elections Committee:  On or before the 15th of January each year, the General Faculty president shall appoint a Nominating and Elections Committee consisting of a chair and four members and publicly announce their names.  Nominations for officers of the General Faculty and other such officials as may be provided in the bylaws shall be made by the Committee in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution, except that the right to nominate candidates from the floor for any elective office shall not be denied. The Committee shall conduct all elections of the General Faculty in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution.

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


RATIONALE: In the interest of reducing the number of committees in the Faculty 
Handbook and in cutting down the workload of faculty members, one committee could 
serve the functions of both committees at present. Both committees have been 
appointed by the General Faculty President prior to General Faculty elections. Both 
consist of a Chair plus four members. The Nominating committee currently puts together 
a slate of officers prior to an election two to three times per year. The Elections 
committee currently conducts all General Faculty elections by distributing and collecting 
ballots.  The new committee members could easily perform both functions with little 
increase in time or responsibilities.
6.
TIME CERTAIN:  4:25 PM


Resolution on Amendment to Sections VI.B. and VI.C. of Appendix J of the 
HSU Faculty Handbook and Revisions to the Professional Development 
Plan Form (#15-04/05-FA)

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

Resolution on Amendment to Sections VI.B. and VI.C. of 

Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook

and Revisions to the Professional Development Plan Form

(#15-04/05-FA) – April 26, 2005

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University adopts the changes to sections VI.B. and VI.C. of Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections VI.B. and VI.C., dated April 26, 2005; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University approves the revisions to the Professional Development Plan form as specified on the appended form; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections VI.B. and VI.C. be put to a vote of the General Faculty in Spring semester 2005; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached revised Professional Development Plan form be made available on the Faculty Personnel Services website; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if approved by the General Faculty, copies of this resolution and its attachments be forwarded to those who will serve in 2005-2006 as academic Deans/Directors, Department/Unit Chairs, IUPC Chairs, UFPC Chair, Faculty Development Coordinator and the Director of Faculty Personnel Services, as well as to those faculty unit employees who will be undergoing periodic evaluation and preparing a Professional Development Plan.

RATIONALE:  In the current version of Appendix J to the Faculty Handbook, sections VI.B and VI.C. refer to a Biennial Professional Development Plan, which is not in keeping with other references in the Appendix to the Professional Development Plan (PDP).  The proposed amendment addresses this issue.  

The last sentence of section VI.C. currently states:

The approved Professional Development Plan constitutes a commitment by the department and college to provide necessary support for professional development.

The term “approved” could be construed as suggesting that the PDP is some manner of contract, which is not the intent.  Therefore, that word has been struck.  According to Appendix J, RTP actions are based upon the Working Personnel Action File (WPAF), not the PDP.  In addition, language regarding a commitment by the department and college to provide necessary support is vague and potentially could lead to misunderstandings on the part of the candidate, department, college and university regarding the nature of this “commitment” and what might constitute “necessary support.”  The amendment contains revisions that address these concerns.

The Professional Development Plan form has been revised to clarify the roles of those involved in this process.  

Once approved, the resolution and its attachments will be made available and disseminated such that all involved parties have the opportunity to familiarize themselves with the Periodic Evaluation process during its initiating year.

The resolution proposes revision of language in Appendix J relating to the Professional Development Plan (PDP) and the PDP form.  The intent is to help clarify that the form is not a contract, and make some of the language less vague, and to bring the form more in line with what the text in Appendix J says.      
Discussion:
· Same concern as above was expressed regarding the first resolved clause.  It was suggested that the first and second resolved clauses be dropped and the third resolved clause be modified.
· It was clarified that the PDP form itself does not need to be voted on, since it is not part of Appendix J.
· A suggestion was made to combine the first and third resolved clauses to:

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards  to the General Faculty for a vote on May 10-11, 2005, the changes to sections VI.B. and VI.C. of Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections VI.B. and VI.C., dated April 26, 2005; and be it further

The amendment was considered friendly. 

Discussion on the amended resolution:
· One of the concerns raised about the PDP at the college level is that it appears like a contract.  A suggestion from the College of Professional Studies was to eliminate the signature lines or ascertain why so many signatures were required, especially since there is no other document in the Working Personnel Action File (WPAF) that requires signatures.  The Faculty Affairs Committee did not discuss this issue.  

M/S (Mullery/Mortazavi) to eliminate the signature lines on the PDP form.  

Discussion on the proposed amendment:

· Why is there a concern about the signature?  They seem to only indicate that the plan was discussed with the individuals who have signed.  It provides a record for the candidate that could be helpful, especially when changes in personnel occur.  It provides acknowledgement that consultation has occurred, but is clearly not a contract.  
· During last year’s discussion, the intent was to make sure that the individuals involved saw the candidate’s PDP and were on record as doing so.  There may be another way to do that than having a signature line.

· The issue was raised in the Dean’s Advisory Council in Professional Studies and there was interest in why this document has signatures while no other documents in the WPAF require signatures.  
· It should be signed because of the wording in VI.C and the specification of required resources.  When resources are tied to the PDP, there needs to be review by the Chair and/or the Dean.
· What happens if the Dean doesn’t sign?  There is no penalty for not signing.  What would that mean in the future; would it be good for the faculty member or not?
· The signatures are probably intended to be protection for a faculty member whose file may come back with negative comments.  The faculty member can say they did what was discussed and shouldn’t be penalized.  However, this also makes it look like a contract.  What about lines for initials rather than signatures?

· Another concern regarding the signatures is that there is no room for comments included.  The form is just a template.  There is room for comments to be inserted.
· Could the problem be solved by having an explicit statement on the form that says signatures on this form do not constitute a contractual arrangement between the University and the faculty member?
· The main question seems to be “What does the signature mean?”
· The Faculty Affairs Committee was attempting to follow the table in Appendix J which shows the progression of the PDP through the RTP process and illustrates which individuals see the PDP.  The form represents and confirms that the PDP has met the criteria set forth in the table at the end of Appendix J.  There was no intention that signatures would indicate that it was a contract.
· The simplest way to be clear that it is not a contract is just to put something on the document itself that is not a contract.  The layout of the form does not make it clear where the comments of the individuals reviewing the PDP would go.  The comments of the individuals are more important than their signatures.
The discussion has gone past the next Time Certain agenda item.  If there is time, the discussion will return to this item.
7.
TIME CERTAIN:  4:40 P.M.


Resolution on Amendment to Sections IV.E.5., VI.G.3., and IV.G.4. of 
Appendix J 
of the HSU Faculty Handbook (#16-04/05-FA)

M/S (Meiggs/MacConnie) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Amendment to Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4. of 

Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook

(#16-04/05-FA) – April 26, 2005

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University adopts the changes to Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4., dated April 26, 2005; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4., be put to a vote of the General Faculty in Spring semester 2005.

RATIONALE:  In the current version of Appendix J to the Faculty Handbook, section IV.E.5 states:

The President may award early tenure to faculty unit employees for reasons above and beyond the Standard RTP criteria of merit and whose tenure would constitute a clear advantage to the University.  13.18

section IV.G.3. states:

A probationary faculty unit employee shall normally be considered for promotion at the same time s/he is considered for tenure.  14.2

and section IV.G.4. states:

A faculty unit employee may be promoted to Professor, librarian equivalent, or SSP-AR Level III, prior to having satisfied the service requirement of provision 14.3 of the CBA.  14.3 [sic]

Although these sections comply with the provisions of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, greater specificity would clarify the criteria under which a faculty member may receive tenure and/or promotion either to associate professor or professor prior to having fulfilled the time in service usually required for such consideration.  The proposed amendment identifies such criteria, including:

· in cases of tenure or promotion to associate professor, the initiation of the action by the faculty member’s department or unit or by the faculty member with the knowledge of the department or unit; 

· in cases of promotion to professor, a positive recommendation from the faculty member’s department or unit, in keeping with Article 14.4 of the CBA;

· evidence that the standards of performance for tenure and/or the rank to which promotion is being sought have been met; and 

· that there exists a high expectation that the prior patterns of achievement and contribution that have supported the recommendation will continue.

Senator MacConnie provided background on the resolution.  It is one of the items dealt with by the Faculty Affairs Committee relating to Appendix J and deals with what is currently called “early tenure and promotion”.  The intent is to clarify the language in Appendix J in terms of what the criterion for early tenure and promotion are to associate professor and promotion to full professor.  The Committee reviewed the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) for compliance.
A friendly amendment was made to combine the first two resolved clauses to read:

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards to the General Faculty for a vote on May 10-11, 2005,  the changes to Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4., dated April 26, 2005; and be it further


There was no objection to the amendment.
Discussion on the amended resolution:
· The proposed language in Section IV.G.4.a.  implies that the candidate must have a positive recommendation from the department and initiating unit.  Is this required in the CBA?  Yes, according to CBA Article 14.4 which states, “In some circumstances, a faculty unit employee may, upon application and with a positive recommendation from his/her department or equivalent unit, be considered for promotion to professor, librarian equivalent, or SSP-AR Level III, prior to having satisfied the service requirements of provision 14.3 above.” 

· Was there a reason, within or outside of the Contract, to make this situation different at the associate professor level, which does not require a positive recommendation from the employee’s department or equivalent unit?  The Contract does not specify that a positive recommendation is required for early tenure or promotion to associate.  The Faculty Affairs Committee discussed including this requirement for all cases, and decided against it.  It was also discussed at the Senate Executive Committee meeting.
· Why is there a distinction being made between promotion to associate and promotion to full?  Depending on individual departments and faculty members, there may be some individuals who would wish to go forward on their own, without a positive recommendation from the department.  It may be more difficult in some departments to get a positive recommendation to go forward early, even though the candidates may have the necessary qualifications to move forward.

· In IV.E.5.c. and IV.G.c., the terms “length and breadth” are vague; is it possible to put this in a more exact time frame?
· In both E.5.a and G.4.a. the language “the faculty unit employee’s department or equivalent unit” is used.  Isn’t it actually referring to the Initiating Unit Personnel Committee, rather than the whole department?  It doesn’t seem appropriate for the entire department to be voting on it.  The language is consistent with the CBA and does refer to the department.

· Voting for the resolution would get rid of the previous language “constitute a clear advantage to the University” which has been discussed for several years.  Anything is better than that.
The Question was called.  A vote to end debate occurred and PASSED with 24 Yes votes, and 1 No vote.  
Voting on the amended resolution occurred and PASSED with 1 No vote, and 2 Abstentions.  The approved resolution reads:

Resolution on Amendment to Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4. of 

Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook

(#16-04/05-FA) – April 26, 2005

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards to the General Faculty for a vote on May 10-11, 2005 the changes to Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the attached Amendment to Appendix J, Sections IV.E.5., IV.G.3. and IV.G.4., dated April 26, 2005.
RATIONALE:  In the current version of Appendix J to the Faculty Handbook, section IV.E.5 states:

The President may award early tenure to faculty unit employees for reasons above and beyond the Standard RTP criteria of merit and whose tenure would constitute a clear advantage to the University.  13.18

section IV.G.3. states:

A probationary faculty unit employee shall normally be considered for promotion at the same time s/he is considered for tenure.  14.2

and section IV.G.4. states:

A faculty unit employee may be promoted to Professor, librarian equivalent, or SSP-AR Level III, prior to having satisfied the service requirement of provision 14.3 of the CBA.  14.3 [sic]

Although these sections comply with the provisions of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, greater specificity would clarify the criteria under which a faculty member may receive tenure and/or promotion either to associate professor or professor prior to having fulfilled the time in service usually required for such consideration.  The proposed amendment identifies such criteria, including:

· in cases of tenure or promotion to associate professor, the initiation of the action by the faculty member’s department or unit or by the faculty member with the knowledge of the department or unit; 

· in cases of promotion to professor, a positive recommendation from the faculty member’s department or unit, in keeping with Article 14.4 of the CBA;

· evidence that the standards of performance for tenure and/or the rank to which promotion is being sought have been met; and 

· that there exists a high expectation that the prior patterns of achievement and contribution that have supported the recommendation will continue.

8.
TIME CERTAIN:  5:10 P.M.


Resolution on Proposed Changes to Appendix F of the Faculty Handbook 
(#17-
04/05-EX) – FIRST READING

M/S (Moyer/Meiggs) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Proposed Changes to Appendix F of the Faculty Handbook

(#17-04/05) - April 26, 2005

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following revisions (in bold) to Appendix F: Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University in the HSU Faculty Handbook, under Article IV, Section 5.: 

Election—The officers of the Academic Senate shall be elected at the first Senate meeting of the  Spring term and shall hold office for a one-year term from the 1st of June following their election.

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the proposed changes to Appendix F be put to a vote of the Academic Senate during the spring 2005 semester; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if approved by 2/3 majority of the Academic Senate, this proposed change becomes effective in the 2005-2006 academic year.


RATIONALE: The only substantive revision to Appendix F changes the election of 
officers of the Academic Senate to the first meeting of Spring term, beginning their terms 
of office on June 1st following the election. This revision has been made to fulfill several 
requests from the Academic Senate: a) to allow departments to plan ahead for assigned 
time allocations for new officers, b) to increase the possibilities for mentoring of the new 
officers, prior to their actually taking office, and c) to allow all members of the Academic 
Senate equal notice and opportunity to run for office.   
This is a first reading of a proposed revision to the Bylaws of the Academic Senate, which requires a first reading, and then approval by a two thirds majority vote at a following meeting.  The proposed revision is to change the date of the election of senate officers, based on discussions held earlier in the semester by the senate.  Scheduling the election of officers at the beginning of spring term would allow departments to plan ahead for assigned time, increase the ability to provide mentoring of new officers, and would allow all members of the Academic Senate equal notice and opportunity to run for office.  All new members would have the experience of being on the senate for one semester prior to the elections.
Discussion:

· Grave concerns were expressed about the resolution and it was recommended that it be tabled to allow the incoming senators who would be affected by it an opportunity to discuss it.  Electing officers in January would make the current Executive Committee a lame duck committee while extremely important business is being taken care of.  There are many details that need to be worked out, such as how the new and old Executive Committees would work together for half of the year.  Recommend that the item be on next year’s agenda.
· If the election were held at the beginning of the spring semester, then incoming senators would not be part of the ballot.  If this approach were being taken, then new senators should also be elected earlier.  
· It was noted that outgoing senators would be electing officers that they would not be working with.
· For newly seated senators, voting in May for people who may be unknown is like rolling the dice.  It would be nice to have at least a half year’s experience on the Senate before voting in an election.

· The Senate elections as they are currently held are problematic, especially for newly seated senators having to vote in an election when they don’t know the individuals involved.  Concerns about the proposed change are valid as well.  A suggestion was made to have the elections at the first or second Senate meeting following certification of the results of general senate elections.  Once the members of the new senate are known, elections would occur.  It was also suggested that senators-elect be invited to senate meetings once they are elected, so they could be mentored.
· One piece of the rationale stems from discussion with department chairs and the difficulty with making changes in scheduled for assigned time so late in the semester.  It is very problematic the way it is currently done.

Discussion returned to Agenda item #7, Resolution on Amendment to Sections IV.E.5., VI.G.3., and IV.G.4. of Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook (#16-04/05-FA).

Discussion on amendment to remove signature lines cont.:

· As the signature lines appear now, it seems to say that individuals have read the document and had a chance to comment and that it is tied to what is in the proposed amendment to Appendix J.  For the signatures, perhaps they should say, “this plan is flexible and open to changes as needed, it reflects the strength of the candidate and his/her professional development needs, and it is aligned with the department, college, and university needs”.  The signature would also mean the resources that are required or are anticipated are consistent with can be reasonably be offered.  
· Even though it has been stated the PDP is not a contract, it keeps “quacking” like a contract.  What is the process for doing this?  There is some confusion about the process and how the document goes through the process.  Can different levels of review write contradictory comments?

· In terms of function, what is the intent of the PDP?  It should be a used as a mentoring document to help the candidate propose a plan that matches the culture and practice at HSU of a successful WPAF file.  It should be signed by the candidate and others to indicate support.  In terms of function, if signed feedback is not given, then what is the purpose of the document?

· According to Appendix J, the PDP is prepared by the probationary faculty member in consultation with the department chair.  Implicit in that is the belief that the faculty member and his/her department chair will reach an understanding/agreement on what the PDP contains.  The subsequent signatures are of those individuals indicated on the chart at the end of Appendix J, which indicates the routing of the PDP
· We’re looking at the PDP document out of context; the discussion last year included the process, mentoring, and the PDP.  It is meant to be a way for probationary candidates to sit down and review strengths and needs within the context of the department and university.  It is intended to be a living “organic” document, and will change over time, and be built on with ongoing consultation. 
· It continues to sound like a contract.  If a faculty member is denied tenure/promotion, what weight does it carry?  There is potential for enormous problems.  Signatures are still bothersome; do changes in the PDP require new signatures? 
· It was clarified that the PDP has been approved and is in place.  It will go into use AY2005/2006, however it might “quack”.  If we’re concerned about this document, we want to change it now.  If we don’t make changes now, it will be used as it is next year.

· The PDP becomes a part of the WPAF.  The WPAF is an evaluative document and anything in it will be evaluated.  Peer review committees and administrators will be reviewing those documents as evaluators, so the PDP by default is an evaluative document and therefore signatures on it are a concern.  A potential problem exists if the PDP goals are not achieved and the candidate is evaluated based on that.  Can the PDP be taken out of Appendix J and make it a mentoring document separate from the process.  
· Appendix J currently indicates that the PDP goes from the faculty members to the department chair, the IUPC, and the Dean/Director.  A change in Appendix J would be required to remove it.
· In terms of the form and its context, the intent is that the department chair would work with the probationary faculty member to develop the plan.  If it is part of the WPAF, then there is an opportunity for comment by the IUPC, Dean, etc. as the WPAF goes through the review process.  These signatures could be removed from the PDP itself.

The Question was called.  A vote to end debate on the amendment to remove the signature lines occurred and FAILED with 13 Yes votes, 10 No votes, and 2 Abstentions. 

Discussion on the proposed amendment continued:

· In the spirit of this document being part of the mentoring process, would it be possible to make this a proposed set of professional goals and objectives, identify that it is not a contract, and have it signed by faculty mentors as opposed to the currently listed signatures.  This would clearly make it a document that identifies the working objectives of an individual so that its evaluative use would be to see how the individual had worked on and changed objectives.  It would evaluate progress, rather than outcome.  In that context, it makes sense to have it part of the evaluative process.
· A concern about communication was expressed as it was not clear that the PDP was to be put into effect next year (AY2005/2006) and not this year.   

· The PDP is created in years when the WPAF is not going through review; it is created in alternate years with the WPAF.

· Does the reason for having the PDP go through the Dean level have to do with the CBA and the requirement to have an annual review up through the College/Dean level? This would also provide a balance with the department review in cases where there might be differences of opinion.  It was noted that for all reappointments, the Dean has to sign off.

· It was confirmed last year with CFA that there were no problems in terms of doing a biennial review, which means that the annual review does not have to go through the dean level.  The signatures lines on the PDP form are not related to this issue.
· There many comments and concerns expressed last year regarding the PDP.  But it was approved and so debating it now is fruitless.  What needs to be decided is what the form should look like.

M/S (Farley/Zeck) to adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 5:55 p.m.






