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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, March 28, 2006, 
in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

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

Proxies:  Haag for Henkel (after 4:30), Paynton for Larson (after 5), Paynton for Vellanoweth, Sanford for Sommerman/Wieand, Moyer for Schwetman (after 5).

Guests:  Milt Boyd, Hillary Dashiell, Jeff Borgeld, Colleen Mullery, Dan Collen, HSU student athletes.
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair
Chair Mortazavi announced that agenda item #5 will be postponed to the next Senate meeting, due to the absence of the UCC Chair. 
The Outstanding Professor Lecture event, co-sponsored by the General Faculty and the Associated Students, was successful and extremely well-attended.

President Richmond has formed a task force to review the distance learning policy recommended by the Senate.  Two members of the Senate, Bernadette Cheyne and Dave Kornreich, are serving on the task force.  The group will review the proposed policy and address the issues that have been raised, and return it to the Senate before the end of the semester.

Three more candidates are needed for the University Faculty Personnel Committee, and the Colleges of Professional Studies and Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences need nominations for the University Curriculum Committee.  A memo has been sent out to all faculty via campus mail.

A memo was distributed regarding senate elections for AY2006-07.  Senate officers will be elected at the end of the semester.  Everyone was encouraged to keep in mind that it is a democratic process.

Proxies were announced.

Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of March 7, 2006

M/S/U (Backues/Kornreich) to approve the minutes of March 7, 2006 as written.
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members
Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair Green):  The Committee plans to have a resolution based on recommendations from the Faculty Awards Committee for the next Senate meeting.

The Educational Policies Committee and the Student Affairs Committee have resolutions on the current meeting agenda.
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) received a series of prioritized decision packages from the President and the Vice Presidents.  Senator Larson distributed a handout with the decision package summaries.  The task of the UBC is to allocate individual points towards up to 40 initiatives.  The top ten will be forwarded to the President and the Executive Committee.  The Senate Finance Committee will meet and help Chair Larson determine his allocation of votes.  All decision packages together total over $7 million dollars.  The sum of the top ranked items (only) from each division totals $2.3 million dollars.  The preliminary budget drafted for the university, based on the Governor’s budget proposal, shows that even if HSU meets its FTES target for next year (7389), the campus may only be at a break even point.  If the target does not exceed this year’s FTES, the campus will be facing a deficit of $1.2-1.8 million dollars. 
For more information on the budget, go to CSU web site at:  www.calstate.edu/budget.

Budget information is provided by academic year.  Included in the Governor’s 2006-07 budget for HSU is the purchase of the campus apartments as well as a house on Mill Street.  
Discussion:

The official word is that campuses that miss their FTES targets by 2% will have to pay back dollars.  For HSU this is ca. $1.1-1.2 million dollars.  This will be in addition to the 06/07 budget.

Does the budget look any different if we reduce our FTES target to a level that can actually be reached?  At this point, it does not make a difference, because the campus has already been funded at a certain level, and has to give back dollars if that level is not reached.  

Even if we meet our FTES target, there may still be a significant amount of structural deficit on campus.  A break-even analysis needs to be done to determine how many more students are needed in order to break-even.    

Why is HSU different from other campuses, if others are also having difficulty meeting FTES targets?  HSU’s fixed costs exceed its income.  There are several reasons HSU differs from other campuses.  HSU has the 2nd highest mix of high-cost programs in the CSU, second only to San Luis Obispo.  At San Luis Obispo, they have been successful in finding other sources of income to support their programs, have been better at fundraising, and they also have an economy of scale (twice our size) that we don’t have.  Some fixed costs are the same, regardless of the size of the campus and number of students, so economy of scale comes into play.  HSU has not met its FTES target for several years, so no dollars have been built up over time based on enrollment growth; there is no cushion to fall back on.
Statewide Senate (Senator Thobaben):  There will be a vote on a change to the constitution of the ASCSU.  Three years ago, a constitution change increased the size of the statewide senate, but it was done without any increase in funding.  It has caused budget difficulties and so campuses are being asked to vote and reverse the decision.  The HSU Senate Executive Committee will be providing a statement to the faculty encouraging everyone to vote in the election and to vote in favor of the amendment.

The Statewide Senate will be meeting next week.
California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  A bargaining issue handout (3/21/06) was distributed.   The last seven consecutive bargaining sessions have been focused on YRO and there appears to be an end in sight with the development of a statewide policy.  If anyone has questions, please contact Chapter President Meiggs.
Associated Students (AS President Alvarado):  The AS elections deadline is Monday, April 3, 5 p.m.  The AS passed a resolution recognizing Professor Stone Brusca for his selection as Outstanding Professor.  They are also considering a resolution on child care options on campus.
Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  A number of searches for administrative positions in Academic Affairs are underway, including the Vice Provost for Academic Programs and Undergraduate Studies, the CIO of Information Technology Services, and the Dean of Research and Graduate Studies.  The search for the Dean of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences is almost completed.  Faculty were encouraged to attend the open forums that have been announced for each candidate.

Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  The ceremony for the Outstanding Student Awards will be on May 1, at 2 p.m.  Approximately 70 students will be recognized for their academic achievements and co-curricular achievements.  The man and woman of the year will also be announced at that time.  If these individuals are graduating seniors, they will also be recognized at commencement.

1.
Resolution Reserving Course Seats for Athletes (#21-05/06-SA)

M/S (Fulgham/Owens) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution Reserving Course Seats for Athletes


#21-05/06-SA – March 28, 2006

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that 5% of seats (but at least one seat) in all courses be held in reserve until the end of the normal Fall and Spring registration periods for continuing students participating in NCAA athletic programs;  and be it further 

RESOLVED:   That if  all the reserved seats in lower division G. E. courses have not been filled by the end of the normal Fall or Spring registration period, one of the remaining seats in all lower-division G.E. courses be held in reserve for incoming NCAA student athletes until the end of the normal HOP-registration period;  and be it further 

RESOLVED:   That if  all the reserved seats in a Lower Division G. E. course have  been filled by the end of the normal Fall or Spring registration period, no seat in that course will be held in reserve for incoming NCAA student athletes;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Office of the Registrar will monitor NCAA student athletes’ eligibility for these reserved seats, and that these seats will be made available only to students who have been unable to enroll in a course through the normal registration process; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That these reserved seats will be available to athletes who maintain their NCAA eligibility, whether or not they are competing during the semester in which they use reserved seats;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That once the reserves have expired, these seats will be available to all students who wish to add a course.  

Rationale:  Because they are recruited to the University for the specific purpose of playing on an athletic team while simultaneously earning a degree, the University owes some special support to student athletes in order to enable them to successfully complete their education in a timely manner.  In addition, each semester, student athletes must complete a minimum of 12 units that will count towards their degrees in order to maintain their NCAA  eligibility.  If the University is going to participate in NCAA sports, then the University is obligated to insure that student athletes are able to get into courses that will permit them to fulfill this NCAA requirement.  Creating a class schedule that fits around their athletic responsibilities can be challenging for student athletes;  during the semesters when they are competing, they need courses that have as few conflicts as possible with practice and travel, while during the semesters when they are not competing, they need to be able to get seats in courses that would be impossible for them to take successfully during their competition semesters.  


The period that these reserved seats are unavailable to non-athletes will be fairly brief.  In 2005, the normal Fall registration extended from Nov. 14 to Dec. 2;  after that date, all un-used reserved seats would be available to students (except for the lower division G.E. seats which would be held for incoming students until the end of HOP registration.)

Senator Moyer, Chair of the Student Affairs Committee, provided some background on the resolution.  The Committee began with a resolution brought to the Senate over two years ago, which was for students engaged in officially recognized university activities.  
The Committee ran into the logistical problem of how different categories of students could be easily documented.  The Committee, after discussion with the Registrar, decided to only include student athletes in this resolution; since they fall under NCAA regulations, it is relatively easy to document and track them.  In addition, if all categories of students were considered, there were over 1,000 students who would qualify and at that point, early registration isn’t very helpful.  

The Committee wrestled with the issue of fairness of early registration.  In the end, the Committee felt that the fact that student athletes are recruited to the university specifically for two purposes (to be athletes and to be students) was a compelling enough argument to justify the resolution.
Originally the resolution applied only to the semester in which students athletes were competing, but after consultation with faculty in Athletics, it was determined that it was equally important to include non-competing semesters as well.  Student athletes need to be able to take required courses that would conflict with travel time during a semester they are not competing. 
The process outlined in the resolution is designed to be used only when the normal registration process is unsuccessful.  It is expected and hoped that the vast majority of time student athletes will be able to get the courses they need during the normal registration process.  It was noted that the Associated Students have passed a resolution opposing this resolution.  A resolution from the Student-Athlete Advisory Committee (SAAC) supporting the resolution was provided as a handout.

Discussion:

· It was noted that the campus already has a priority registration processes in place for, including:  special registration classification for HOP and Disabled Students, priority by class (graduate students, seniors, etc.) and during summer HOP there are seats held for TRIG and FIG students.  There is no reason that student athletes should not be added as well.
· Concern was expressed that the SAAC resolution was not approved for distribution and that it is very biased.  
· The resolution reserves seats in all courses for student athletes; this is different from the process which holds seats in designated courses for TRIG and FIG students.

· Does the first resolved clause apply to graduate courses or independent study classes?  It states “all courses” though the intent probably is to apply to regular undergraduate classes.     
· It was clarified that the second resolved clause refers only to the seats held in reserve for student athletes according to the first resolved clause.  

· One of stronger arguments given for supporting the resolution is that we specifically recruit student athletes, and therefore have a responsibility to assist them in this way.  This assumes that we don’t recruit students in other areas.  If we’re recruiting students in other areas and/or under special circumstances, we also have a responsibility towards them as well.  The argument for this special treatment of student athletes is not as compelling if we look at the broader picture.
· Normally a resolution is introduced to solve a problem.  The handout distributed (Comments on Priority Registration for Student-Athletes) indicates that no data exists as to the extent of the problem right now at HSU.  If no data exists, there seems to be no rationale for this resolution, i.e., there is no problem to be solved.

· It was stated that the resolution from the Student-Athlete Advisory Committee had no input from student athletes.  The resolution should be going before the entire student population to vote on.  100% of the students should be voting on whether or not 5% of the students should be able to get into classes before everyone else.  Priority registration for student athletes cannot be support over all other students, who also have needs.  Student athletes were encouraged to work with the Associated Students to develop a resolution to put before the entire student body and/or the Academic Senate for a vote.  

· Senator Thobaben offered to yield her time to a spokesperson from the student athletes.

· Student athletes have the same familial and work obligations of other students, in addition to being student athletes.  Student athletes were invited to the meeting today so the Senate would have an opportunity to hear from them first hand.
· The floor was yielded to student spokesperson from SAACC, who noted that student athletes have the same problems and concerns that all students have, in addition to which they are athletes as well.  They have no desire to take away anything from the student body as a whole, but they also feel they have a special need that needs to be addressed.
· The argument that we recruit students for other purpose than athletics, therefore we shouldn’t just be considering student athletes in this resolution, is flawed.  Students may be recruited for majors, but there are not the same obstacles to graduation for these students as there are for student athletes.  There is a fundamental difference.  If there is a problem with student athletes not getting the courses they need to graduate on time, then we have a responsibility to help with that.  This may not be the best way to do that, but it needs to be done somehow.
· Student athletes involved in team sports do not have the flexibility that other students may have in terms of working out options for child care, schedules, etc.  
· It was noted that students who compete in Forensics are just as dedicated and travel on weekends, etc.  While sympathetic to the plight of student athletes, concern was expressed about singling out a single specific group, and not accounting for other groups that also travel, compete, for which students are recruited as well, and which bring recognition to HSU.  It would be helpful to see some concrete data that student athletes on average get fewer classes as a result of their athletics than their peers.
· There is no evidence that student athletes graduate later than other students.  There has not been enough student input in the writing of this resolution.  It should be voted down.  The concept of priority registration is not bad.  But the resolution is addressing holding seats in all courses; many of which will have no student athletes.  It doesn’t make sense to reserve seats for student athletes if there will be no student athletes in the course.
· The floor was yielded to another student spokesperson from SAAC, who noted that the NCAA regulations that student athletes must meet in order to maintain eligibility.  Finding a time and place to register for classes, while traveling, can be difficult.  A show of hands indicated that all of the student athletes present have had problems getting classes they need to graduate on time.  Student athletes typically spend 20 hours a week during season to represent the university on a team sport, not including travel time.  And the hours are not flexible.  

· The original version of the resolution included several groups of students and was an early registration, rather than reserving seats.  Was there a reason for not keeping the idea of early registration and just limiting it to student athletes?  

· There isn’t just one element of argument that sets student athletes apart for consideration.  There are several considerations including the fact they are recruited to HSU, they have inflexible time commitments in terms of practice times (usually 2-3 hours a day, and scheduled based on availability of facilities) and travel times (set by conference schedules, etc.).  In addition, they have external criteria (NCAA) to meet in order to maintain eligibility (maintaining 24 units and show progress towards degree).  All of these elements create a valid argument.  While a lot of the data is anecdotal, there is evidence that Athletics holds very high is graduation and retention rates.  Multiple factors should be considered in voting for or against this resolution.
· It was noted that not all student athletes are recognized in the resolution, citing the rugby team as an example.  It was clarified that the resolution is intended to address students participating in NCAA athletic programs, not all club sports on campus.
· There are two primary issues:  the lack of flexibility that student athletes have in their schedules and the fact after reaching 60 units, student athletes must carry 12 units per semester that count toward a degree in a declared major.  These two issues provide more constraints on student athletes than any other students on campus.
A friendly amendment to the first resolved clause was offered and accepted:
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that 5% of seats (but at least one seat) in all undergraduate courses be held in reserve until the end of the normal Fall and Spring registration periods for continuing students participating in NCAA athletic programs;  and be it further 

· There is no documentation showing that there is unique difficulty for student athletes registering for classes.  Other students also have difficulty registering for classes.  If there is a problem with graduation rates, it needs to be documented.  Without sufficient data the resolution seems unnecessary and difficult to support.  
We’re responsible for getting all students to graduation in a timely manner.  The resolution needs to provide for priority by class status.  It is not fair to have seats reserved that might potentially be needed by seniors.  Is there evidence that any athlete has lost eligibility due to not being able to get their required 12 units?  
· Professors have the discretion to add students to sections if requested, so there is a mechanism in place already to address this issue. 

· Concern was expressed that the issue is turning into a divisive when and part of what is stake is whether or not student athletes feel valued by the campus and whether or not the rest of the student body feels as valued by the campus as athletes do – this is a no-win situation.  Can a statistical case be made or data be provided to support the claim that the lack of flexibility lead to drop-outs, delayed graduation, etc.?  

· Why does this have to come through the Senate?  It was stated that this is a policy issue.  It was questioned why a registration policy issue has to come through the Senate.   

· The floor was yielded to the Associated Students Vice President for Student Affairs and student representative on the Senate Student Affairs Committee who asked the Senate to vote against the resolution.  The resolution does not accurately address the problem, and there is still ongoing debate as to what the actual problem is.  It only gives priority registration to a very small number of students.  Just because other students involved in leadership and university-related activities do not have national affiliation, such as NCAA, they should not be considered less important.  The students on the Student Affairs Committee felt that it would be more accommodating to all students to have magic number priority granted rather than registration priority.  The resolution should be voted down and an ad hoc committee should be formed to pursue.

· The floor was yielded to the President of the Student Communication Association and a member of the HSU Forensics Team.  By supporting a resolution only for student athletes sends a message that the university does not support all of its students equally.  Programs such as HOP promote the school in its entirety.  This resolution ignores 95% of the student on campus not involved in sports.  It also decreases the academic reputation of the school, which should be its top priority.  The HSU Forensics Team is a class that students have to register for; ignoring an entire class such as this hurts the academic system.  Promoting athletics in this way is also a funding issue.  The same incentives offered to athletics are not being offered to other programs on campus.  If the resolution is to have any solvency there must be a problem and there is not a problem.

· Students do not want a policy that promotes 5% of the student body over the entire academic system.

· The floor was yielded to the student CSSA representative.  Everyone plays an important role in representing Green and Gold Pride.  HSU students come from a variety of places and backgrounds and come to HSU because they are involved in all kinds of activities.  The university is at a point where it must make priorities about what students are important to it.  Is the priority student athletes?; student leaders?; students who are parents?  Every student at the university needs to become a priority of the university.  Everyone makes sacrifices to be here.  Everyone is familiar with the concepts of “fair play” (NCAA) and “equality” (Title IX).  Student government leaders travel as much as student athletes as do other groups such as the Model Arab League and the Model United Nations. Senators were urged to vote against the resolution.
Senator Moyer proposed an additional friendly amendment to the first resolved clause, to add “C classification” which was accepted.  This would eliminate independent study courses, etc.
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that 5% of seats (but at least one seat) in all undergraduate “C” classification courses be held in reserve until the end of the normal Fall and Spring registration periods for continuing students participating in NCAA athletic programs;  and be it further

· It was clarified that “C” classification courses are regular classes; courses such as music lessons, independent study, labs, etc. fall under another classification.  It was clarified that Forensics is a “C” classification course.

· In response to an earlier question regarding why the Student Affairs Committee chose to recommend reserving course seats rather than early registration it was explained that the committee had been very concerned with the amount of preference given to athletes.  A proposal was made to have reserved magic numbers.  After discussion with the Registrar’s Office, it was suggested that it would be more logistically feasible to have reserved seats instead.  The logistics for reserving magic numbers for student athletes was very complicated.
· The discussion has become more focused on hypothetical situations rather than the resolution in hand, which is proposing a policy.  The second resolved clause states “that if all of the reserved seats in lower division GE courses have not been filled by the end of the normal Fall or Spring registration period, one of the remaining seats in all lower-division GE courses be held in reserve for incoming NCAA student athletes …”.  The following example was cited:  There are two sections (ca. 100 students each) of BIOL 104 being taught this semester.  Practically all non-science majors (ca. 60% of students) on campus are required to take BIOL 104.  Under this proposed policy, according to the 2nd resolved clause, one seat would be reserved in each section of BIOL 104 for an NCAA athlete.  It is likely that there would be more than two student athletes needing to take this course and this could be a problem.  The point is that there is a greater systematic problem of students not getting into courses they need.  The issue that needs to be addressed is whether or not this resolution the best way to get student athletes into the courses they need.  The discussion shouldn’t be focused on who has the most hardship on campus and we need to get away from the “us versus them” mentality.  This proposed policy does not best serve student athletes.  More creative solutions need to be sought.
· It was clarified that the resolution does not propose priority in timing, i.e., sophomores cannot bump a senior out of a class.  Seniors will still register first, etc.  

· While not unsympathetic to the plight of student athletes, there are fundamental problems with the resolution, and it cannot be supported.  The resolution was designed to solve a particular problem, but it seems to be creating another set of problems.  Student voices are missing from the proposal.  It is an issue that needs to be addressed and it needs student input.  It was suggested that a public forum be held for all to voice their opinions and from that develop a compromise solution.

M/S (Fulgham/Kornreich) to end the debate.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED with 18 Yes votes and 9 No votes.

Voting on the resolution as amended occurred and FAILED with 12 Yes votes, 16 No votes, and 1 Abstention. 
2.
Resolution on the Graduation Writing Requirement (#12-05/06-EP)

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

Resolution on the Graduation Writing Requirement

#12-05/06-EP (revised) 

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 no more than 30 seats,

c) The majority of the classwork in the course involves writing, editing, and/or composition, and,

d) Writing which demonstrates achievement of high standards of organization, clarity and mechanics is a necessary requirement for passing the course.

And be it further,

RESOLVED:  That the University Curriculum Committee shall implement
certification and periodic review of Writing Intensive courses before regular 

registration begins; 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.

EPC 3/27/06
The resolution was returned to the Educational Policies Committee at the February 21 Senate meeting.  It was noted that the resolution has changed very little.  As most of the committee members were not present at the last Senate meeting, the Committee had little to work from in order to re-craft the resolution.  Changes have been made in the second revolved clause to statements c) and d) in order to clarify the intent of the resolution.  The intention of the resolution is that many courses already exist should be able to qualify for the “Writing Intensive” designation.  The second issue brought up at the last Senate meeting was concern about non-native English speakers and how they would be addressed under this system.  Neither the original BOT resolution nor EO665 specifically indicate that the writing must be in English, so all references in the resolution to English language have been removed.  These changes should address the primary points made at the last meeting.
According to the minutes of the meeting of 2/21/06, the resolution was amended and then sent back to the committee.  It is an appropriate for the resolution to be returned to the Senate in its original form, without the amendment made at the last meeting.  
In response, it was noted that in every previous instance where resolutions have been amended on the floor and sent back to committee, all amendments have died.

It was clarified that the resolution was not passed at the last Senate meeting; it was referred back to committee.  This Committee modified it and it is presented as a new document for discussion.  It is appropriate and in order.
The Chair of the Senate confirmed that this is a new document to be discussed and debated on the floor.

Discussion of the resolution:

· It was asked if this would be a First Reading, since the resolution was just handed out and no one has seen it prior to the meeting.  The answer was no.

· There were several comments at the last meeting in addition to the two that the Committee addressed.  Concerns were expressed regarding the WASC process and the fact that it will also be looking at writing on campus.  It would be preferable to address this issue in a more broadly-based context, rather than just focusing on one possible solution.  There are two issues:  1) what is an appropriate passing score for the GWPE and 2) how do we improve the quality of writing for all of our students.  These are two separate issues and this resolution is attempting to solve both.  This is not the best way to go.
· Concern was expressed about resolutions being presented at the last minute for discussion and action.
M/S (Thobaben/Bliven) to amend the resolution by striking resolved clauses 2, 3, 4, 5. 

There were many arguments expressed before that have not been taken into account with this revision.  It is too premature to have this as a policy; we should wait and see what happens during the WASC re-accreditation and bring this back in a relatively short time.
It was clarified that the proposed amendment also includes striking the sixth resolved clause.  The amendment strikes resolved clauses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Discussion of the amendment:

· The Committee has worked hard to develop this proposal and feels that it is necessary to solve both issues (raising the GWPE score and providing for the “WI” courses) at the same time.

· The issue seems to be whether or not we want to use this resolution in order to make policy that will be a part of how we re-shape our writing requirements.  The letter from Senator Eichstedt seems to be an argument against the amendment, but it is not a good argument.

· Removing the resolved clauses on the Writing Intensive courses defeats the purpose of the resolution.

· The amendment is supported.  The prescriptive nature of the resolves on the “WI” courses create a staffing situation that has not been well-though out.  This will create real problems within departments trying to develop appropriate courses.  One of the arguments is that the writing component could be added to existing course.  If there is that much free time in the course, then it has been assigned too many units.  Writing Intensive courses should be developed separately, not as “add-ons” to existing courses.
· The clauses on the WI are too prescriptive and should be stricken.

· The amendment was previously supported based on the belief that there a resolution to raise the GWPE score would be supported, and that a separate resolution/proposal would be developed to address a plan for providing support/alternatives for students to meeting the Graduation Writing Requirement.
· Every other campus in the CSU system has something like this in place; a two or three or four path system to the Graduation Writing Requirement.  Every campus has the option of at least either taking the GWPE or taking a course.  Only one campus (Chico) has only one track (students can only take a course).  This is not a radical proposal or unique to the CSU system.  HSU is not doing anything to help student writing, even though we know that there are students who are graduating cannot write well.  The university has a responsibility to address this problem.  The problem will not be addressed by simply increasing the passing score on the GWPE.  Either 20% of students will fail the GWPE or there will be grade inflation on the GWPE and the students will not have been served well.  The need to provide services for students that help them excel in basic skills, including writing.  If these resolved clauses are removed and simply increase the passing score on the GWPE the students will have been done a serious disservice.

Chair Mortazavi suspended the rules to move beyond the Time Certain for adjournment.  All were reminded that the pending amendment needs to be voted on.  The Chair noted that he would entertain a motion following the vote to table the resolution indefinitely.
· Students don’t become better writers by failing the GWPE; classes teaching writing are also needed.

· A senator spoke in favor of raising the passing score of the GWPE and in favor of offering more writing intensive courses, especially for upperclassmen.  The process by which this is done should involve deliberate planning and development of resources.  A class of students wrote a white paper two summers ago recommending a required added course in writing and critical thinking for seniors.  Courses were identified out of current offerings at the time that could be certified for this.
M/S/P (MacConnie/Fulgham) to end debate on the amendment.  
Voting on the amendment to the resolution [striking resolved clauses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6] occurred and FAILED with 7 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 1 Abstention.
Discussion on resolution:

The idea of a Writing Intensive course is acceptable; but objection was expressed regarding the vast array of interpretation of the second resolve clause.  The statements are open to interpretation; what do the mean exactly?  Specific criteria and standards need to be developed.
M/S (Powell/Thobaben) to postpone the resolution indefinitely.  It was clarified that by postponing the resolution indefinitely, it will not return to the Senate unless a new resolution is initiated.  Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 12 Yes votes, 14 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
M/S (MacConnie/Owens) to postpone the resolution until it can be addressed by WASC (Spring 2007).  There was brief discussion of the WASC timeline and the process.  Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 11 Yes votes, 14 No votes and 3 Abstentions.

M/S (Heckman/Haag) to postpone the resolution to the next Senate meeting on April 11, 2006.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED with 19 Yes votes and 5 No votes.
A new resolution on the course evaluation forms will be presented for the next Senate meeting on April 11, 2006.

M/S/U (Backues/Meiggs) to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 


















