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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 25, 2006, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

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

Guests:  Diane Johnson, Colleen Mullery.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 11, 2006

M/S/P (Larson/Backues) to approve the minutes from the meeting of April 11, 2006 as written, with 1 Abstention.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

Chair Mortazavi reported on the recent campus senate chairs meeting in Long Beach and summarized several of the issues that were discussed.  Topics included the summary of responses to the GE Advisory Committee’s survey, updates on the 22 points on facilitating graduation, etc. Five campus senate chairs reported that the presidents on their campuses are setting money aside for market equity adjustments.  Dr. Craig Smith, CSU Faculty Trustee, talked about ways to reduce faculty workload.  It was noted that he will be participating in commencement at HSU.  
The parking proposal to institute parking permit fees 24/7 has been delayed until 2008-09.

The final meeting of the Academic Senate will be on May 9.  New senators will be seated at that meeting and there will be an election of senate officers.  Following the Senate meeting, everyone is invited to a reception hosted by the President, at Baywood Country Club, at 5:30 p.m.

President Richmond approved the two changes to Appendix J that were recently approved by the General Faculty in its March election.

Proxies were announced.

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

Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair Green):  Good feedback was gathered from the RTP forum held on April 18 and the Committee hopes to have a series of proposals for changes to Appendix J ready by next fall.  Pro and con arguments will be included with the potential changes.
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  HSU will be expected to make a payback to the CSU in the Fall, based on the enrollment shortfall this year.  In addition, the Chancellor is asking the campus to reconsider its enrollment targets for next year.  Changing the enrollment target would be bad news in terms of income, but would prevent the campus from having to make additional paybacks in the future.
The handout included in the packet was reviewed, and a drop in the retention rate of undergraduates from last year was noted.  Reasons for the decline are being investigated.  
The University Budget Committee (UBC) has forwarded its recommendations to the President.  Clearly, reallocation will be needed, and will be based upon what the University Executive Committee and the President choose to implement.
The payback, resulting from unmet enrollment targets, will be about 1-2 % of the general fund budget.

Statewide Senate (Senator Cheyne):  The last plenary session of the year will be held next week.  The results of the vote on the proposed change to the ASCSU constitution will be announced shortly.
University Curriculum Committee (Chair Eichstedt):  Several projects continue such as the GE Pilot and the GE Survey.  UCC is also taking up the issue of assessment on campus.  The campus is in a WASC cycle and various individuals have expressed concern about HSU’s ability to get WASC re-accreditation, given the current level of assessment on campus.  HSU is trailing behind what is happening at other campuses in the region and around the country.   Senators were encouraged to think about data and processes that are needed to generate information that is helpful to understanding whether or not programs are doing what they need to be doing.  Currently, program review is being treated as a pro-forma process and not a lot of energy is being put into it.  There needs to be a shift away from that mode of assessment.  UCC will be looking at how to re-write General Education program review so that it is more meaningful and embedded within the programs.  Comments and suggestions are welcome; contact Chair Eichstedt.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  Bargaining continues.  The issues revolving around summer have been settled.  Two major upcoming issues are salary and workload.

Regarding the status on FERP, it was noted that CFA is still bargaining for five years.  CSU has backed off of complete elimination of FERP, and there has been some talk about limiting it to three years.

Associated Students (President Alvarado):  The A.S. budget was passed and has been forwarded to Vice President Coffey for approval.  The election concluded last week and the new A.S. President for 2006/07 is Tony Snow.  Congratulations were offered to Tony.  The last meeting of the A.S. is on May 8 at 2 p.m.  Everyone was encouraged to attend the Student Awards Ceremony on May 1 at 2 p.m. in KBR.

Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  The position for Vice Provost for Academic Affairs and Undergraduate Programs has been filled.  The new Vice Provost will begin on July 1.  A new Chief Information Officer has also been hired and will begin on July 1.  The final candidate for the Dean of Research and Graduate Studies and International Programs will be on campus for the next three days.  On Tuesday, May 2, the new Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Gary Reichard, will be on campus.  There will be an open meeting for the campus community, from 2-3 p.m. in Goodwin Forum.  He will also be meeting with department chairs and the Senate Executive Committee.
It was also announced that the Associate Vice President for Enrollment Management candidates will be coming to campus beginning next week.  
1. Approval of the Spring 2006 Graduation List

M/S/U (Yarnall/Fulgham) that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University accept the graduation list for Spring 2006 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 or his name removed from the list and that student shall not graduate.

Discussion:
· There are students who have been on the graduation list year after year; one senator has been told that it would take an action by the Senate to remove those names.
· If the students have not fulfilled the requirements of graduation, then according to the Senate’s motion, they will have their names removed from the list.

· It was not clarified how the names are removed from the list and why some individuals appear on the list and in the commencement bulletin year after year.
M/S/U (Yarnall/Fulgham) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.

2. Resolution on Developing a Standardized Core Evaluation Form (#23-05/06-SA)

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

Resolution on Developing a Standardized Core Evaluation form

#23-05/06-SA – April 25, 2006

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University thanks the Course Evaluation Subcommittee for their two years working towards an instructor evaluation form which would be useful for every department;  and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That the Student Affairs committee recommends to the President that the attached set of questions be adopted as a core set of questions for use in every department;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That each department is encouraged to add department-specific questions to the University-wide core questions;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That any rating-scale questions added by departments must use the same 5-point scale (5=excellent, 4= good, 3=average, 2=below average, and 1=poor) employed by the core questions;  and be it further

RESOVLED:  That the results generated from the Instructor Evaluation Form shall be used only for purposes of instructor self-improvement, instructor retention, the RTP process, and Periodic Evaluation of tenured faculty;  and be it further
RESOLVED:  That use of this new form begin in the Fall of 2006.

Rationale:  Currently, most departments at HSU have designed their own course-


evaluation forms, with the result that Personnel committees have a bewildering


experience dealing with a wide variety of rating scales and other types of forms. 


This Resolution would create some uniformity through the use of common-core 


questions and common formatting of the forms used across campus, while still 


allowing departments to ask the questions they find most meaningful.  

In response to comments from the Senate and from a few other departments, changes were made to the form.  Most are straightforward edits.  Background information has been added.  The question on enthusiasm of instructor has been removed; it was suggested that this was a personality issue.  The diversity question was moved from the list of suggested questions to the list of core questions (#9).  A list of suggested questions, which are optional, has been included.  Departments may use them as is, or re-write them.
Discussion:

Question #9:  add the word “gender”.  It was suggested that the word “sex” be used instead of “gender”.  The addition of the word “gender” was accepted as a friendly amendment.
9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was sensitive and respectful of diversity (ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender, etc.) was…

Question #5:  eliminate the word “used”, which is superfluous.  This was accepted as friendly.
5.  The instructor’s explanation of the grading system  was …
Question #10:  eliminate the phrase “ability to demonstrate” since it is superfluous.  This was not accepted as friendly, and there was no motion to continue.

Under question #2, there should be a category for “Other”.  It was noted that there are only 5 possibilities on the form.  It was suggested that the fifth category then be changed to “Other” instead of “is a required remedial course”.  This was accepted as friendly.

· At one point, there was discussion of having at least one required question be open-ended, but there are no core questions that are open-ended.  Is there a particular logic behind that decision?  The Committee was faced with time constraints and didn’t have time to wordsmith the questions included at the end; so they were left where they were.  
· While all of the elements in question #9 are things we want to promote; the way it is worded makes it sounds like it needs to be a demonstrated ability on the part of the professor, rather than a natural result of the classroom environment.  It seems like that kind of evaluation should be left in the commentary part of the evaluation form.  It doesn’t seem directly related to the core issues of quality instruction, even though we obviously want to promote all of those elements.

· This should be a core competency that we are working on developing among our faculty.  It is very important for all instructors’ ability and is as important as the grading system.  It is important for increasing racial and ethnic diversity on campus. 
It was recommended that the word “sensitive” be removed; this can’t actually be legislated.  This was accepted as friendly.
9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was  respectful of diversity (ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender, etc.) was…

· It was noted that the use of “etc.” leaves the statement open, and perhaps it should be removed.  It is not clear how detailing different aspects, i.e., “(ethnicity, socio-economic background, …)” helps.
· The point about the list is well-taken.  There may be other items that are not included in the list that should be, for example, political persuasions.  Is this a complete list?
· We are creating a “laundry list” with the use of “etc.” which could end up being very long.  If we have to prescribe a list of what diversity is, then we’re failing.
· The list includes legally protected categories, with the exception of socio-economic background.  It is not a made-up list; it is a list that is used nationally and globally to talk about issues of social justice.

· Could the term “legally protected classes” be used instead?
· It was suggested that the question is trying to determine how well the instructor respected the students in the class regardless of their “non-academic” attributes.  A list of specific categories is not needed.

· It was suggested that rather than including the list, the question just say “respectful of diversity of people and perspectives”.  This is what is in the mission statement.

M/S (Backues/Fulgham) to end debate on main motion.  Voting occurred and motion FAILED.
· The question about “the instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of diversity” is a perfectly good question; and that implied in that is most of what is included in the parentheses. 

· The words “ability to create a classroom environment” goes beyond the instructor’s own personal respect for diversity and should be left in the question.  If the “laundry list” is left in, it should be preceded with “for example”.


M/S (Cheyne/Fulgham) to strike the “laundry list” and add the words “of people and perspectives.”

9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was  respectful of diversity of people and perspectives  was…

Discussion on the amendment:
· The problem with doing this is that there is already another question asking about students being able to comfortably ask questions (#8) which seems to address the issue of diverse perspectives.  Question #9 is not about perspectives, it is about diversity.  Diversity of ideas (perspectives) is different from diversity of peoples.  We can’t collapse them into one; they are not the same thing.
· Question #8 is not seen as a question about perspectives.  Religion is a perspective, and it is included in question #9.  Socio-economic background can result in certain perspectives.  The difference between the two questions is clear; and the amendment doesn’t create a problem.

· The way it is currently written is clear and covers all of the bases; students will know whether or not they have been treated respectfully or not or discriminated against.  The list is not necessary, but the proposed change is not a good idea either.  
We can’t homogenize people and perspectives and call it diversity.  This is a big issue for students and shouldn’t be sugar coated.  If the question is changed, it would be miss the main point.  It should clearly state what it is being asked.
M/S (Fulgham/Backues) to end debate on the amendment.  Voting occurred and FAILED with 13 Yes votes, 7 No votes, and 6 Abstentions.

Discussion on the amendment continued:
· The Committee was concerned when writing the question that including only the term diversity, without a list, would lead students to think only of ethnic diversity and not consider other kinds of diversity as well.

· HSU is a campus that has been accused of being racist; it is important to keep the list in the question in order to begin to address student concerns.
M/S (Vellanoweth/Riordan) to amend the amendment as follows:

9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of  legally protected categories  (ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender,.), as well as socio-economic background, political persuasion, and other categories related to human cultural diversity was…

Discussion on the amendment to the amendment:

· The amendment to amendment makes the original question even more complicated, and will lead to even more problems.  
· Does “legally protected categories” refer to State or Federal laws?  It refers to the State of California.

Voting on the amendment to the amendment occurred and FAILED with 11 Yes votes, and 18 No votes. 

Voting on the original amendment (to strike the parenthetical list and add “of people and perspectives”) to question #9 occurred and FAILED with 10 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
Discussion returned to the main motion:

M/S (Yarnall/Larson) that question #9 be changed by adding “for example” and removing “etc.”

9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of diversity (for example, ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender) was…

Discussion on the amendment:

· For the common reader, “for example” implies “etc.”
· If they are no different; why are we splitting hairs?

· The term “ability” is difficult to interpret; it seems to be the odd one out.

· In the recent past there has been student concern expressed regarding discrimination in classes based on political views/orientation.  This is not covered in this question.  What about students who are vegetarians and may feel disenfranchised because someone is talking about eating meat?  Other examples of possible categories of students who may feel disenfranchised were cited as well.  If we create a list with “for example” it will become too cumbersome.
Question #9 is just fine, with the addition of gender.  When we begin discussing other groups such as those just cited we are making mockery of something that is very important for us to talk about.  The terms that are used have been negotiated and represent commonly used language and legal usage.  The list should make it easy for students; it represents an inclusive list.  Our discussion is beginning to move away from what is important.
M/S (Backues/Varkey) to end debate on the amendment.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 23 Yes votes, 1 No vote, and 3 Abstentions.

Voting on the amendment to add “for example” and remove “etc.” occurred and PASSED with 23 Yes votes, 5 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.

Question #9 as amended reads:

9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of diversity (for example, ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender) was…

M/S (Backues/Fulgham) to further amend question #9 by adding “political orientation”.
9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of diversity (for example, ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability, religion, gender, political orientation) was…

Discussion on the amendment:
· It was agreed that a problem exists; but it would be better to address this in question #8.

· It feels uncomfortable to add political orientation to this list.  The list doesn’t need to be expanded; we need to stop where we are.

· The Senate should accept this evaluation form and go back to the resolution and include a trial period with a follow-up evaluation to determine it if is working or not.  The Student Affairs Committee has done a good job on this instrument and it can be tweaked later if needed.

· Last year the Statewide Senate had to deal with the Students’ Bill of Rights issue.  The list [in question #9] includes things that people have no control over.  However, religion and politics are a choice.  If religion is included, then political orientation should be.  The amendment to add political orientation is supported.
· Students have expressed concerns about instructors who have openly attacked their  political views.  This is a core value for many students.

· It’s fine to ask the question regarding respect for political orientation, but it should not be included in this list.  Question #9 is trying to capture something very specific which we need to look at and assess on this campus.  This should be a separate question.

· Students who feel discriminated against will vent, regardless of what is included in the list.  “For example” opens the door, regardless of what is included.  We are splitting hairs.  Let’s try the form out.  If it turns out that there is too much ambiguity in any of the questions, it can be addressed later.  Open-ended questions at the end, inviting comments from students, should help clarify as well.

· Including “political orientation” in this question would make it difficult for instructors to openly criticize political administrations, etc.  Academic freedom requires that faculty are able to speak on relevant issues to their courses and offer critical evaluations of all political perspectives.
Voting on the amendment to add “political orientation” to question #9 occurred and FAILED with 3 Yes votes, 24 No votes, and 2 Abstention.

Discussion returned to the original resolution:
· Questions #8 and #9 are different from the other questions and should really be open-ended questions.  Our discussion has focused on the instructor; however often the problem in a class is not with the instructor, but with other students.  It is the instructor’s responsibility to handle this, but it is much more difficult.  The evaluation of these questions requires explanation, not just a numerical rating.

· The word “ability” in question #9 (in parens) was misunderstood until it was defined in terms of disability.  It is possible students might also be confused by this term, and might think they were discriminated against for the wrong reason. 

· Question #9 is a very important question.  We need to think about what it means if a faculty member gets low ratings on this question.  How do we know what that means?  If the question is open-ended, then students can actually describe a problem if it exists and provide a context for the problem.

Question #9 could be changed to ask students to “comment on” the instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment …” .   The question is not just about the instructor’s own ability to handle diversity issues, but how to manage the classroom.
M/S (Green/Powell) to amend question #9 by adding “as defined by the state of California” after the term ability.
9. The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment that was respectful of diversity (for example, ethnicity, socio-economic background, sexual-orientation, nationality, age, ability (as defined by the State of California), religion, gender) was…

Discussion on the amendment:

· Would students know how “ability” is defined by the State of California?

M/S (Fulgham/Yarnall) to postpone the resolution to the first meeting of the Academic Senate in Fall 2006.  Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 9 Yes votes, 17 No votes, and 4 Abstentions.

Discussion on the amendment continued:

· Ability is the term that is commonly used; students will understand it.  If not, it will come back as needing to be clarified.  Leave it alone for now and see how it works.
M/S (Backues/Fulgham) to return the resolution to the Student Affairs Committee.  Specific instruction for the Committee was requested to be included as part of the motion.  Why is the resolution being sent back to the Committee? The motion was made to return the resolution to committee and ask it to re-write question #9 and to consider creating another question dealing with political orientation, and return the resolution to the Senate at its first meeting of Fall 2006.  

Discussion on the motion to refer back to committee:
· If it doesn’t come back until fall, can it still be implemented or Fall 2006?  
· It was noted the Committee could return it to the Senate on May 9.
The motion was amended (Backues) to have the Committee return the resolution to the Senate on May 9, 2006.

The change in the motion was not acceptable to the second (Fulgham) and the second was withdrawn.

Senator Eichstedt provided a second for the motion.  Voting on referring the resolution back to committee occurred and FAILED with 11 Yes votes and 16 No votes.

Discussion returned to the amendment.  
M/S (Vrem/MacConnie) to end debate on the amendment.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 26 Yes votes and 1 No vote.

Voting on the amendment to add “as legally defined by the State of California” occurred and FAILED with 5 Yes votes, 22 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.

M/S (Vrem/Yarnall) to end debate on the resolution.  Voting occurred and FAILED with 18 Yes votes, 10 No votes, and 1 Abstention.

Discussion returned to the main motion:
· The 5th resolved clause spells out how the evaluation from will be used.  We should not be putting something into practice unless it is solid.  This form is not concrete enough to support.  It should be taken back and worked over by a new committee.  While it is a living document, it has significant impacts.
· The concern about the document not being ready to forward is not shared.  The questions on the form are already in common use throughout the university.  They are not brand new, i.e., they have already been vetted across campus.  

· A lot of work has been done in terms of use of these questions and the resolution’s goals are good.  We need to get a standardized core evaluation form put into use, and then after a year get campus-wide feedback and re-edit as necessary.
· It was noted that question #9 is not currently used by CNRS, and this is the one we are spending the most time on.  Without explanation, it will be hard to determine what part of the question students are evaluating.  The question should be open-ended, rather than just numerically rated.

It was recommended that a question on “The instructor’s ability to create a classroom environment respectful of diverse political beliefs or perspectives was …” be added to list of suggested questions.  This was accepted as friendly.
The following friendly amendment was made to the 6th resolved clause:
RESOLVED:  That use of this new form begin in the Fall of 2006, with a review date of one year from implementation to allow any needed changes by the Academic Senate.
Senator Fulgham moved to adjourn the meeting.  There was no second.
M/S (Green/Fulgham) to amend the 5th resolved clause as follows:

RESOLVED:  That the results generated from the Instructor Evaluation Form shall be used only for purposes of instructor self-improvement.; and be it further
Discussion on the amendment:

· Concern was expressed about the current rationale statement and whether or not the real rationale has more to do with campus-wide comparison among faculty members and that the Senate should be guarding against that.
· Since the form will come back for review after a year, it would be better to eliminate this part of the 5th resolved clause and eliminate any potential harm that might be done to any candidate next year, if it is discovered that there are serious problems with this evaluation form.

· If this is removed from RTP use, what questions would be used for the RTP process?

· The IUPC’s summary based on their review of the evaluations would have to be used.

· The amendment is unnecessary and limits the use of the evaluation form and removes the possibility of these cross-campus ratings.  Again, these are not new questions that have never been tried before.  We can all be aware during the RTP process next year that a new form is being used, and be sensitive and aware of the need to be careful.  It seems unlikely that there are going to be problems, as these questions have been in use already.

· Vote against the amendment.  Those in favor of the amendment can vote against the resolution.

· It suggested that probationary faculty going through the RTP process consider defeating the amendment and then vote against the main resolution.  Otherwise, there are real potential problems.  It was suggested that probationary faculty should be especially fearful of question #9; this is not a question currently in use across campus.
Voting on the amendment to the 5th resolved clause occurred and FAILED with 1 Yes vote, 22 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
Discussion returned to the main resolution.

· Question #9 is not on any evaluation form given before.  It is difficult to imagine what the norm/standard would be in a Calculus class.  It would be more comfortable moving it to the suggested open-ended questions at the end.  There hasn’t been opposition expressed to moving this question.  

M/S (Powell/Kornreich) to end debate.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 15 Yes votes, 2 No votes, and 7 Abstentions.
Voting on the resolution as amended occurred and PASSED with 14 Yes votes, 10 No votes, and 3 Abstentions.
The amended resolution reads:
Resolution on Developing a Standardized Core Evaluation form

#23-05/06-SA – April 25, 2006

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University thanks the Course Evaluation Subcommittee for their two years working towards an instructor evaluation form which would be useful for every department;  and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That the Student Affairs committee recommends to the President that the attached set of questions be adopted as a core set of questions for use in every department;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That each department is encouraged to add department-specific questions to the University-wide core questions;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That any rating-scale questions added by departments must use the same 5-point scale (5=excellent, 4= good, 3=average, 2=below average, and 1=poor) employed by the core questions;  and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the results generated from the Instructor Evaluation Form shall be used only for purposes of instructor self-improvement, instructor retention, the RTP process, and Periodic Evaluation of tenured faculty;  and be it further
RESOLVED:  That use of this new form begin in the Fall of 2006, with a review date of one year from implementation to allow any needed changes by the Academic Senate.

Rationale:  Currently, most departments at HSU have designed their own course-


evaluation forms, with the result that Personnel committees have a bewildering


experience dealing with a wide variety of rating scales and other types of forms. 


This resolution would create some uniformity through the use of common-core 


questions and common formatting of the forms used across campus, while still 


allowing departments to ask the questions they find most meaningful.  

3. Resolution on Revision to Outstanding Professor Selection Process (#25-05/06-FA)

The resolution will be presented on May 9.  The Provost suggested that since the three main criteria for evaluating faculty are:  teaching excellence, scholarly and creative activities, and service.  It seems like it would be reasonable to have three awards; one in each of these areas.  And there might then be one overall award for an individual who exhibits outstanding strengths across all three areas.
M/S/P (Fulgham/Meiggs) to adjourn the meeting at 6 p.m.



















