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Chair Fulgham called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m. on Tuesday, May 3, 2005, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).
Members Present:  Borgeld, Bruce, Butler, Cheyne, Dunk, Eichstedt, Farley, Fulgham, Green, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Mullery, Nordstrom, Paynton, Platin, Richmond, Roberts, Sanford, Schwab, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Vrem, Wieand, Yarnall, Zeck.   

New Senators:  Riordan, Powell, Bliven, Owens.

Members Absent:  Coffey, O’Rourke-Andrews, Varkey, Williams-Gray.
Proxies:  Kinziger for Dixon, Kornreich for Moyer, Paynton for Vellanoweth.
Guests:  Guy-Alain Amoussou, Susan Higgins, Donna Schafer, Bob Snyder, Val Phillips, Kathy Munoz.

Chair Fulgham introduced Santos Torres, a HACU-Kellogg Leadership Fellow from CSU-Sacramento in Social Work, who is visiting on campus today.  

1.
Adoption of the Agenda
Because of the full agenda, there will be no verbal reports.  Chair Fulgham called attention to a printed report from Manolo Platin, CSSA President, on “Proposed Changes to Title V”, which was distributed at the meeting.

2.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 26, 2005
M/S/P (Zeck/MacConnie) to approve the minutes of the April 26, 2005 meeting as written.
3.
TIME CERTAIN  4:10 PM:

Resolution on the Undergraduate International Student TOEFL Score Requirement 
(#22-04/05-EX)

M/S (Cheyne/Farley) to place the resolution on the floor.  
Resolution on the Undergraduate International Student TOEFL Score Requirement

#22-04/05-FA – May 3, 2005

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University adopts that the TOEFL score 

required for undergraduate international students be lowered from 550 to 500.

 

RATIONALE:  
During the Spring 2005, Guy-Alain Amoussou, International Program Director conducted a 
survey of the TOEFL score required for undergraduate international students’ admission on the 23 CSU 
campuses. The result of the survey is the following (see attached document, “TOEFL Requirements for
CSU Campuses”):



Number of campuses

Required TOEFL Score





11




500


1




510


1 




525


9




550




A review of this survey, discussions with a number of campus administrators and faculty (see endorsement list), the success of our current international students and the consultation with other CSU campuses support the need to lower the TOEFL score requirement at HSU. This will also come in support of the campus effort to recruit more international students.

 ENDORSEMENTS:  - The International Resource Committee 




  - Office for Academic Affairs

  - Office for Research and Graduate Studies and Study Abroad Programs 

  - Office for Enrollment Management 

  - Office of Registrar 

  - English department 

  - International English Language Institute

The floor was yielded to Guy-Alain Amoussou, current Director of International Programs and writer of the resolution.  It is felt that one of the reasons that HSU does not have more international students than it currently has, is that the TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) score requirement that is in place is too high.  A survey of other CSU campuses was conducted to ascertain what TOEFL score requirements are in place elsewhere (Attachment to Resolution #22-04/05-EX).  After tabulating and comparing the results, there was consultation on campus with various campus offices and committees, including the International Resource Committee, Academic Affairs, Office of Research and Graduate Studies, the English Department, and the Registrar, as well as consultation with other CSU campuses.  The resolution recommends that HSU lower its TOEFL score requirement from 550 to 500.        

Discussion of the resolution:

· We’re currently in an environment in which both faculty and students have expressed concerns about the academic rigor of the university and the resolution under consideration would lower standards.  What is the difference between a TOEFL score of 500 and 550?  It appears that just as many campuses have a score of 550 as have a score of 500.  Would we be recruiting lower achieving students?  We should be aiming to recruit higher achieving students.

· Three CSU campuses that are currently requiring a TOEFL score of only 500 (Chico, Sacramento, and SFSU) do not appear to be getting “lower end” international students.  Faculty in the HSU English department were involved in the process of reviewing and suggesting revision to the TOEFL score requirement.  Other experts consulted on campus do not see any harm in lowering the score requirement.     

· It is not clear that there is a relationship between the TOEFL score and a student’s ability to achieve and be successful.  It seems likely that there is not a direct relationship between the two.  The concerns expressed about academic rigor, rather than being directed at incoming students, have been directed more at what students are exposed to once they arrive on campus, and the responsibility of the faculty as educators to maintain a high standard in the classroom.  From that standpoint, the resolution is viewed favorably.

· It is not necessarily clear that there is a correlation between the HSU TOEFL score requirement of 550 and HSU’s low number of international students.  550 is the standard requirement for most campuses.  One of the issues not addressed is that while students may be able to pass a written test, with a score of 500 or 550, but may not be able to understand spoken English in a classroom, causing academic performance issues.  English as a second language courses and/or other support services need to be offered to international students.  This needs to be considered, especially if the score requirement is lowered.
· One of the key issues is support for the students once they are on campus.  The difference between scores of 500 and 550 is not significant.  A 550 score is not necessarily a good indicator of ability in of itself.  There are special issues regarding English as a second language that many faculty are not equipped to deal with and support needs to be provided.

· The key is the extent to which we provide a supportive environment for international students when they come to campus.  In the process of reviewing and recommending this change, colleagues in IELI and English as a Second Language have been consulted and helped identify resources that will be of assistance to students who need additional work in English.  Sometimes students who exceed the 550 score have difficulty in courses and sometimes students who score at 500 have no trouble in their course work.  The main issue is, are we prepared to offer students the support they need to be successful.  HSU is one of the CSU campuses with the lowest number of international students.  It is important to provide HSU students with the opportunity to interact with students from other countries.  International Studies students are willing to serve as mentors to international students. 
· Lowering admissions standards necessitates lowering the rigor of course materials in the classroom.  Many students are entering the university at remedial level.  We don’t know that there is a direct cause and effect between a TOEFL score requirement of 550 and HSU’s lack of international students.  We would be lowering standards for a reason that is unsupported.  
· The following was offered in response to expressed concerns:  Other campuses requiring a TOELF score of 500 or less have had success recruiting students and the students have done well.  Admission standards for international students are not being lowered; students will still have to fulfill all of the requirements in place for American students.  In addition, HSU English graduate students will be doing internships to help provide additional support for international students.  

· The issue of support is a critical one.  It was suggested that the recommendation be considered on a trial basis, perhaps a three-year period, to see how it works.  
It was moved (MacConnie) to add to the resolved clause, “on a trial basis for a period of three academic years, to be re-evaluated at the end of the trial period”.  This was accepted as a friendly amendment.

The Chair moved to vote on Resolution #22-04/05-EX as amended and motion PASSED with 24 Yes votes, 2 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
The amended resolution reads:

Resolution on the Undergraduate International Student TOEFL Score Requirement
#22-04/05-FA – May 3, 2005
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University adopts that the TOEFL score required for
undergraduate international students be lowered from 550 to 500, on a trial basis for a period of three academic
years (2005/2006-2007/2008), to be re-evaluated at the end of the trial period.

 

RATIONALE: During the Spring 2005, Guy-Alain Amoussou, International Program Director conducted a survey of
the TOEFL score required for undergraduate international students’ admission on the 23 CSU campuses. The 
result of the survey is the following (see attached document, “TOEFL Requirements for CSU Campuses”):




Number of campuses

Required TOEFL Score





11




500


1




510


1 




525


9




550



A review of this survey, discussions with a number of campus administrators and faculty (see endorsement list), the success of our current international students and the consultation with other CSU campuses support the need to lower the TOEFL score requirement at HSU. This will also come in support of the campus effort to recruit more international students.

 ENDORSEMENTS:  - The International Resource Committee 




  - Office for Academic Affairs

  - Office for Research and Graduate Studies and Study Abroad Programs 

  - Office for Enrollment Management 

  - Office of Registrar 

  - English department 

  - International English Language Institute

4.
TIME CERTAIN 4:20 PM:   Approval of Spring 2005 Graduation List

M/S (Yarnall/Borgeld) that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University accept the final graduation list for Spring 2005 and recommend the graduation of all persons whose names are on that list, subject to the provision that any student whose name is on the list and who has not fulfilled the requirements for graduation, will have her/his name removed from the list, and that student will not be graduated.

Voting occurred and motion PASSED unanimously.

M/S/U (Yarnall/Borgeld) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.  
M/S/U (Yarnall/Green) to make all items passed at today’s Senate meeting emergency items for

immediate transmittal to the President.

5.
TIME CERTAIN 4:25 PM:  
Resolution on Amendment to Sections VI.B. and VI.C. of Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook (#15A-04/05-FA)

M/S (Cheyne/Eichstedt) 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

 #15A-04/05-FA) – May 3, 2005

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards to the General Faculty for a vote on May 10-11, 2005, the proposed changes to sections VI.B. and VI.C. of Appendix J of the HSU Faculty Handbook as specified in the following amendment:

Amendment to Appendix J Sections VI.B and VI.C.

April 26, 2005

VI.B.
Periodic Evaluation shall be conducted by the IUPC of the department or equivalent unit, and the appropriate administrator.  There shall be consideration of the Professional Development Plan, student evaluations of teaching performance (when teaching duties have been assigned and student evaluations are available), peer reviews, and administrative reviews.  15.19

VI.C.
Professional Development Plan – Each probationary candidate shall develop, in consultation with the department chair, a  Professional Development Plan that describes a program of professional development in the four areas of performance for RTP:  teaching/librarian/counseling effectiveness, scholarship and creative activities, service to the university and profession, and service to the community.  The plan shall be flexible and open to change as needed, it shall reflect the strengths of the candidate and her/his professional development needs, and it shall be aligned with the department, college, and university needs.  Candidates are encouraged to discuss their professional development goals with the department chair prior to performance review or periodic evaluation.  This discussion should include identifying strengths of the candidate, areas that may benefit from mentoring and professional development, and resources needed to achieve the stated goals.  Any resources required or that might be anticipated as necessary to support the Professional Development Plan must remain consistent with what can reasonably be offered by the department, college or university.
; 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 attachment 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.

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

Two resolutions were created from the resolution discussed at the last Senate meeting, separating out the section related to the Professional Development Plan.  This resolution (on the table) references a change to Appendix J to help clarify certain aspects of the Periodic Evaluation.  If approved by the Senate, it will go to a vote of the General Faculty.  

Discussion of the resolution:

· Was the Professional Development Plan (PDP) originally intended to be a motivation for the department to provide resources for faculty development as outlined in a faculty member’s plan?  And if so, it seems to be a critical omission in that has been removed in this current resolution.

· In prior discussions among various university constituencies, concern was expressed that previous language requiring departments to provide resources constituted a contractual relationship, which is not the intent of the PDP.  The PDP is not a contract, and the language has been altered to reduce the ambiguity of what a “commitment” by departments meant.
· It is not clear how this plan will have any teeth without it being a part of the individual’s WPAF, or without the faculty member being obliged to follow it or the department being obliged to support it.  How does it have any impact and how does it relate to RTP?  What role does the PDP play?  
· The PDP is incorporated into the WPAF.  During the years of Performance Review when the WPAF is evaluated, the PDP is incorporated.  Neither of the resolutions being presented today address the questions of how a Dean’s office works with a PDP and/or the interface between the PDP and WPAF.  Those issues may need to be addressed at some point, if the procedures  appear to be too vague.
Voting occurred on Resolution #15A-04/05-FA and PASSED with 1 No vote and 2 Abstentions.
6.
TIME CERTAIN 4:35 PM:  Resolution on Revisions to the Professional Development 
Plan Form (#15B-04/05-EX)

A Point of Order was called to clarify what happened to the resolution from last week’s Senate meeting.  The resolution was still on the floor when the meeting ended, and an amendment was being discussed.  It is not clear from the minutes what happened, other than the meeting ended.  It was noted that there was no motion to postpone the pending motion to a time certain, so died at the meeting.  

M/S (Cheyne/Zeck) to place the resolution on the floor.   
Resolution on Revisions to the Professional Development Plan Form

#15B-04/05-FA – May 3, 2005

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached Professional Development Plan form, as revised on May 3, 2005 by the Academic Senate, be made available on the Faculty Personnel Services website; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that copies of this resolution and its attachment 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:  The current version of the Professional Development Plan form could be construed as suggesting that the Professional Development Plan is some manner of contract, which is not the intent.  In addition, the current version is misleading in terms of the roles of those individuals who are signatory to the document.  The form has been revised to clarify the intent of the Professional Development Plan and the roles of those who are involved in the process.  

It was understood from the last Senate meeting that there were concerns about the PDP form and the way it was constructed, specifically the concern that the form was beginning to seem like a contract.  To address this concern, a brief disclaimer was added at the beginning of the form, which re-states some of the language of Appendix J and includes an additional sentence that the PDP is a guideline rather than a contract.

M/S (Dunk/Knox) to amend the PDP form by inserting the following statement above the signature lines:  “The following have reviewed and had the opportunity to comment upon and concur with the professional goals/objectives of this professional development plan.”

Discussion of the amendment:

· The amendment is not in line with Appendix J requirements.  Appendix J only requires that the candidate confer with the department chair; it doesn’t require department chairs or deans to agree with the plan.

Voting occurred and the amendment to the motion FAILED.
M/S (Larson/Mullery) to amend the form by removing all the signature lines, except for the Faculty/Counselor/Librarian signature line.

Discussion of the amendment:

· By removing the signatures, the PDP will simply serve as a document prepared by an individual probationary faculty member.  All of the individuals for which there are currently signature lines have the opportunity to write an evaluation letter every other year.  Removing the signatures eliminates the contractual feeling of the document.  In addition, the department chair and the probationary faculty member’s colleagues could write letters for him/her and put them in the first and third year reviews.  Removing the signatures would simplify and reduce the number of problems that have come up.
· The amendment is of concern.  In Appendix J there is a chart that specifically identifies the route that the PDP must take and that route is reflected by the signature lines on the form.  The PDP is developed in consultation with appropriate individuals and the form provides verification that the PDP has gone through the route specified in Appendix J.  Without verification and because this is a new process, forms might go through without the necessary individuals having seen them.
· The PDP is to help both the department and the faculty look at the needs and resources of the department.  There may be times when a department’s needs circumscribe what a faculty member is able to do in terms of their own professional development.  The PDP provides the opportunity to record that a discussion and negotiation has occurred and that the administrators involved are recognizing and responding.

· We’re forgetting that the PDP is only one piece of a file that gets forwarded, with a smaller version of the WPAF.  There will be letters from the Department chair and the IUPC chair, which would seem to be the place where comments on the PDP could be included.  Those signed letters should suffice for the signatures on the PDP form.  
· Chair Fulgham asked Senator Mullery to clarify the role of the PDP in the evaluation process.
· Senator Mullery clarified: From the standpoint of the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA), a Performance Review must be conducted if a personnel action is going to take place, such as retention or promotion.  Last year, it was decided at HSU to retain faculty for two years, so that a Personnel Action File (PAF) would not be required on an annual basis.  The CBA however requires a Periodic Evaluation (an annual review) if there is no need for a personnel action.  The Periodic Evaluation is primarily based on student evaluations.  However, the caveat agreed upon last year is that if there any concern that a faculty member should not be retained for two years, then the faculty member would be asked to submit a full WPAF for a Performance Review the following year. 
· For the Periodic Evaluation, is there any language currently in Appendix J that outlines what is expected in terms of a written document/commentary by reviewing committees and/or administrators?  [There was no specific answer]

M/S (Roberts/Kornreich) to amend the amendment by including the description of the PDP that is contained in Appendix J on the top of the PDP form.
Since the motion does not relate to the amendment under consideration, it was suggested that it be brought back after voting on the amendment being discussed.

· Can the timing of the process be clarified?  When a new faculty member arrives, the department chair works with them to develop the PDP, at which point the plan goes into the packet that gets forwarded.  It seems like it would make sense to have the individuals who need to see the PDP be able to check off and at least initial it.  But at what point is the plan actually being created?
· Currently, when a file goes forward from a committee, the committee signs off on the whole file, but they don’t sign off on individual parts of the file.  In the alternate years, if the only document going forward is the PDP, then it would be appropriate to have people sign off on it.  But if it’s part of a larger file, including student evaluations, then the signatures belong somewhere else.
· The legalistic concern about signatures is understandable, but there is some concern about not having any other signatures than the faculty member who develops the plan.  It is extremely important that the document is in line with expectations of all involved.
There was a request to postpone temporarily the current motion (amendment to Resolution #15B-04/05-FA) under consideration and move to the next time certain agenda item.  
7.
TIME CERTAIN  4:45 PM:  Resolution on Changes in Grants-In-Aid Procedures (#23-
04/05-SA) ~The resolution will be distributed at the meeting.

M/S (Knox/Cheyne) to place the resolution on the table.

Resolution Regarding Changes to the Athletics Grants-in-Aid Policies and Procedures Manual (March 2005)

#23-04/05-SA – May 3, 2005

Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University accepts and recommends to the
President the changes to the Athletics Grants-in-Aid Policies and Procedures Manual (March 2005) put
forward by the Athletics Compliance Committee as follows:

1 Updated student-athlete employment procedures to reflect changes in NCAA legislation:

(i) Language added: Student-athletes are informed about the NCAA employment rules by signing a statement on the Eligibility Questionnaire agreeing to report employment to the Compliance Coordinator if they are employed off-campus during the academic year and are paid for work they did not perform, or are paid at a rate higher than the going rate for similar employment in the area or if their employer uses their athletics reputation to promote the sale of their employer’s products or services (p 11).

(ii) This language and procedure replaces the Student Employment Update form that was out of date with NCAA requirements.

2 Changes in local procedures to mirror processes that have been worked out during the last year including;

(i) Changes in posting of athletic grants to Banner

(ii) Minor changes in the responsibilities for award letter procedures shifting the direction of flow of information between the Athletics Secretary and the Financial Aid office

(iii) Squad list updates reflecting changes in NCAA recommendations for squad list form

3 Changes in the Appendices to the document so the forms reflect the policy changes

Rationale:  The changes represent appropriate responses to changes in the NCAA legislation and recommendations as well as representing changes in local processing procedures necessary to improve the management of paper work and information.  The changes do not reflect any change to the spirit or intent of the development of the Grants-in-Aid policies and procedures.

Because of the way that the Senate constituted the Athletic Compliance Committee, all changes to policies of the Committee have to be approved by the Senate.  Over the course of the past year, the Committee has reviewed and updated the manual.  The updates are driven primarily by changes in NCAA legislation.  The changes do not affect in anyway the basic premises established by the Senate.  It is hoped that the Senate will support the changes put forward in the resolution.
Discussion of the resolution:

What are the changes proposed under number 2 of the resolved clause?  The changes in posting to Banner reflect a timing issue, for example, one a posting is made to Banner, money is set aside and a letter goes out; in some cases the coaches need to be able to hold the letter until the athlete is actually brought to campus so they can meet with them.  The award letter procedure changes reflect the shifting of the direction of flow between the Athletic Director’s office and the Financial Aid office.  The squad list updates reflect a change in classification.
All of the changes are detailed in a March 2005 report.

Voting occurred on Resolution #23-04/05-SA and motion PASSED unanimously.
8.
TIME Certain 4:50 PM: Resolution on Distance Learning Recommendations (#20-04/05-
EP)

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

The document represents the work of UCC and the joint Senate/UCC committee over the course of the past year.  It provides the general ground work for a policy that addresses issues specific to distance learning.  

Discussion of the resolution:

· It was observed that if a distance learning policy has implications for faculty workload, then it would have to be vetted by CFA.  This policy does not appear to have workload implications.

· The policy should reflect that not all classes are appropriate for offering on the web.  Many students are not satisfied with online courses.  The suggestion was made to add under section 2, between e & f, “evaluate student learning outcomes and satisfaction relative to traditional teaching methods for the same course”.  This would establish a baseline.  Under Section 3.a. it sounds like every single course would require extraordinary support, since support goes beyond what is traditionally provided for courses. High quality throughout all courses needs to be ensured.         
· For someone currently teaching online courses, the policy seems overly restrictive.  Section 2.c and 2.d seems to be asking for online courses to be scrutinized much more than traditional course proposals.  The proposal seems overwhelming rather than encouraging new development of courses and creativity on the part of the faculty.

· The idea of having review by a qualified evaluator (section 2.d) was to ensure that the presentation of the course materials online are easily accessible to the students, i.e., avoid having a confusing (to students) and difficult to use online presentation.  It was not meant to be an evaluation of the course material itself.  

· Section 2.c. is meant to address the issues that are specific to distance learning that would not normally be of concern with regard to traditional courses, such as the extent and manner of student-faculty and student-student interaction, which is an important aspect of the educational process.  The class size issue is partly a work load issue.

· The idea behind Section 2.d is that if you need help, especially first time people, then you should get it.  Those more experienced with distance learning may not need/require this evaluation.

There was a request to postpone temporarily the current motion (Resolution #20-04/05-EP) under consideration and move to the next time certain agenda item.
9.
TIME CERTAIN  5:00 PM:  Resolution on HSU Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory 
Committee (#19-04/05-EX)

M/S (Meiggs/Wieand) to place the resolution on the floor.  
Resolution on HSU Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee

#19-04/05-EX – May 3, 2005
RESOLVED:
That the Humboldt State University Academic Senate recommends that

the following proposed revision of the HSU Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee

structure and charge be forwarded to the President for immediate implementation.

Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee (IAAC)

Duties: 
Serve as a forum for the Athletic Director to seek advice and refine ideas and develop or revise policies of the Athletic Department on such subjects as equity compliance, annual budget and the direction and balance of sports that constitute the program. 

       Chair: 
Faculty member elected by the Committee from the membership, for a one-year renewable term
 Type:
Administrative 

       Meetings:
Monthly during the academic year; as needed during summer months

 Membership (to be appointed by the President):

· Three faculty members to be selected in consultation with the Senate Executive Committee
· One student-athlete member to be selected in consultation with the Associated Students 
· One athletic coach representative selected by the head coaches
· One staff member or administrator from Student Affairs

· One staff member or administrator from Academic Affairs

· One staff member or administrator from Administrative Affairs

· One community member

· Non-voting:  Athletic Director

· Non-voting:  NCAA Faculty Athletics Representative

· Non-voting:  Student-Athlete Advisory Committee Chair of designee

· Non-voting: Chair, Department of Health and Physical Education

The IAAC shall have notes taken at each meeting and its proceedings shall be posted monthly on the Athletics website (hsujacks.com).  A compendium of these notes shall be printed and forwarded to the President at the end of each academic year.

A forum for public comment will be scheduled for the first half hour of each IAAC meeting, during which interested parties may speak.  After public comment, the Committee will proceed with its current items of business.  The meeting shall remain open to the public, but with no additional comments from guests unless requested by the Committee. 

The IAAC shall meet with the President at least once per semester, and more often if the need arises.

Note:  The Student-Athlete Advisory Committee (SAAC) will continue to meet monthly and advise the Athletic Director as needed.  Coaches will continue to meet twice a month to receive information and updates and to give input into the direction of the Athletic program.  The NCAA Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) will meet twice monthly with the Athletic Director to discuss issues of mutual concern.  Athletics administrative staff will continue to meet weekly for updates and to discuss and receive direction on upcoming issues and events.

RATIONALE:  The current composition and charge of the Intercollegiate Athletic 


Advisory Committee has become inadequate with changes in the administration


of HSU Athletics.  Furthermore, the AAUP Policy Documents & Reports 


contains the “Statement on Intercollegiate Athletics” and “The Role of the Faculty 


in the Governance of College Athletics – A Report of the Special Committee on 


Athletics” that support an increased role of university and college faculty in the 


joint participation in the administration of intercollegiate athletics.  Additionally, 


The Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA), an alliance of faculty senates, 


issued in February 2005 a draft proposal on Academic Integrity in Intercollegiate 


Athletics: Principles, Proposed Rules, and Guidelines which supports and 


supersedes various portions of the 2004 document on Campus Athletics 


Governance, the Faculty Role:  Principles, Proposed Rules, and Guidelines.  


Finally the CSU Academic Senate will be acting upon AS-2688-05/AA – Support 


for the Framework for Comprehensive Intercollegiate Athletics Reform by the 


Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA) during the May 2005 meeting.  While 


the major intent of the COIA documents is directed towards reform at the Division 


I institutions, the proposed content has application to Division II institutions such 


as Humboldt State University.

Discussion of the resolution:

· The current committee description was briefly reviewed.
· At a majority of GNAC schools, this committee is chaired by the Faculty Athletic Representative (FAR).  In the current IAAC description, the FAR was a voting member.  The revised description the FAR has been designated as a non-voting member.

· It was noted that the Chair of the Health and Physical Education department has been added to the committee membership as a non-voting member.  Even though Athletics and Health and Physical Education are separate departments now, there are facility and personnel implications and many Health and PE students work with athletics program.  The Health and PE chair is also the facilities coordinator for Forbes Complex.
· Why was the FAR removed to non-voting status?  It may have been an error in the drafting of the document.

M/S (Mullery/Knox) to amend the resolution by removing the non-voting status of the FAR.

Voting on the amendment occurred and motion PASSED unanimously.
Voting on the amended resolution #19-04/05-EX occurred and motion PASSED unanimously.
The amended resolution reads:

Resolution on HSU Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee

#19-04/05-EX – May 3, 2005
RESOLVED:
That the Humboldt State University Academic Senate recommends that

the following proposed revision of the HSU Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee

structure and charge be forwarded to the President for immediate implementation.

Intercollegiate Athletic Advisory Committee (IAAC)

Duties: 
Serve as a forum for the Athletic Director to seek advice and refine ideas and develop or revise policies of the Athletic Department on such subjects as equity compliance, annual budget and the direction and balance of sports that constitute the program. 

      Chair: 
Faculty member elected by the Committee from the membership, for a one-year renewable term
Type:
Administrative 

      Meetings:
Monthly during the academic year; as needed during summer months

Membership (to be appointed by the President):

· Three faculty members to be selected in consultation with the Senate Executive Committee
· One student-athlete member to be selected in consultation with the Associated Students 
· One athletic coach representative selected by the head coaches
· One staff member or administrator from Student Affairs

· One staff member or administrator from Academic Affairs

· One staff member or administrator from Administrative Affairs

· One community member

· NCAA Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR)

· Non-voting:  Athletic Director

· Non-voting:  Student-Athlete Advisory Committee Chair of designee

· Non-voting: Chair, Department of Health and Physical Education

The IAAC shall have notes taken at each meeting and its proceedings shall be posted monthly on the Athletics website (hsujacks.com).  A compendium of these notes shall be printed and forwarded to the President at the end of each academic year.

A forum for public comment will be scheduled for the first half hour of each IAAC meeting, during which interested parties may speak.  After public comment, the Committee will proceed with its current items of business.  The meeting shall remain open to the public, but with no additional comments from guests unless requested by the Committee. 

The IAAC shall meet with the President at least once per semester, and more often if the need arises.

Note:  The Student-Athlete Advisory Committee (SAAC) will continue to meet monthly and advise the Athletic Director as needed.  Coaches will continue to meet twice a month to receive information and updates and to give input into the direction of the Athletic program.  The NCAA Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) will meet twice monthly with the Athletic Director to discuss issues of mutual concern.  Athletics administrative staff will continue to meet weekly for updates and to discuss and receive direction on upcoming issues and events.

RATIONALE:  The current composition and charge of the Intercollegiate Athletic 


Advisory Committee has become inadequate with changes in the administration


of HSU Athletics.  Furthermore, the AAUP Policy Documents & Reports 


contains the “Statement on Intercollegiate Athletics” and “The Role of the Faculty 


in the Governance of College Athletics – A Report of the Special Committee on 


Athletics” that support an increased role of university and college faculty in the 


joint participation in the administration of intercollegiate athletics.  Additionally, 


The Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA), an alliance of faculty senates, 


issued in February 2005 a draft proposal on Academic Integrity in Intercollegiate 


Athletics: Principles, Proposed Rules, and Guidelines which supports and 


supersedes various portions of the 2004 document on Campus Athletics 


Governance, the Faculty Role:  Principles, Proposed Rules, and Guidelines.  


Finally the CSU Academic Senate will be acting upon AS-2688-05/AA – Support 


for the Framework for Comprehensive Intercollegiate Athletics Reform by the 


Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA) during the May 2005 meeting.  While 


the major intent of the COIA documents is directed towards reform at the Division 


I institutions, the proposed content has application to Division II institutions such 


as Humboldt State University.

Chair Fulgham requested that debate be limited in order to complete the two resolutions currently on the table that were postponed for time certain agenda items.
There was an objection to limiting debate since both resolutions need very careful and continued discussion.  Serious concerns were expressed during the earlier discussion of Resolution #20-04/05-EP.  And the Senate needs to give thoughtful consideration to anything related to Appendix J.  
Chair Fulgham agreed to return to each temporarily postponed agenda item and dispose of items in a formal manner.  
Discussion of Agenda Item #6 (Resolution #15B-04/05-EX) resumed.
It was noted that if this is not acted upon now, the document will be used as it was approved last year, which has no caveat about “this is not a contract” and will have signatures on it that don’t include the department chair.  
Discussion on the amendment to remove the signature lines:

· The additions in the revised PDP take care of the legal aspects that were of concern last time.  Removing the signatures does not make sense if this is truly to be a consultative process where the probationary faculty member receives feedback.
· It was suggested that the resolution be accepted as it is (without amendment), but include in the resolution that it be re-visited in Fall 2006.  That would allow for more lengthy discussion in the Fall regarding the signatures.

· There is still a desire to remove the signatures as the Dean, Department Chair, and IUPC all write letters each year and can state in their letters that they have seen the PDP and provide their comments on it.  It is redundant.

· Appendix J does say that the PDP will be constructed in consultation with the department chair.  There is a practical issue regarding the comment, in terms of how the form is constructed.  It is not clear if the comment sections are for the probationary faculty member or for the administrative.  It seems like the reviewers should be commenting on the PDP in the WPAF.  
· As it moves through the Periodic Review they will be commenting and acknowledging that they agree or have suggestions for modification.  The signatures on the form are redundant and the process itself will be requiring signatures as it moves through.

· It is still not clear that any written documentation is required from the IUPC or the Dean for the Periodic Review.
M/S (Thobaben/Platin) to postpone to the first meeting of Fall semester.
Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 3 abstentions.

· Appendix J, Section VI.B states that the Periodic Evaluation will include peer reviews and administrative reviews.  It is assumed that this would include the department chair and the dean.  It does not specifically speak to having an IUPC letter in the documentation.

· It was noted that a PDP form that recently went through the Periodic Evaluation process received no comment in any of the letters in the file.

· Section 15.27 of the CBA explicitly states that the IUPC and the appropriate administrator will comment on the Periodic Evaluation.
· The question of what happens when comments disagree, for example the IUPC’s comments and the Dean’s comments differ, how does the faculty member resolve this situation?  It seems that having some kind of consensus on the PDP is important.

· It was suggested that the signature lines be kept, even though they are redundant, and provide space for comments with the signatures to it is clear who the comments are from.

· Redundancy is not that big of a problem; but at least keep the signature of the department chair. 

Chair Fulgham suggested that a subgroup of the Senate Executive Committee and Faculty Affairs Committee be charged with working on this issue over the summer and report back to the first meeting of the Senate in Fall 2005.

M/S (Mullery/Mortazavi) to end debate.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED.
Voting on the amendment (to remove the signature lines on the PDP form) to the resolution occurred and FAILED with 3 Yes votes, 20 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
Discussion returned to the main resolution.

M/S (Borgeld/Zeck) to end debate.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED unanimously.

Voting on Resolution #15B-04/05-FA occurred and PASSED with 5 Abstentions.

M/S (Borgeld/Thobaben) that resolution #20-04/05-EP be referred back to the Educational Policies Committee to reconsider in light of the discussion at this meeting.
· The comments expressed earlier in the meeting did not seem to be that substantive.  It would be more helpful to continue the Senate discussion of the resolution as it stands in the Fall, rather than sending it back to the committee.    
Voting occurred on the motion to refer the resolution #20-04/05-EP back to committee and motion FAILED.
M/S (Kornreich/MacConnie) to postpone Resolution #20-04/05-EP to the first meeting of the Fall semester.
Voting occurred and motion PASSED unanimously.
10.
TIME CERTAIN  5:10 PM:  Seating of New Senators

The following new senators were introduced and invited to sit at the table:

COPS – Craig Riordan
CAHSS – Cindy Moyer (re-elected), John Powell, Mark Larson (re-elected)

CNRS – Ken Fulgham (re-elected), Jeff Haag, Wesley Bliven

Library – Jeremy Shellhase (re-elected)

Lecturer Representative – Jeff Dunk (re-elected)
Coaches Representative – Bob Owens

Student Affairs Representative – Jyoti Rawal.

Members of the current Senate Executive Committee gathered to thank Chair Fulgham for his leadership of the Academic Senate during the past year and present him with a gift.

11.
Election of New Senate Officers and Members of the Senate Appointments Committee

M/S (Cheyne/Meiggs) to nominate Saeed Mortazavi for Chair of the Academic Senate.  M/S (Mortazavi/Roberts) to nominate Scott Paynton for Chair of the Academic Senate.
M/S (Wieand/MacConnie) to close nominations.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED to close nominations.

Voting occurred by secret ballot and Saeed Mortazavi was elected Chair of the Academic Senate.
Saeed Mortazavi assumed the role of Chair of the Academic Senate and presided over the remaining elections.
M/S (Kornreich/Cheyne) to nominate Simon Green for Vice Chair of the Academic Senate and Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee.  M/S (Meiggs/Wieand) to close nominations.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED to close nominations.
Voting occurred and Simon Green was elected Vice Chair of the Academic Senate and Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

M/S (Fulgham/Meiggs) to nominate Dave Kornreich for Secretary of the Academic Senate and Chair of the Educational Policies Committee.  M/S (Fulgham/Yarnall) to close nominations.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED to close nominations.
Voting occurred and Dave Kornreich was elected Secretary of the Academic Senate and Chair of the Educational Policies Committee.
Nominations for two members of the Senate Appointments Committee were solicited.  M/S (Cheyne/Kornreich) to nominate Cindy Moyer.  M/S (Meiggs/Cheyne) to nominate Bob Owens.  M/S (Yarnall/?) to close nominations.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED to close nominations.  Voting occurred and Cindy Moyer and Bob Owens were elected to the Senate Appointments Committee.
A motion to adjourn was made and meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.







