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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February 21, 2006, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).  

Members Present:  Alvarado, Backues, Bliven, Bruce, Butler, Dunk, Eichstedt, Haag, Heckman, Snow, Henkel, Holschuh, Larson, MacConnie, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Owens, Powell, Rawal, Roberts, Sanford, Schwetman, Shellhase, Thobaben, Varkey, Yarnall. 
Members Absent:  Coffey, Kornreich, Nordstrom, Richmond. 

Proxies:  MacConnie for Cheyne, Dunk for Fulgham, Powell for Green, Varkey for Moyer, Meiggs for Paynton, MacConnie for Riordan, Sommerman for Wieand, Haag for Henkel (after 4:30), Larson for Vellanoweth.
Guests:  Wells, Mullery, Snyder.

Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of February 7, 2006

M/S/P (Backues/Owens) to approve the minutes of February 7, 2006, with 1 Abstention.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

The deadline for nominations for the General Faculty election is February 27, 2006.
Proxies were announced.
Chair Mortazavi reported on issues discussed at the February 9 meeting of campus senate chairs in Long Beach.  The CSU GE Advisory Committee has sent a survey to each campus, requesting one response from each campus.  The UCC, Senate, and Provost’s Office will work together to provide a uniform campus response.  Only a few campuses will be visited this semester by the teams working on the 22 points on facilitating graduation.  Northridge will be the first campus, followed by Channel Islands, Fresno, San Francisco State, San Jose, and San Luis Obispo.  The remaining campuses will be visited in AY2006-2007.  

The Statewide Senate budget was discussed.  In 2001, the statewide senate increased the number of statewide senators from mid-size campuses.  For budgetary reasons, the senate would like to reduce the membership back to its pre-2001 size.  A vote will be taken on each campus, and a majority vote from at least 12 campuses will be needed to ratify the motion.   
Associate Vice Chancellor Boyum talked with campus senate chairs about the new marginal cost formula, which will now use 12 units for graduate teaching versus 15 units for undergraduate teaching.  He also spoke about the Ed.D. and stated that there will be no financial support from the Chancellor’s Office for new programs.  Each campus will have to absorb the costs, and it was acknowledged that it will be a costly program to implement.  
President Richmond has formed a task force charged with reviewing the campus committee structure and providing recommendations by the end of the semester.

Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members

Faculty Affairs Committee (Senator MacConnie):  A Survey on Suggested Changes to Appendix J has been distributed to all faculty, and everyone was asked to complete the survey and encourage colleagues to do so as well.
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  At the most recent University Budget Committee (UBC) meeting, Provost Vrem discussed the best “guestimate” of the Governor’s proposed budget.  Actual budget figures are expected to arrive by the end of February.  The probable 2% cut to HSU’s 05/06 budget, based on a failure to meet FTES targets, was discussed.  The UBC will hear presentations from the Vice Presidents beginning March 24.  The meeting will be from 2-6 p.m. in Goodwin Forum and will be open to the campus community.

Statewide Senate (Senator Thobaben):  The first campuses that will be implementing Ed.D. programs include Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, plus two more.  As Chair of the Statewide Senate, Senator Thobaben will be meeting with the new Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs to discuss the transition.  The Statewide Senate will be meeting in two weeks.  The resolution to reduce the size of the senate will be on the agenda for discussion.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  A handout on CFA’s bargaining proposals was distributed.  It was announced that Senator Cheyne is playing the lead in the play, “Mother Courage” which begins February 23 and runs through the first weekend in March.
University Curriculum Committee (Chair Eichstedt):  The GE survey will be conducted again this semester.  An email announcement will be sent out to remind everyone.  It is hoped that the survey results will help to provide a more accurate picture of what is happening with GE on campus.
Associated Students (President Alvarado):  The CSSA had a successful conference this past weekend in San Francisco.  Planning is underway for the California Higher Education Student Summit (CHESS) conference on March 3-6.  Students will be lobbying at the Capitol on March 6.  A press conference will be held the same day.  The Associated Students has been working with the local newspapers to provide more community awareness of student activities and now has a column once a month in the Eureka Reporter.  A.S. is also working with the Arcata City Council and a proclamation was passed at the last Council meeting in support of higher education funding.  The students will take that proclamation with them when they go to lobby the legislature in March.  Applications for the A.S. Campus Community Scholarship are due this Friday.  Senators were asked to encourage students who have financial need to apply.  Senators were also asked to encourage students with leadership potential to run for A.S. positions in the upcoming elections.   
Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):   The new Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs has asked for invitations to visit campuses; the Provost will extend an invitation to visit HSU.  The Governor’s budget is proposing that graduate FTES be calculated differently than it has in the past.  In past, FTES were calculated by dividing the total number of student credit units by 15.  The new proposal will divide the number of graduate student credit units by 12 rather than 15.  As a result, HSU’s FTES target has changed from 7389 to 7490.  The change will not mean any additional money.
Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  The Outstanding Student Award ceremony will be May 1, 2-4.  Now is the opportunity to nominate students for both curricular and co-curricular work.  It is an honor for students just to be nominated.  Faculty were encouraged to nominate students and to participate in the process.  The two students who are chosen for Outstanding Student will be recognized at commencement.  
1. TIME CERTAIN:  4:30 P.M.                                                                                         Report from the GE Steering Committee (UCC Chair Eichstedt)

A “Proposal for Lower Division General Education Pilot Project” (2/16/06) was distributed (sent earlier electronically).  The proposal is a result of work beginning in 2000 and a concerted effort by the GE Steering Committee during the past year.  It is not an action item today, but will come back to the Senate as an action item sometime this spring.

The GE Steering Committee is seeking approval to engage in a pilot program.  An earlier version of the proposal was shared with each college last fall and it has been revised based on feedback received.    
There are several components of the proposal.  It will be an optional program, and will provide a more integrated learning experience for first year students.  The proposal draws extensively on the research and literature from the past ten years which shows that students learn at a deeper level when they are asked to actively engage in integrating information, knowledge, and perspectives.

The proposal recommends creating thematically linked groups of courses, with an inter-disciplinary thematic core course at the center.  The core course would be tightly linked with an Area A course and there would be two other courses in the cluster organized around the same theme.  The proposal includes four options on how core courses might be constructed.  The desire is to not be overly prescriptive, but to allow for some creativity by faculty and students in the development of courses.
The GE Steering Committee has discussed funding and recognizes that something will need to be done in terms of resource issues.

Discussion:

· Is the proposal’s suggested course cap at 25 students lower than the average for our current GE courses?  Yes, many of our lower division GE courses average 30-50 students.  Some courses in CNRS average 90 students.  The creation of a smaller inter-disciplinary class size of 25 students would be a big difference and is more resource intensive.  The proposal suggests different configurations of how this might be done.

· The campus had “cluster college” at one time, which involved an inter-disciplinary approach and upper division GE has used thematic packaging of courses before.  These are great ideas, but the problems in the past have been resource issues.  Hopefully we can find a way to implement this.

· The number of required GE units will not change; the campus is still constrained by EO 595, which mandates 48 units of GE.  We can think about packaging it differently, such as the proposed integrated approach, but the campus cannot eliminate any GE units.  At the system level there, there is an effort underway to evaluate GE and EO 595 and there may be proposed changes in the future.
· The GE Steering Committee’s primary objectives include not increasing the number of GE units, focusing on good pedagogy, and having reasonable class sizes.

· Would it be possible to increase the unit value of integrated GE courses, so that students would take fewer GE courses?  This could be an option; an example from Portland State was given, where through an integrated/thematic approach students received the same number of units while taking fewer separate courses.

· The thematic focus is a good idea.  It would be helpful to include some information on how the pilot program would be evaluated in the proposal.
· The GE Steering Committee is thinking about how proposals to participate in a pilot project would be assessed, i.e., what are the criteria and minimum qualifications a course would have to have in order to be determined that it is interdisciplinary.  A system for ongoing assessment will also need to be in place.

· There will need to be adequate assessment measures that will indicate whether or not the pilot courses are better than what is currently in place.  The pilot is modest in size and so initial resource implications are modest.  But in order to move to a larger scale version, resource issues will become much more important and we will need good data that demonstrates this is a better approach.

· The implementation process will require substantial modification of courses to make them interdisciplinary, beyond just linking courses together without thoroughly integrating them.  It will be important to think about funding and support for faculty developing integrated courses.  

· Start-up funding is available from external funding sources, but there will need to be institutional commitment in order to continue and to establish oversight and appropriate infrastructure, as well as advocate for support for faculty and the program.    

· There are multiple different models for funding and organizing similar programs across the country.  The GE Steering Committee is pulling together information on these models to review and has asked the Council of Deans and the Provost to look at this information as well.  It may be possible to invite someone to HSU to talk about how it works on another campus, and have presentations to several different groups so the information can be disseminated as broadly as possible.

· It would be helpful to be able to measure retention rates, and show long-term impact.  For example, it has been shown that the retention rate of students in FIGS is higher than students not in FIGS.
· Concern was expressed that “themes” might disappear when individual faculty members retire.  It would be important to mentor junior faculty so that there is continuity.  For example, some schools set up a rotation, so that the same faculty are not teaching the same course for 10-15 years at a time.
The proposal for the pilot project will come back to the Senate for approval and Chair Eichstedt asked if there were any additional items that need to be included in the proposal.

· By limiting class size, what will the increased costs be?  Who will sacrifice?  A discussion addressing this would be helpful and provide some truth in advertising.

· It might not be possible to have all of the cost implications worked out before implementing a pilot.  It may be that at the end of the pilot, it will be decided that the costs are too high to implement on a larger scale, regardless whether the program is successful or not.

· It’s not difficult to make a small interdisciplinary part of the GE program cost-effective.  In order to compensate for the increased cost of having smaller classes,  class size could be increased for the rest of the GE program, so there are fewer classes needed.  Assessment would need to be done on the benefits of having an integrated small core as well as the costs of having other larger GE courses.  An alternative plan would be to run the pilot with different class sizes.

· If this is successful at the lower division level, there will be a group of students wanting this at the upper division level eventually.  Because of constrained resources, the GE Steering Committee is only looking a lower division classes for now, though it has discussed upper division GE.

2. Resolution to Sponsor a Public Lecture by HSU’s 2005-2006 Outstanding Professor (#20-05/06-EX)

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

Resolution to Sponsor a Public Lecture by HSU’s 2005-2006 Outstanding Professor 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University invites

Professor Stone Brusca to present a lecture to the public, in recognition of his
selection as HSU’s 2005-2006 Outstanding Professor; and be it further

RESOLVED: That this lecture will occur on campus during the Spring 2006
semester, sponsored by the General Faculty, and free of charge to all members
of the community, and will be held in a venue sufficient to accommodate the
general public; and be it further
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University invites
the Associated Students of Humboldt State University to co-sponsor the
lecture, and thus join us in honoring Dr. Brusca’s achievement.

RATIONALE: The lives of uncountable numbers of HSU students over nearly thirty years have been affected and positively changed through the superlative teaching efforts of Dr. Brusca, which persuaded the Senate to recommend his selection as this year’s Outstanding Professor. It is traditional and appropriate that the Outstanding Professor of the Year be honored with a public lecture opportunity.

Chair Mortazavi introduced the resolution.  A letter was received from the A.S. President and recommendations were received from the Chair of Faculty Awards Committee requesting that the General Faculty consider holding an event.  The Senate Executive Committee unanimously supported bringing this resolution to the Senate.
Discussion:

It was clarified that the resolution has been shared with Professor Brusca and met with his approval.

Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED Unanimously.

M/S/U (Varkey/Larson) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.

3. Resolution on the Graduation Writing Requirement (#12-05/06-EP -revised)

M/S (Backues/Varkey) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on the Graduation Writing Requirement

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that the criterion for passing the Graduate Writing Proficiency Exam (GWPE) at
Humboldt State University be raised to a score of 16 out of 24; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that a new course designator of “Writing Intensive” (WI) be established for inclusion
in the Catalog. Courses shall receive the designation WI when an application for
certification is submitted that shows:
a) The course is an upper-division course,

b) Section enrollment is limited to 24 seats,

c) The primary evaluation criterion, worth at least 75% of the final grade in the course, is writing proficiency at the upper division college level,

d) A substantial portion of the course content is devoted to the development of writing proficiency;
And be it further,

RESOLVED:  That the University Curriculum Committee shall implement
certification and periodic review of Writing Intensive courses; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That students who have attempted and failed the GWPE shall be given
registration preference to enroll in Writing Intensive courses; and be it further

RESOLVED: That students passing a course certified as Writing Intensive with a
grade of C or better have fulfilled the Chancellor’s graduation writing requirement
described in Executive Order 665 and need not complete the GWPE; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly
encourages instructors, departments, and academic deans to support the development
of courses throughout the university that satisfy the Writing Intensive criteria; and be it
further
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that advisors strongly encourage students to attempt the Graduation Writing
Requirement during their junior year; and be it further

RESOLVED: That this policy be reflected in the HSU Catalog for the 2007-2008 
academic year, and distributed to all academic deans, department chairs, and advisors.
RATIONALE: The GWPE is a test of impromptu writing consisting of two 45-minute essays and scored such that two readers read each of the two required essays, and award each essay a score from 0 to 6. The current score needed to pass the GWPE is a 14/24, which in most courses on campus would not represent a passing grade. Furthermore, of the sample essays in HSU’s publication The Graduation Writing Requirement, only those that scored a 4 or better represent competent college-level writing. Thus a score of 4 should represent the minimum graduation requirement. Four scores of 4 yields a criterion of 16/24 on the entire exam. 

However, standards cannot be raised without added support and instruction in writing at the upper division level; therefore we resolve to develop an alternative method for preparing for and satisfying the requirements of the Executive Order.

Discussion:

· If approved, the policy would go into effect in 2007-2008.  

· A question was raised about international students or ESL students, and whether or not any decisions were made regarding their needs.  There has not been discussion regarding this.  It was suggested that non-native English speakers have a different (lower) score requirement for passing the GWPE.  It wasn’t clear if the lower score required for passing was just for international students or also for ESL students.

· Without exact information it would be difficult to amend the resolution.  It was recommended that the resolution be passed, and that it be amended later if necessary.  

· A decision needs to be made whether or not separate standards should be created for non-native speakers and if support is provided for students who are native speakers, there should also be some type of support for students who are non-native speakers.
· The resolution confounds two separate issues:  1) the writing proficiency requirement, which is a CSU-wide requirement, though campuses can decide on how it is done, and 2) the desire to see improvement in the writing proficiency of HSU students.  The topics are related, but they are not the same, and this resolution is dealing with the two issues simultaneously.   
· The WASC steering committee is proposing two themes to be addressed in the re-accreditation cycle, including the theme of Core Competencies – one of those competencies will be the ability to communicate effectively in writing.  The campus will be looking carefully at how well students write, and what can be done to improve the level of writing, over the next 2 ½ years.  This resolution goes beyond just looking at the Graduate Writing Requirement by looking at the pedagogical issue of how we can assure better writing for all students.
· The Education Policies Committee considered this issue and felt that with the current requirements, students are not writing as well as they should.  One way to address this issue is to raise the standards, as well as giving students an option of taking a writing class instead of taking the GWPE.  This is separate from Writing Across the Curriculum, which should also be discussed and promoted as a means to provide students with an opportunity to improve writing proficiency.  Many other institutions are offering similar options for their students.
· An exception should be written at some point for students who are non-native speakers.
· Requiring a higher score is not unreasonable and having section enrollment limited to 24 seats is advantageous.
· The resolution does not confound two issues.  It is written to say that we’re going to increase the required passing score and we’re going to provide a way to help students meet the graduation writing requirement.
· There are already courses at the upper division level that require extensive writing; designating those courses as “WI” doesn’t change the costs of those courses.

· Is there flexibility on the limit to 24 seats?  Could it be fewer than 30?

· Who is the primary audience for “WI” courses?  Students who have failed the GWPE or students don’t want to take the GWPE?  Who will populate these courses?
· The primary audience would be students choosing not to take the GWPE.  The expectation is that the “WI” course will be more difficult.
· It should be harder to pass a “WI” intensive course than to take the GWPE.  A “C” from one professor could be very different from a “C” from another professor. 
· If the 5th resolved clause stands along, why is the 7th resolved clause necessary?  It was clarified that the 7th resolved clause refers to the Graduation Writing Requirement (which could be either through the GWPE or the “WI” course).
M/S (Thobaben/Yarnall) to amend the resolution by striking resolved clauses 2-6, as follows:
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that the criterion for passing the Graduate Writing Proficiency Exam (GWPE) at
Humboldt State University be raised to a score of 16 out of 24; and be it further





e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 












RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that advisors strongly encourage students to attempt the Graduation Writing
Requirement during their junior year; and be it further

RESOLVED: That this policy be reflected in the HSU Catalog for the 2007-2008 
academic year, and distributed to all academic deans, department chairs, and advisors.
RATIONALE: The GWPE is a test of impromptu writing consisting of two 45-minute essays and scored such that two readers read each of the two required essays, and award each essay a score from 0 to 6. The current score needed to pass the GWPE is a 14/24, which in most courses on campus would not represent a passing grade. Furthermore, of the sample essays in HSU’s publication The Graduation Writing Requirement, only those that scored a 4 or better represent competent college-level writing. Thus a score of 4 should represent the minimum graduation requirement. Four scores of 4 yields a criterion of 16/24 on the entire exam. 

However, standards cannot be raised without added support and instruction in writing at the upper division level; therefore we resolve to develop an alternative method for preparing for and satisfying the requirements of the Executive Order.

There are two different issues addressed in the resolution and it would be better to address them in two separate resolutions.  Striking these clauses would eliminate the issue of the “WI” course but would still support raising the passing score for the GWPE.  The issue of alternatives to the GWPE should be referred back to the Educational Policies and the resource issues and other issues that have been raised should be addressed.

Discussion of the amendment:

· In terms of resources, it is not a course, but rather a section that is being proposed.

· Removing the alternative (the “WI” course) and just raising the standard was not the goal of the resolution.  It is meant to provide an alternative to the GWPE for students who may not do well on that kind of test.
· If the passing score is for the GWPE is raised, the failure rate increases from 2% to 15%.  An alternative is needed to assist with this increased failure rate and the “WI” courses are one way of addressing the issue.  Eventually, more will probably be needed to address students’ needs.

· The first students affected by this change will be those entering fall 2007/2008.  It is not clear that this is the only way or the best way to address this issue.  The campus needs to take the time to thoroughly discuss various options and choose the best ones.   This doesn’t need to be decided immediately.
· The 7th resolved clause would need to be changed to “to attempt the GWPE” if resolved clauses 2-6 are removed.
· There has to be an expectation that any option will require additional resources.
· One possible alternative is to have every degree program contain a senior level, Writing Across the Curriculum course, where students would have a rigorous writing experience that would prepare them to either pass the GWPE or would meet the “Writing Intensive” requirement.  Most department already have senior-level, relatively small classes, and  would not have to develop new courses.  This issue could be dealt with existing courses or making minor changes to existing curriculum, without having serious resource implications.    

· We are about to go through the WASC re-accreditation process and the writing issue will be addressed in that process.  Raising the standard and creating a “safety net” for those who fail was likened to medical model; if you get sick, we’ll fix you.  We need to think about doing something before the standard is raised.
· One of the problems with having a designated course within each department is the lack of trained faculty to provide students with sufficient feedback on writing.  If the bar is raised, some form of support needs to be included in the resolution for those students who will fail. There are a number of other CSU institutions doing something similar to what is proposed in the original resolution.  The campus has been discussing Writing Across the Curriculum for over twelve years and nothing has happened yet.  We need to do something now.  
· We’re doing students an incredible disservice if we wait until their senior year to teach them intensive writing skills.  Every faculty member has a responsibility to teach students how to write well.  

· The “WI” course is not just a safety net for those students who have failed the GWPE, it is also a preventative measure.  This does not prohibit departments from having their own courses.  The Writing Across the Curriculum program on campus is small because it is not very well funded.  It came out of a GE effort and was intended to address concerns about writing.  The WASC effort should build on WAC and work already done, rather than re-inventing the wheel.

· There seems to be confusion about c) and d) in the 2nd resolved clause.  There may be courses that exist that are writing intensive, but they do not base 75% of the final grade on writing proficiency.  A course requiring 75% of the final grade based on writing proficiency sounds more like an entirely new course, not an adaptation of a currently existing course.  The intent of c) and d) is not clear.  One suggestion for addressing the issue is to have every department include in its program review what it wants to see in terms of writing proficiency and how it will deliver those objectives.
· The class is not a safety net; it’s a very necessary alternative.  

· Is the “WI” course intended to teach primarily and not focused on content?  It has been stated that there are existing courses, and it would be helpful to know what courses are out there and how they function.  

· The idea of having a new course designator “WI” and having the UCC approve these courses is supported, but the two issues need to be separated.  It would help to address the issues of the proposed course before bringing it back.
Voting on the amendment occurred and PASSED with 12 Yes votes, 11 No votes, and 3 Abstentions.

The resolution was amended as follows:

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that the criterion for passing the Graduate Writing Proficiency Exam (GWPE) at
Humboldt State University be raised to a score of 16 out of 24; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends
that advisors strongly encourage students to attempt the Graduation Writing
Requirement during their junior year; and be it further

RESOLVED: That this policy be reflected in the HSU Catalog for the 2007-2008 
academic year, and distributed to all academic deans, department chairs, and advisors.
RATIONALE: The GWPE is a test of impromptu writing consisting of two 45-minute essays and scored such that two readers read each of the two required essays, and award each essay a score from 0 to 6. The current score needed to pass the GWPE is a 14/24, which in most courses on campus would not represent a passing grade. Furthermore, of the sample essays in HSU’s publication The Graduation Writing Requirement, only those that scored a 4 or better represent competent college-level writing. Thus a score of 4 should represent the minimum graduation requirement. Four scores of 4 yields a criterion of 16/24 on the entire exam. 

However, standards cannot be raised without added support and instruction in writing at the upper division level; therefore we resolve to develop an alternative method for preparing for and satisfying the requirements of the Executive Order.

M/S (Varkey/Backues) to refer the resolution back to the Educational Policies Committee.
Discussion:

· The reason for withdrawing the amended resolution is that it now increases the standard for passing the GWPE without providing any support.

· If passed, the resolution would not take effect until 2007/2008, so there would still be time to address the issue of support in a separate resolution.

M/S/P (Backues/Haag) to end debate with 18 Yes votes, 1 No vote, and 3 Abstentions.
Voting on the motion to refer the resolution back to the Education Policies Committee occurred and PASSED with 23 Yes votes, 1 No vote.

It was requested that the Committee consider the possibility of providing students who are non-native speakers of English the option of taking the GWPE in their native language.

Chair Mortazavi suspended the rules in order to introduce a new agenda item after 5:30 p.m.
4. Resolution on Faculty Compensation (#18-05/06-EX)

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

Resolution on Faculty Compensation
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to offer compensation increases to administrators that are equal to
those offered to faculty members, and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to close the CPEC salary gap by asking the California Legislature for
more money to make closing this gap, as quickly as possible, its highest priority, and be it further  

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees  to address and resolve other important faculty salary issues by requesting
funding from the Legislature that would fund and guarantee Service Salary Increases, fund
additional steps for those at the top of their range and salary level and to deal with salary
compression and inversion problems that currently exist on every CSU campus, and be it further

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to join with the campus community, including faculty, staff and students, to
advocate more strongly for the CSU, and be it further

RESOLVED:  That copies of this resolution be forwarded to HSU President Richmond, the

CSU Board of Trustees, Chairs of the CSU Academic Senate, and CFA President John Travis.
RATIONALE:  At its October 2005 meeting, the CSU Board of Trustees authorized compensation increases for the top administrators within the CSU including (a) a 13.5% raise in salary for each of the next five consecutive years (which amounts to a 49.5% increase, with projected inflation included), (b) a $60,000 per year housing allotment, and (c) a monthly automobile allowance of $1,000 for the presidents, the executive vice chancellor and chief financial officer, the vice chancellor of human resources and the general counsel. The CPEC finding that the salaries of CSU faculty lag 13.1% behind those of peers at comparable institutions; the most recent salary study conducted by CPEC projects an average salary gap of 16.8% for CSU faculty in AY 2005-2006 (where the gap ranges from 13.4% for assistant professors to 25.5% for full professors). Small general salary increases will not close the salary gap and have not kept pace with inflation. The current method of proposed salary increases is dependent on student fee hikes. It is wrong that the under funding crisis in the CSU is pushed onto the backs of faculty and students while chief executives in the CSU receive huge raises. The Board of Trustees is responsible for the oversight of the California State University. The Board adopts rules, regulations, and policies governing the California State University. The Board has authority over fiscal and human resources management.

Discussion:

The following change to the 1st resolved clause was offered by Senator Varkey:

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to offer compensation increases to faculty equal to those offered to 
administrators , and be it further

It was accepted as a friendly amendment.
The following word change was also accepted as a friendly amendment:
“…to offer average compensation increases …”.

It was noted that the term “administrators” might be too broad and/or misleading.  The rationale addresses the intention of the statement, and it does refer specifically to presidents.
It was noted that the percentage figure in the rationale applied only to presidents, and that the Board of Trustees does not make decisions on positions lower than president.

To make the statement less ambiguous, the following wording was accepted as a friendly amendment:
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to offer average compensation increases to faculty equal to those offered to

presidents and senior systemwide administrators, and be it further

Voting on the amended resolution occurred and PASSED with 3 Abstentions.

The amended resolution reads as follows:

#18-05/06-EX – January 21, 2006
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to offer average percentage compensation increases to faculty equal to
those offered to presidents and senior systemwide administrators, and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to close the CPEC salary gap by asking the California Legislature for
more money to make closing this gap, as quickly as possible, its highest priority, and be it further  

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees  to address and resolve other important faculty salary issues by requesting
funding from the Legislature that would fund and guarantee Service Salary Increases, fund
additional steps for those at the top of their range and salary level and to deal with salary
compression and inversion problems that currently exist on every CSU campus, and be it further

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly urges the CSU
Board of Trustees to join with the campus community, including faculty, staff and students, to
advocate more strongly for the CSU, and be it further

RESOLVED:  That copies of this resolution be forwarded to HSU President Richmond, the

CSU Board of Trustees, Chairs of the CSU Academic Senate, and CFA President John Travis.
RATIONALE:  At its October 2005 meeting, the CSU Board of Trustees authorized compensation increases for the top administrators within the CSU including (a) a 13.5% raise in salary for each of the next five consecutive years (which amounts to a 49.5% increase, with projected inflation included), (b) a $60,000 per year housing allotment, and (c) a monthly automobile allowance of $1,000 for the presidents, the executive vice chancellor and chief financial officer, the vice chancellor of human resources and the general counsel. The CPEC finding that the salaries of CSU faculty lag 13.1% behind those of peers at comparable institutions; the most recent salary study conducted by CPEC projects an average salary gap of 16.8% for CSU faculty in AY 2005-2006 (where the gap ranges from 13.4% for assistant professors to 25.5% for full professors). Small general salary increases will not close the salary gap and have not kept pace with inflation. The current method of proposed salary increases is dependent on student fee hikes. It is wrong that the under funding crisis in the CSU is pushed onto the backs of faculty and students while chief executives in the CSU receive huge raises. The Board of Trustees is responsible for the oversight of the California State University. The Board adopts rules, regulations, and policies governing the California State University. The Board has authority over fiscal and human resources management.
M/S/P (Varkey/Shellhase) to adjourn at 5:45 P.M.


















