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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, October 10, 2006, in Nelson Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).

Members present:  Backues, Bliven, Brandenburg, Chaney, Cheyne, Dunk, Fulgham, Gunsalus, Haag, Henkel, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Marshall, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Moyer, Paoli, Paynton, Powell, Riordan, C. Roberts, Schwetman, Shellhase, Van Duzer, Vellanoweth, Virnoche, Vrem, Wieand, Woodstra.
Members Absent: Butler, Coffey, Holschuh, Rawal, Richmond, Sanford, Yarnall.
Proxies:  Paynton for D. Roberts, Fulgham for Thobaben, MacConnie for Riordan (after 5 p.m.).

Guests:  A large number of students and other guests were present.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of September 26, 2006
M/S/P (Cheyne/Fulgham), with 1 Abstention, to approve the minutes from the meeting of September 26, 2006 as written.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

Crystal Chaney, the new Associated Students President was welcomed.  Two new student representatives to the student were introduced:  Colleen Roberts and Greg Paoli.
Proxies were announced.
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members

Faculty Affairs Committee (Chair MacConnie):  The Committee continues to work on RTP process revisions and has two resolutions on the agenda for today.

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The Committee has a resolution on the agenda for today.  The systemwide “Campus Practices for Student Success Conference” will be held next week at LAX.
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) met for the first time this year on Friday and will continue to meet every Friday afternoon.  The schedule of meetings is available on the web page [under University Budget Office ( Committees and Documents].  The meetings are on Fridays, from 2-4 p.m.  The location of the meeting changes, as indicated on the web page.
Statewide Senate (Senator Cheyne):  The ASCSU’s interim committee meetings will be held next week, prior to the Student Success Conference.  Senators Thobaben and Cheyne will be attending the conference.
University Curriculum Committee (Chair Van Duzer):  The UCC drafted a letter to the President which reflects Senate discussions and focuses on general education.  A copy of the letter will be forwarded to the Senate.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  Bargaining has fallen through and impasse has been declared; fact-finding and mediation will begin.
Associated Students (President Chaney):  The Associated Students (AS) recently passed two resolutions:  Resolution to Support the Development of a Universal Bus Pass Program for HSU Students and a resolution in support of HEIF, which is the Humboldt Energy Incentives Fund.  There are a large number of students present at today’s Senate meeting because of the budget crisis.

The AS President was asked what prompted students to attend this particular meeting of the Senate.  Students have heard that most of the budget cuts are coming from academics and felt it important to be present and share their concerns.
Chair Mortazavi reviewed the meeting rules of the Senate.  Following the usual procedure, the Chair will recognize senators seated at the table who wish to speak.  A guest may raise her/his hand to speak, and a senator may request to yield the floor to the guest.    

It was noted that the students are present primarily for the open forum at the end of the Senate’s business meeting, and will share their general comments then.
1. Resolution on HSU Honorary Degrees Policy (#02-06/07-EX)

M/S (Fulgham/Paynton) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on HSU Honorary Degree Policy

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the Senate Executive Committee, serving as the ad hoc Committee on Honorary Degrees (as established in the attached Senate resolution #18-04/05-EX) be replaced with the following proposed Honorary Degree Nominating Committee:

HONORARY DEGREE NOMINATING COMMITTEE
The Honorary Degree Nominating Committee will serve as the campus review committee to invite, receive and evaluate campus recommendations for honorary degrees.   The Honorary Degree Nominating Committee will solicit nominations for review from faculty, staff and alumni annually at the beginning of the fall semester.  This process will be administered by University Advancement in accordance with the CSU Board of Trustees’ Guidelines. The guidelines are included in the attachment section of AA-2005-44, which may be viewed at http://www.calstate.edu/acadAff/codedmemos/index.shtml.

Recommendations will be forwarded to the president by mid-November.  All material pertaining to recommendations for honorary degrees will be handled as confidential.

The committee members will consist of:

Chair:

Vice President, University Advancement

Type:

Administrative

Meetings:
As needed 


Membership:



Provost/Vice President, Academic Affairs

Dean, Research, Graduate Studies & International Programs

President, General Faculty 

Chair, Academic Senate

President, Alumni Association

Faculty member (recommended by the Senate Appointments Committee for appointment 
by the President) (two-year term)
Dean (appointed by the Provost, in consultation with the Senate Executive 
Committee) (two-year term)
President, Associated Students
RESOLVED: That the Humboldt State University Academic Senate recommends that Section 316 of the HSU Faculty Handbook be revised to reflect this new committee and that the Honorary Degree Nominating Committee be added to the Faculty Handbook.
RATIONALE: This resolution brings the HSU Honorary Degree Policy in line with the CSU Guidelines (1996) which states, "Each campus president, after consultation with the Executive Committee of the campus Senate, shall establish a committee, including faculty representation, to review recommendations and to assist in the development and compilation of materials in support of nominations to be forwarded."  The establishment of a university wide committee will provide for broader input to the process.

Discussion:

· It was clarified that honorary degrees are granted by the Chancellor’s Office and they are honorary doctorates.

Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED with 1 No vote.

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

2. Resolution in Support of Prop 1D – The Facilities Bond (#03-06/07-EX)
M/S (Backues/Kornreich) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution in Support of Prop 1D- The Facilities Bond
RESOLVED:
  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University supports Proposition 1D, the Education Facilities: Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2006 (AB 127 – Nuñez); and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University commends the CSU Trustees for their support of Proposition 1D; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University calls upon students, staff and faculty at HSU to join with it in support for Proposition 1D.

RATIONALE:  The CSU will receive $690 million from this bond issue for much needed infrastructure improvements, construction, and equipment for new facilities.  Infrastructure needs continue to be a priority for the CSU; for safety reasons and for the ability to offer modern, high-quality instruction to California students.  CSU system enrollment growth will require construction and equipment of new facilities in order to ensure that campuses continue to provide state of the art learning environments for students in all fields of study.

The projects that are slated for Humboldt State University under this bond issue are:

  
•06/07 Capital Renewal (Harry Griffith) 
$2.3 
•07/08 Capital Renewal 


$2.0 
•06/07 BSS Group 2                        
$2.3 
•07/08 PE Group 2                             
$1.4 
•07/08 Nursing Facilities Renovation       $1.1 
•Minor Capital (2 years)                           $0.6 
•Total Prop ID Projects                          $9.7 million 
                                                        
The attached “Yes on 1D Fact Sheet” outlines additional reasons for supporting Proposition 1D.

There was no discussion.  Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED unanimously.
M/S/U (Kornreich/Larson) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.

3. Resolution on Revision to Range Elevation for Temporary Faculty (#04-06/07-FA)(Revised)
M/S (MacConnie/Cheyne) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on Revision to Range Elevation for Temporary Faculty
RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the

following addition to the review process described in Section IV.B of Appendix K of the HSU

Faculty Handbook (“Guidelines for Review and Range Elevation for Unit 3 Temporary

Employees”):



3. The College Dean shall evaluate and forward written recommendations to the 


    Vice President for Academic Affairs who shall forward a written recommendation 


    to the President.

And further recommends that subsequent sections under IV.B be re-numbered to reflect this addition; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that since this is not a change to current evaluation criteria and procedures used to evaluate temporary faculty, but rather a statement of current and past practice, this addition is a correction and clarification to our “Guidelines for Review and Range Elevation for Unit 3 Temporary Employees,” and should therefore be immediately acted upon.

RATIONALE: Past practice has included the College Dean in the administrative evaluation of temporary faculty who apply for range elevation.  This past practice is evident in all previous and current Personnel Action Date memoranda in which the College Dean is included as an administrative level reviewer.  This revision to Appendix K codifies the campus’ existing practice and corrects an oversight in the policy statement.  This correction has been vetted by the HSU California Faculty Association representatives at the September 25, 2006 Joint Labor Management Committee.
CBA Article 15.6 (Evaluation) states that Administrative Level Reviews shall be conducted by the appropriate administrators.  The College Dean is the appropriate administrator to review applications for temporary faculty range elevation.

The resolution is designed to bring the current Appendix K language in line with the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA).  Appendix K does not have explicit language that names the Dean as the appropriate administrator for reviewing the files, which is the current practice that is followed.  The resolution recommends inserting language that says the college dean will evaluate the files.
There was no discussion.  Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED unanimously.

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

4. Resolution on Modified Performance Review for New Faculty (#05-06/07-FA)

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

Resolution on Modified Performance Review for New Faculty
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following addition to Appendix J of the Humboldt State University Faculty Handbook under IV. RETENTION, TENURE AND PROMOTION (RTP):

IV.
  RETENTION, TENURE AND PROMOTION (RTP)

G.  All newly appointed probationary faculty seeking second year retention shall undergo a Modified Performance Review, including those awarded service credit upon appointment to the university. 



1.  The Modified Performance Review shall include submission of a



reviewed Professional Development Plan, evaluations of teaching 



performance, Initiating Unit Personnel Committee (IUPC) review, and



review by the College/Library Dean.



2.  The IUPCs shall consider teaching/librarian/counseling effectiveness 



and address possible problem areas in making a recommendation to the 



College Dean, the Dean of the University Library or the Director of Health 



and Counseling Services.



3.  After the Modified Performance Review for second year retention, 



subsequent terms of retention prior to tenure and promotion normally 



shall be two years. 15.32

And further recommends that subsequent sections under IV. be re-lettered and necessary editorial changes, as indicated in the attached document, be made to reflect this addition; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that this proposed change to Appendix J be put to a vote of the General Faculty during the 2006-2007 academic year; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if approved by the General Faculty this proposed change to Appendix J become effective in the 2007-2008 academic year.

Rationale:  Pursuant to CBA 15.21, a performance review of faculty is required for retention.  New faculty are appointed to one year; therefore, a performance review is necessary for second year retention.

Pursuant to CBA 15.33 a Performance Review shall consist of a minimum of the following reviews:  evaluations of teaching performance, peer review, and administrative review.
The proposed change brings Appendix J into compliance with the CBA.  When the RTP process was revised two years ago, it was proposed that new hires would receive a two year contract.  This was not implemented.  Newly-hired faculty are given a one-year appointment, and so must go through a Performance Review during their second year, rather than a Periodic Review.  The proposed wording of the change reflects language that previously existed in Appendix J.  If approved, it will go to a vote of the General Faculty in the spring.
Discussion:

· The language that is being added to Appendix J indicates that the candidate will have to supply teaching evaluations from students; how will they get these in time to be included?  The timelines for review will have to be adjusted accordingly.

· The General Faculty election is usually held early in the spring semester; a specific date for AY 06/07 hasn’t been set.
Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED unanimously.

5.
Resolution on Articulation with Certain Standardized Exams (#10-06/07-EP)

M/S (Kornreich/Backues) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Articulation with Certain Standardized Exams

RESOLVED, That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University affirms the substance of Chancellor’s Executive Order 365, dated September 18, 1989, later revised, which requires each CSU campus to articulate Advanced Placement (AP) and College Level Entrance Program (CLEP) exams;  and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the President direct the Registrar to provide all Department Chairs with information on the CLEP exams currently offered in their subject areas, as well as data concerning their acceptance at other similar universities; and be it further

RESOLVED, That departments determine which CLEP exams, if any, shall articulate with which courses in their departments and the qualifying score on each, and return that information to the Registrar no later than January 31, 2007, for inclusion in the Catalog for the 2007—2008  Academic Year; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University strongly encourages departments to seriously consider articulating AP and CLEP exams with particular courses in their degree programs, and to periodically review these policies; and be it further

RESOLVED, That when new AP or CLEP exams are established, the Registrar shall inform the appropriate Department Chair(s), who will determine the articulation, if any, with that exam for inclusion in the Catalog.

RATIONALE: EO 365 requires articulation with CLEP exams, but there is currently no Humboldt policy for doing so; each instance is dealt with on a case-by-case basis. Furthermore, although the EO is technically still in force, the CLEP exams indicated by name in the EO are obsolete. Moreover, CLEP credit at HSU as currently implemented harms students more than it helps, as it only awards elective credits rather than articulating with particular courses. This can result in financial aid problems for the students as they reach unit caps more quickly; articulating with particular courses solves this problem. Finally, articulation with CLEP exams encourages veterans of the armed forces to apply and attend the University. This resolution also establishes a policy for initiation and periodic review of AP & CLEP articulation.

The University has a policy for articulation with Advanced Placement (AP) exams, but no current policy exists for accepting College Level Entrance Program (CLEP) exams.  CLEP exams are similar to AP exams and are taken, in large part, by veterans who are coming out of the military and applying to college for the first time.  They are a way to receive credit for experience in the military.  CLEP exams are not taken exclusively by veterans, other students take them as well. The Chancellor’s Office Executive Order 365 requires campuses to have policies in place, but the CLEP exams specified in EO365 are out of date.  The resolution provides a policy that will enable the Registrar to notify departments of new AP and CLEP exams so that departments can determine the articulation for these exams.  The resolution has been discussed with the Registrar.

Voting occurred and the resolution PASSED unanimously.

Chair Mortazavi provided background on the development and formation of the current HSU budget process and budget policy.  Both documents came through the Senate in AY03/04 and were approved with recommendations that both be reviewed during the Fall 2006 term.  
Senators received handouts including:  an additional resolution (#11-06/07-Senate Finance Chair), a comparison of Budget Committees from CSU Long Beach and HSU, a list of recommendations from a previous survey identifying best practices in the CSU, a letter from President Richmond to the current co-chairs of the UBC, and copies of the two Senate resolutions passed in AY03/04.
It was noted that the former University Resource Planning and Budget Committee (URPBC) was considered by a survey of best practices in the CSU to be one of the most ineffective budget committees in the CSU.  The task force that developed the current process and policy used the CSU Campus Budget Advisory Committee Survey Identifying Best Practices (1998) to inform its work.  The Survey indicated that an effective budget policy is one that has a visible faculty voice (at least 50% of the committee) and is co-chaired by the Provost and the Chair of the Academic Senate.  
Chair Mortazavi stated his concern that there exists a perception of faculty bias on the current UBC, and that is why the President is asking for the current composition of the UBC to be reviewed.
It was noted that all UBC meetings are open.  Meeting notes are available on the web page.  The UBC strives to take a university-wide approach in its deliberations.
The UBC met on Friday and discussed the charge it received from the President.  The UBC’s recommendation is included in a new resolution brought today (#11-06/07-Senate Finance Chair).

6.
Resolution on the Role of the Academic Senate in Budget Reduction (#08-
06/07-
EX) – 
postponed from September 26, 2006

The resolution returned to the floor, as amended at the last Senate meeting.
Resolution on the Role of the Academic Senate in Budget Reduction
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that an ad hoc committee consisting of the University Budget Committee and the Senate Executive Committee be formed during the academic year 2006/2007; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the aforementioned ad hoc committee be charged to review the University’s budget process, the University’s budget policy, and the University’s structural deficit during the academic year 2006/2007; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the aforementioned ad hoc committee be charged to review each Division of the University to identify the essential core programs, in order to create a balanced budget for 2007/2008 academic year; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to President Richmond that implementation of the ad hoc committee’s recommendations be done in full consultation with HSU Academic Senate; and be it further

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards this resolution to the President of HSU, the Faculty of HSU, and the Associated Students of HSU.

RATIONALE: The University budget process and budget policy are up for review by the Academic Senate in 2006.  Additionally, Humboldt State University faces a severe budget crisis that could potentially affect the academic areas of curriculum, methods of instruction, and faculty employment. According to the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), these are primarily the faculty’s responsibility.  Furthermore, the AAUP considers faculty participation “in the preparation of the total institution budget and in decisions relevant to the further appropriating of its specific fiscal division” to be of utmost importance to institutions of higher education. Therefore, the faculty must have a clear voice on the matter of a balanced budget for Humboldt State University.  The recommended ad hoc committee is a reasonable body to find a solution to this crisis.

Amended – September 26, 2006

M/S (Cheyne/C. Roberts) to postpone indefinitely.  
[Note:  No debate was allowed, though this motion is fully debatable]

Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 6 Yes votes, 8 No votes, and 9 Abstentions.

Discussion of the resolution:
· It is important that, regardless of the composition of the budget committee, that it be viewed as being fair and representative of the entire campus.  What this resolution supports, i.e., the addition of a large group of faculty to the UBC, will not be viewed as impartial or fair across the university.  
· It was noted that there is another resolution in front of the Senate that proposes a structure for an expanded UBC.
· This resolution proposes a temporary fix for 2006/07 only; this temporary committee would not continue after the 2007/2008 budget is determined.  Passing this would not have a permanent effect on future budget processes.  Adding more faculty is not a bad idea.

· There are two issues that need to be dealt with:  1) the budget process and policy and, 2) the outcome of budgeting and how it affects the different divisions within the university.  Faculty and students should be concerned with any direction that affects the quality and quantity of education on campus.  A discussion will be occurring in the CNRS Chairs Council on a recommendation to eliminate certain options within different programs and the consolidation of departments.  There is a process for this that goes through the Provost’s Council.  The Senate needs to separate recommendations on budget policy and process from actual outcomes which affect the academic side of the house.  The current resolution attempts to cover both issues and should be amended to deal only with the budget issues, i.e., removing all issues of the budget committee.  Long-term effects of decisions need to be taken seriously.
M/S (Larson/Cheyne) to amend the first resolved clause as follows:

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that an ad hoc committee consisting of the University Budget Committee and others to be named  be formed during the academic year 2006/2007; and be it further

M/S (Van Duzer/Powell) to amend the amendment by adding “in consultation with the Academic Senate”.
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that an ad hoc committee consisting of the University Budget Committee and others to be named in consultation with the Academic Senate be formed during the academic year 2006/2007; and be it further

Voting occurred on the amendment to the amendment and PASSED with 19 votes and 3 No votes and 1 Abstention.
Discussion returned to the amendment of the first resolved clause:
· The amendment improves the resolution; pairing the UBC with the Senate Executive Committee does not serve the purpose as well as being able to bring other individuals to the table who have greater expertise and knowledge of the university as a whole.
· The amendment weakens the resolution.  The Senate Executive Committee is a known group of people who are leaders on campus.  It isn’t clear how “others” will be selected or who will be eligible.

· The amendment makes sense.  As originally written, it sounds un-collaborative.  This opens the door to more collaboration.

· Pairing the UBC with the Senate Executive Committee is too narrow.  Passing the resolution as amended would express the opinion that the structural changes needed require review by an expanded committee beyond the UBC.  It was noted that the UBC did not discuss the second part of the President’s letter regarding the 2007/2008 budget.
· It was clarified that recommendations regarding the composition of the proposed committee will made to the President and the President will make the decision.
· It was noted that the President takes into consideration the actions of the Senate, even though he ultimately makes the decision.
· The process is vague, but as long as the Senate is included “in consultation” the amendment is supported.

· The Senate should make some specific recommendations; who has that expertise on campus?

· The resolution, as amended, is taking a position that an ad hoc committee needs to be formed and that it needs to be expanded beyond the UBC.  The second resolution to be addressed later will provide an opportunity for the Senate to make very specific recommendations on the membership of the expanded UBC.
· What is the vision of what the ad hoc committee (as proposed in resolution #08) would do that would be different from what the UBC (as proposed in resolution #11) would be doing?  How will they work together in a way that is productive, rather than counter productive?

· The idea for the ad hoc committee is to have an expanded UBC deal with the issue of cutting $2 million from the university budget.

· It was suggested that the expanded committee would deal with budget reduction and the regular UBC would deal with reallocation.
Voting on the amendment occurred and PASSED with 17 Yes votes, 4 No votes, and 3 Abstentions.
Discussion on the resolution as amended continued:
M/S (Fulgham/Kornreich) to refer the resolution back to the Senate Executive Committee, to be re-worked and returned to the Senate in two weeks.

Discussion of motion to refer back to committee:

· The essence of the resolution is important and needs to be addressed more thoroughly.  
· Does this resolution need to be addressed in a more timely manner?  Is the task of the committee to address the 06/07 budget or the 07/08 budget?

· Sending it back to the Senate Executive Committee will allow issues of core values and core programs to be addressed in a more holistic way.
· The second resolved clause of the resolution specifically states that the ad hoc committee will deal with the 06/07 structural deficit.  

· The questions of what are core programs and the budget issues are interrelated, but could also be separated.  Is this motion to refer back to committee a desire to separate those two functions?

· The purpose of sending it back to committee is an attempt to avoid extensive editing of the resolution on the Senate floor.  The Senate Executive Committee could re-write the resolution and bring it back to the Senate.

· Sending it back to the committee would fulfill two purposes:  it would allow the Senate to consider resolution #11 first and then come back to the next Senate meeting and consider resolution #08, and it would allow for the resolution to be re-written to clarify what the charge of the proposed ad hoc committee should be.
· The revised resolution does what it needs to do, which is to describe the role of the Academic Senate in budget reduction.  What is being suggested sounds like another resolution, separate from this one. It would be wise to give some thought to the more philosophical aspects of impact on curriculum, etc.  

· The resolution isn’t fine as it is; the third resolved clause directly conflicts with existing policies for suspension and termination of programs.  It puts this process in the hands of an ad hoc committee, rather than following the current established policies and procedures.

· The resolution should not be delayed for two weeks.  As it stands, it is a simple statement that should go forward.  If this position is not supported, then the resolution should be voted down.

M/S (Backues/Fulgham) to end debate.

Voting occurred and PASSED with 19 Yes votes and 2 Abstentions.

Voting on the motion to refer back to committee occurred and FAILED with 9 Yes votes and 16 No votes.

Discussion on the resolution as amended continued:

M/S (Backues/Paoli) to amend the first resolved clause as follows:

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that an ad hoc committee consisting of the University Budget Committee and others (at least two faculty, one student, one administrator, and one staff) to be named in consultation with the Academic Senate be formed during the academic year 2006/2007; and be it further

· This amendment would provide at least a minimum recommendation and would show that there is a desire to make this a cooperative effort.
· It was noted that there is another resolution on the agenda that specifically identifies numbers of members and constituencies for this committee, and that would be the place to make known what the Senate’s preferences are.

· It was stated that the second resolution (#11) deals with a different committee, i.e., a permanent UBC.  

· It is difficult to know how to modify the resolution under consideration without having dealt with resolution #11 which addresses the composition of the UBC.  It is difficult to recommend additions to the UBC when it is not known who will be on the UBC.

· This is an entirely separate matter and we do not know what will happen with the next resolution.  The Senate could be left without having any say on either issue.
M/S (MacConnie/Cheyne) to temporarily postpone the resolution until after the discussion of resolution #11.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 24 Yes votes and 2 No votes.

7.
Resolution on Recommendation by the University Budget Committee to 
Expand Its Membership (#11-06/07-Senate Finance Chair)

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

Resolution on Recommendation by the University Budget Committee to 

Expand Its Membership

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University supports the recommendation passed by the University Budget Committee (UBC) on Friday, Oct. 6, 2006, to President Richmond, that retains the UBC’s current “co-chair” model (including the Chair of the Academic Senate (who votes only to break a tie) and the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs (non-voting member), and expands its voting membership to include additional administrators, one additional staff person and another student (as outlined below); and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University forwards this resolution to the President of HSU, the Faculty of HSU, and the Associated Students of HSU.

RATIONALE: In response to the request by President Richmond and after much discussion about the merits of changing committee chair structure and adding administrators as voting members, the UBC voted (8-0-1) to retain the current “co-chair” model and to expand its current voting membership in the following manner:

Recommended additions to UBC would include:

• Academic Affairs: A designee of the Provost/VP of OAA (given that the Provost/VP of OAA is co-chair of UBC)

• Administrative Affairs: The Vice President of Administrative Affairs or designee

• Student Affairs: The Vice President of Student Affairs or designee

• University Advancement: The Vice President of University Advancement or designee

• One Staff representative, University Advancement (to parallel the existing membership of one staff person from each division)

• One additional student for a total of three students (the three students must represent majors in each of the three Colleges within Academic Affairs and include the President of the Associated Students).

In summary, the recommended University Budget Committee membership would now include:

• Faculty – 6 (one voting only to break a tie)

• Administrators – 5 (one non-voting)

• Staff – 4

• Students – 3

The UBC’s recommendation first supported the existing model in having the Chair of the Academic Senate and the Provost remain as co-chairs of the UBC because of its inherent balanced or shared faculty-administrative structure. The UBC’s motion also supported adding the current Vice Presidents or designee from all four divisions so their knowledge and expertise would be at the table as voting members. This motion also included a staff person from the University Advancement division to create parallel staff representation with other divisions. The UBC lastly supported the addition of a third student as voting member to allow representation from all three Colleges within OAA.

The UBC’s charge is to:

· Advise the President on general budget policy issues that affect the University;

· Become informed regarding the annual budget of the University;

· Determine a methodology to use in the evaluation of augmentation requests; and

· Recommend budget allocations for divisional initiatives.

Discussion of resolution #11:

M/S (Cheyne/Fulgham) to amend the first resolved clause as follows:

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University supports the recommendation passed by the University Budget Committee (UBC) on Friday, Oct. 6, 2006, to President Richmond, that retains the UBC’s current “co-chair” model (including the Chair of the Academic Senate (who votes only to break a tie) and the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs (non-voting member), and expands its voting membership to include additional administrators, three additional faculty, one additional staff person and another student (as outlined below); and be it further

Discussion of the amendment:

· Concern was expressed about the balance of the proposed expanded UBC.  The current balance is relatively equal in terms of voting, and what is being proposed will skew that balance towards administration and staff.   This is a large committee and there may be other ways to create a better balance; but it is at least, essential to maintain the current balance.
· Apologies were made for the timing of the resolution; which occurred due to the fact the UBC only met on Friday afternoon.  The resolution is written to support the UBC recommendation; so the Senate should either vote to support it or not.  If the Senate supports the recommendation, then a separate, resolved clause should be added to include any additional recommendations the Senate has.  The Senate shouldn’t be amending the UBC’s recommendation in the first resolved clause.
· The recommendation cannot be supported as it is written.  The charge and request for a recommendation should have come through the Senate in the first place.
· This resolution has only been vetted by the Senate Executive Committee via email; this should really be a first reading.  It needs to be edited on the floor.  The addition of faculty members to create a better balance is appropriate.

· Explanation of the UBC’s rationale for this particular distribution was requested.  Senate Finance Chair Larson shared the UBC’s evolution of ideas and discussion for expanding the committee, which included reviewing the Long Beach model, determining an appropriate size for the committee while maintaining a balanced voting representation and having the appropriate knowledge and expertise at the table.  The consensus was to maintain the co-chair model with the current co-chairs.  It was felt that this expanded membership would be more effective in dealing with the current UBC charge from the President.  It was noted that the task of the UBC is not to represent constituencies, but to take a university-wide perspective on the budget.
· Why is the current UBC inadequate and isn’t there supposed to be a review of the UBC this year?  This resolution isn’t allowing for any review process.  The proposed committee is too large to be able to make decisions.  In addition, it might be intimidating for staff members to work at the same table with the vice presidents they report to, on this process.
· It has been stated a perception exists that the current composition of the UBC favors the faculty and Academic Affairs.  However, the voting record of UBC members doesn’t indicate this.

· There was some discussion at the UBC meeting on Friday that UBC is not representative of the campus and there was a suggestion made to add representation from specific units rather than to add more administrators.

Senator Cheyne asked to withdraw her amendment and there was no objection from the body.

M/S (Fulgham/Kornreich) to refer the resolution to the Senate Executive Committee.  

Discussion on the motion to refer to committee:

· The resolution has not been vetted by the Senate Executive Committee and it needs to be discussed by this smaller group.  According to the senate resolutions from 03/04, there needs to be an actual review of the budget process and budget policy in Fall 2006.  However, the resolutions did not state who would do the review or how it would be done.  The Senate Executive Committee needs to look at this more carefully.  Let the existing UBC continue as it is.
· It was noted that the co-chairs of the UBC have already sent a letter to the President recommending this new composition for the UBC, even though the President requested a response by November 1.  It was asked if the UBC could ask the President to hold off on making a decision on it’s recommendation, allowing more time for review, since there is still time before November 1 for the Senate to be part of the review process.

· It was requested that Chair Mortazavi send a letter to the President, stating that the Senate has serious concerns regarding the UBC recommendation and would like sufficient time to provide a well-thought out response.  In addition, it was suggested that the President be asked to hold off on making a decision before hearing from the Senate.
· This resolution speaks to a permanent UBC; there shouldn’t be a problem with delaying a decision on membership.  It can continue working as it is.  The make-up of the ad hoc committee it more time critical.  If the committee’s composition is changing, then it needs to be put in place as soon as possible.
· It was noted that a change to the UBC is not being mandated; there is a choice to re-constitute it or to leave it as is.  What is coming as a surprise is that this new proposed model is far removed from the Long Beach model.  This is being thrown in our laps without sufficient time given for review.  The motion to refer back to committee should be voted down and the resolution should be voted down.

· The current UBC was well-thought out and modeled after Long Beach.  This resolution should be voted down and the Senate should focus its attention on the composition of the ad hoc committee.
· Voting it down will send the wrong message to the President, because then he can do with it as he wishes.

· Chair Mortazavi was asked to contextualize the Senate’s concerns in a memo to the President, and share the Senate’s reasons for not supporting the resolution.  The Senate should vote down the resolution, and offer very specific reasons for doing so to the President, including the fact this proposed structure does not have credibility with the faculty senate and that a model which closely follows the Long Beach model is the more desirable.

Voting on the motion to refer to committee occurred and FAILED with 11 Yes votes, 14 Yes votes, and 1 Abstention.

Voting on resolution #11 occurred and FAILED unanimously.
It was requested that the resolution be forwarded with a memorandum from the Senate Chair to the President.
This is useful feedback and the Senate needs to get started on a review of the budget process and budget policy as soon as possible.

Chair Mortazavi suspended the rules to continue beyond the time certain adjournment, to return to the postponed resolution.  It was agreed to return to the postponed resolution for five minutes and then allow time for the many guests, who made a special effort to attend the meeting, to speak during the open forum.
Discussion on resolution #08 continued:

M/S/P (Cheyne/Fulgham) to postpone resolution #08 to the next Senate meeting.  The resolution was postponed as amended and with an amendment under consideration on the floor.

TIME CERTAIN:  5:45 P.M. 

Formal adjournment of Senate meeting and fifteen minute open forum for the campus community
Students are here today to let their presence be known.  They feel the way the budget crisis is being dealt with is inappropriate.  They want to preserve the quality of education at HSU and are concerned about the increases in class-size. The campus needs to honor its contracts with students and the community.

Students are willing to make some sacrifices to help out in this time of budget constraints.  To that end, students are working on petitions asking students to take more units.  Students want to preserve the basic characteristics of the university and do not feel that larger class sizes and lay-off of lecturers are appropriate trade-offs.  The resulting changes and their impact on pedagogy will not help as the campus is trying to increase enrollment.  The campus needs to look at its Strategic Plan and hold itself accountable.
Students make a considered choice to come to HSU; not because it is convenient or close by.

The fact that enrollment figures are up but retention figures are down speaks volumes.

The changes underway will decrease the value of a diploma from HSU as well as decreasing the opportunity for student success.

The campus needs to think about that type of students will be lost and what type of students will be gained under the present course.  HSU will be attracting students who won’t be as engaged.

Students who attend HSU are ambassadors in many ways; these changes will have a huge impact on current students.  Students will leave the university and will not be encouraging future students to attend.
Students are at the Academic Senate meeting today, because of the feeling that the Senate, as a primary governing body of the campus, and will take a stand for the students, faculty, and staff on the campus and effect changes on campus.  It is hoped that the Senate will take action and will convey to the President that many students were present at this meeting to share their concerns.  These cuts are affecting the future of the students as well as the livelihood of the lecturers who are being laid off.


















