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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, March 6, 2007, Nelson Hall East, Room 102, Goodwin Forum.

Members Present:  Bliven, Chaney, Chesbro, Dunk, Fulgham, Gunsalus, Haag, Henkel, Holschuh, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Marshall, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Moyer, Paoli, Paynton, Powell, Richmond, Riordan, C. Roberts, D. Roberts, Rypkema, Sanford, Schwetman, Virnoche, Vrem, Wieand, Yarnall. 
Members Absent:  Butler, Coffey, Rawal, Shellhase, Van Duzer, Vellanoweth, 
Proxies:  Ayoob for Moyer, Meiggs for Woodstra, Fulgham for Thobaben, Chaney for Paoli (before 5 pm), MacConnie for Cheyne, Haag for Dunk (after 5 pm).
Guests:  Snow, Zoellner, Zelezny, Mann, Terry, Hughes, Mullery, Snyder, Burges.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of February 20, 2007
M/S/U (D. Roberts/Larson) to approve the minutes from the meeting of February 20, 2007 as written.  
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair
Proxies were announced.
There was no report from the Senate Chair.  
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) met the last two Fridays and will be meeting the next few Fridays to formulate its recommendations to the President.  The President has requested that the UBC forward two recommendations:  1) a percentage reallocation to each Division without a student fee increase, and 2) a recommendation including the student fee increase.
In order to develop a recommendation, UBC members have drawn up different scenarios of how different percentages would affect each Division.  The UBC did not clearly understand what base budget would be used in the beginning of their process.  It has been clarified what part of the $93 million budget will be subjected to reduction.  There are some all-university expenses that will be restricted from cuts and in addition, Student Affairs has requested that the $4.5 million designated for the Office of Enrollment Managements be restricted from cuts.  The UBC conducted straw polls on the different scenarios and has began drafting recommendations.  The goal will be to make a decision on its recommendations by the first Friday following spring break.  The UBC recommendations are due to the President on March 30.  
General Faculty (President Wieand):  A slate of candidates has been nominated for the Spring 2007 General Faculty Election.  The election will be held on March 27-28, 2007.

There will be a second election, if needed, for the proposed Appendix J revisions.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  The last day of the official fact-finding was February 28, 2007.  The fact-finder is putting her report together; it should come out some time in March.  Once the report is forwarded, there will be a 10-day period during which both the CSU and CFA have an opportunity to review the non-binding recommendations the fact-finder has made.  Currently, HSU is holding its 4-day strike authorization vote in Karshner Lounge.

Associated Students (President Chaney):  The A.S. passed a “Resolution Emphasizing the Importance of Settling the Contract Between the CSU and CFA” and also passed a resolution in support of better funding for higher education.  The A.S. Board of Finance forwarded a budget to A.S. Council for review and voting.  Students are organizing to make sure that student voices will be heard in regard to both the CSU and HSU proposed fee increases.  Colleen Roberts has been appointed as the Elections Officer for the upcoming A.S. election.
President’s Office (President Richmond):  The President reviewed the proposed student fee increase.  An increase of $202 in the Instructionally Related Activities (IRA) fee (currently $48), effective Fall 2007, has been proposed.  The fee would be used in four different ways:  1) $24 would go to the IRA committee, to be used to fund various activities and clubs on campus (Lumberjack, travel, etc.); 2) $25 would go to the Humboldt Energy Independence fund (approved by students two years ago):  $15 of the $25 would go towards a Jack Pass (a proposal approved by students to provide access to public transportation anywhere in Humboldt County); 3) In order to free up ca.  $2.2 million from General Fund and student fee money that is now used to support athletics, $201 of the student fee increase would go towards Athletics.  The monies previously used for Athletics would go primarily towards academics.  A final decision will not be made until the recommendations from the UBC are received.  

The President has been meeting with student groups to discuss these issues, as well as having discussions with the Chancellor’s Office (CO).  It was clarified that the proposed fee increase will not produce additional money for Athletics.  It is a way to free up General Fund money that is currently being used to support Athletics, and use it in another way for the university.  It will not eliminate the need for substantial budget reductions.  The students are not happy are not happy about the proposed increase.  If this fee were to be adopted, HSU would have the third highest student fees in the CSU (behind San Luis Obispo and Sonoma).  But at this point, HSU spend more general funds per student than only two other campuses in the CSU (Maritime Academy and the new Channel Islands campus).  
The President invited comments from the Senate on the proposed fee increase.  It is a mechanism to help mitigate reductions in other areas.  He expressed regret at having to do this, but it is a consequence of the political shift in the country and in California under which higher education is receiving less of the discretionary budgets that states have available to them.  If we want to maintain the quality of the education offered at HSU, there are not other choices.

Discussion:
· Will the $2 million that is recouped from the general fund be used to alleviate the impact on the academic/instructional side of the house that generates FTES?  It will primarily be used that way; though no specific decisions will be made until the recommendations from the UBC have been received.

· The article in the Times-Standard gives the impression that Athletics is benefiting from the student fee increase.  Somehow, this impression needs to be corrected.  The President noted that he and others have been addressing questions about this and trying to get the information out that will correct this misperception.  The IRA fee is an existing fee; the university has the authority to increase fees, but does not have the authority to impose new fees.  This is a mechanism to free up some money currently designated for one use, and mitigate some of the budget reductions in other areas.
· Athletics is now supported with general fund money by about $2.2 million.  The proposed increase in the IRA fee would potentially release that amount to be used elsewhere in the University.  

· When Sonoma State did this, they put Athletics to a student vote.  Will students have that option here?  HSU has the opportunity to make student fees either through a consultative process or as a student referendum.  The students are strongly in favor of a referendum.  The President is considering this and will provide an answer by the end of the week.
· Will this proposed student fee increase affect the current efforts underway to have students increase their FTE?  It was noted that the fee increase will be a problem for some students who may not be able to afford the additional fee on top of a full unit load.
President Richmond continued his report, announcing that the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors presented a proclamation to President Richmond and Athletics Director, Dan Collen, congratulating the university on its importance to the community and for hosting the regional men’s basketball championship tournament here this weekend.  It was estimated that this event will bring several hundred thousand dollars of additional income to the community.

Fifteen individuals have been identified to attend the CSU strategic planning summit which will be on April 24-25, 2007.  The delegation includes faculty, students, graduate students, staff, and administrators.  When the list is finalized, it will be publicized so that ideas can be shared with those who will be attending.

Senator Fulgham requested the status of pending resolutions.  As previously reported, the President has responded, acknowledging his receipt of resolution #17 (Resolution Endorsing CSU Senate Resolution AS-2782-07/FA “Importance of Settling the Contract Between the CSU and CFA”).

Concerns were expressed regarding a report from the Enrollment Management Advisory Committee that was presented at the recent University Executive Committee.   

The first concern was that there is only one faculty representative on the advisory committee and this is not sufficient.  The second concern was that the report makes recommendations on program eliminations and this is not an appropriate charge for this committee.  Curricular management should be under the Provost’s office.  The report will be distributed to all senators.  

Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  The WASC Theme I committee’s draft list of outcomes is available on the web for review at:  http://www.humboldt.edu/~wasc/ .  Input from the campus is welcome and all were encouraged to take a look at the document and respond.  A year from now, a team from WASC will visit the campus to review progress on themes I and II.  Accreditation is important and HSU will want to do well in that review.

It was noted that it has been difficult to find a student to sit on the WASC committee; if any senators have ideas of possible students, please forward them to A.S. President Chaney.

There was a request that the WASC committee notify departments about what is being done with the reports that were requested, or at least acknowledge receipt of the reports.  It was noted that there will be a response forthcoming from the committee to departments.

The results from the committee working on assessment were complimented.  It was clarified that this is not a final draft; there is still room for input, though the committee is approaching a final version.  It was also noted that the method that was used by the committee was a standard qualitative method; it was not just “pulled out of the hat.” 

It was noted that several faculty have difficulty with the term “social justice.”  It is not a universally accepted term and is being used in a way that some people object to.
University Advancement (Vice President Gunsalus):  The HSU Advancement Foundation Board met last week and received a report that the total market value of the endowment and assets as of December 31, 2006 is just over $20 million dollars.  This reflects a 10% growth over a six month period.  The Board recommended that the distribution rate for the 07/08 fiscal year be set at 4% (it is currently 3.5%).  On endowments that have no new gifts, that equates to about a 20% increase given the market growth.  The men’s basketball team has made it to the regional championship, which will be hosted by HSU.  Everyone was invited to an alumni association sponsored event before the game, 6:30-7:30 pm in the UC Banquet Room.

Agenda item #3 was removed from the agenda.
1. Resolution on Revision of Appendix J: Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (#19-06-07-FA)
M/S (MacConnie/D. Roberts) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion

RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the

attached proposed revision to Appendix J, FACULTY PERSONNEL POLICIES AND 

PROCEDURES FOR RETENTION, TENURE, AND PROMOTION, of the HSU Faculty

Handbook be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection during the 

2006-2007 academic year; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if this

revision is passed by a vote of the General Faculty, it will become effective for the 2008-2009

Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (RTP) cycle and will be applicable to all RTP candidates; and

be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if this

revision is passed by a vote of the General Faculty, departments/units shall, during Fall 2007,

submit their RTP criteria and standards to be vetted by an ad hoc university review committee. 

The committee shall be comprised of two probationary or tenured faculty from each college

(appointed by the Senate Appointments Committee in consultation with the University Faculty

Personnel Committee (UFPC)) and the dean of each college (or his/her designee); and be it

further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if a

department/unit disagrees with the assessment of its RTP criteria and standards by the ad hoc

university review committee, the department/unit may appeal to the UFPC and Provost; 

and be it further

RESOLVED:
 That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the
UFPC devise a template to be used by departments/units when submitting their criteria and
standards.  The Administration, the UFPC, and the Faculty Development Committee will
develop and provide educational workshops and training related to the implementation of the
Appendix J revision.   

  

RATIONALE: During the past two years the Faculty Affairs Committee of the HSU Academic 

Senate has been working on a revision to Appendix J that addresses Section IX, Areas of 

Performance.  After reviewing best practices in the CSU, holding two forums (March 2005 and

April 2006), and reviewing results of a faculty survey, the Faculty Affairs Committee addressed 

the following issues:

· Reduce non-teaching areas of performance from three to two,
· include departmental standards and criteria to reflect “local” interpretation of University standards and criteria, and 
· adapt the scholarly and creative activities section to more clearly reflect what today‘s faculty actually do (Boyer’s Scholarship Reconsidered).
 
Discussion of Resolution #19:

· Concern was expressed about the development of departmental RTP criteria.  What is written does include any real description of how to resolve problems.  What happens if higher levels do not like or agree with the department’s criteria and standards.  There is no process for resolving disagreements.  It will be difficult, from a departmental viewpoint, to build these standards without some kind of fixed system for resolving differences between the different levels of review.  This is not included in the proposed revision to Appendix J.

· It was noted that the vetting process for department criteria and standards is included in the resolution. 
· The concern expressed above is that this process is not included in Appendix J, Section IX. 1.c-d).  The RTP criteria should be established by the department; it is the group that most directly knows what is going on with their faculty in terms of what they can do and what they have time to do.  The concern is if other people don’t like what the department does that changes will be imposed on the department without any way of arbitrating through an impartial body.  There needs to be a process to prevent this from happening.  The department RTP criteria and standards will define how candidates are evaluated through all levels of evaluation.   The department criteria must stay with the department; there is no good process for this included in the proposed revision.

· The initial vetting of department criteria is addressed in the resolution.  An ad hoc university committee would provide a process for department appeals.  In subsequent years, the process would follow our current procedure, with the UFPC and the Provost providing a level of appeal.

· It was noted that this is not stated explicitly in Appendix J, so it is not clear what the process would be.
· The Faculty Affairs Committee was complimented on its work and support was expressed for moving the revision forward to the general faculty for a vote.  The differences in the proposed revision are clear and moving it forward will provide a good opportunity to see if there is a clear measure of support for the changes.
· The revision is in jeopardy of not being approved by a general faculty vote.  There is a lot of value in what the Faculty Affairs Committee has done, in regard to the language on teaching effectiveness and scholarly/creative activities.  It is painful that it may not pass the Senate or a general faculty election, because on page 17 under 2 b) and c) the language is too watered down.  This has been brought up to the Faculty Affairs Committee.  It was stated for those in the Senate and the gallery that the Senate Executive Committee is fairly evenly divided regarding the retention of some verbiage in 2 b) and c) that has the terminology “compensatory in combination” and “equal in weight”.  The current language does not make is sufficiently clear, so that it leaves little room for interpretation by a review committee or reviewing administrator.  This is the weak link in a very good alteration of Appendix J, especially in teaching effectiveness scholarly/creative activities.  This change does not reflect some of the traditional value of compensatory in combination and equal in weight.

· It was agreed that this particular section was weak; though the proposed revision was otherwise excellent.
· On p. 17, 2 a) says that “All faculty members are expected to make contributions in both the area of scholarly/creative activities and in the area of service in accordance with the department/unit standards that have been established and approved.”  Section 2 b) states that “The area of scholarly/creative activities and the area of service each shall be valued equally in the RTP process.”  Section 2 c) doesn’t make sense since it has already stated that you have to do both and they are going to be valued the same way.
· The Committee struggled with the language of 2 b) and 2 c).  The language is meant to convey that reviewers should not weigh scholarship/creative activities more heavily than service.  Each of the non-teaching areas is considered an important contribution by the faculty.  Section 2 c) expresses that a faculty member might be more engaged in service than scholarship, or vice versa.  They are not supposed to be contradictory.

· How to weigh and judge this has been a struggle, when there are different people who have different values making up the committees.  Has the Faculty Affairs Committee considered giving new faculty members the opportunity to propose how they would like their performance to be judged?  If this sort of contractual arrangement were applied and went forward with candidates’ personnel documents, it would drive the assessment of a candidate’s performance.  

· The Professional Development Plan (PDP) is intended to provide this opportunity for candidates.  It is not a formal contract, but it does provide an individualized plan.  
· The development of departmental RTP criteria and standards is a step forward.  However, support will not be given for the current wording of 2 a)-c).

· The Faculty Affairs Committee was thanked for removing the “compensatory in combination” language; it has always been very difficult for committees to interpret.  Sections 2 a)-c) are quite clear and different in meaning.  Section 2 b) means that we do not want to differentially weight either non-teaching area.  Section 2 c) suggests that candidates might have strengths differentially weighted, even though they are equally valued.  The current language is quite clear.  

· There have been comments about the language in the proposed revision, such as “what we intended to say” and “how I interpret this”.  A document like this should provide faculty a framework within which they will be protected and be evaluated fairly at all levels.  The language cannot be ambiguous.  The current language “equal in weight” and “compensatory in combination” is not ambiguous and should be left in.
· A straw poll was taken at the last Senate meeting to see how many senators wanted to see some language, along the lines of the currently existing language (“equal in weight” and “compensatory in combination”) included in the revision.  [There were 11 Yes votes to keep language similar in nature, there were 7 Yes votes to remove the language, and there were 4 Abstentions.]
· To move this argument forward, the principles need to be clear.  It needs to be clear whether or not there needs to a certain amount of contribution in each non-teaching category; or is it acceptable to have zero in one and a lot in the other?  If the language reads that there must be a reasonable amount in each category, then it doesn’t matter if a candidate has more in one than the other, and the argument for eliminating 2 c) is right.  If there is some minimum standard that is below, then there needs to be language that says a candidate can be stronger in one category and weaker in another.  There needs to be agreement on the principles and then the language needs to be figured out.
· Land grant universities typically offer faculty a contract which delineates an individual’s expected contributions in different categories.  After ten years at HSU, the impression is that faculty are here primarily for the purpose of teaching.  Everything that is done in other areas serves teaching.  What is important is that Appendix J serves to get rid of the stinkers and keep the faculty who are doing a good job teaching.  When the non-teaching categories are evaluated, the main question should be, how are the candidates’ contributions benefiting the students?  In many areas research is required to keep up to date.  We need to keep our focus on student-centered teaching and supporting that.

· There has been some parsing of the language in the proposed revision.  If we apply the same scrutiny to the language “equal in weight” and “compensatory in combination,” they are just as contradictory.  They are weighted equally, meaning that scholarship and service are equally weighted.  “Compensatory in combination” says they don’t have to be equally weighted.  The old language is already contradictory.  The proposed language is a better way of phrasing what we mean, i.e., we value them equally but we allow for a different weighting of them in the process depending upon the candidate’s strength.  The proposed language is an improvement over the previous language, which is at least as contradictory as what we have here.

M/S (Kornreich/Powell) to amend the attachment to the resolution on p. 17, under section 2. as follows:

b)  The area of scholarly/creative activities and the area of service each shall be valued equally in the RTP process, and that strength in either area shall count as heavily as in the other, however: 
c)  Candidates’ strengths may be more heavily concentrated in one of the two non-teaching categories, and they should not suffer by comparison as a consequence.
This would strengthen the wording so that it is clear what it means.  The preceding paragraph states “a record of teaching/librarian/counseling excellence, combined with a reasonable level of performance in …” seems to indicate that there is a minimum level of performance that is non-zero that faculty must have in either area.  There should be a minimum level of performance and if a candidate doesn’t reach that minimum level of performance in one category, he/she should be able to compensate for that deficiency in the other category.  This amendment would make it clear that is what we intend.

Discussion of the amendment:

· Concern was expressed about trying to do ad hoc amendments to language that is so critical to so many faculty, especially without being able to see it written down and in context.  The amendment sounds good, but depending on what the parliamentary procedure is, it might be better to refer it back to the committee.  

· Since the past forty-five minutes have been spent discussing Section IX. 2. (p. 17) that it is not ready for to go forward yet, and there needs to be further discussion.  However, the opportunity to pass the other parts under “Areas of Performance for RTP” should not be lost.  Would it help to separate out the two issues, i.e. keep the proposed changes to Areas of Performance, but keep the current verbiage of 2. (with the language equal in weight and compensatory in combination).  This might be a solution to moving the most helpful part of the revision forward.
M/S (Fulgham/Larson) to refer the resolution and proposed revision back to the Faculty Affairs Committee, with a request that they return in two weeks with two resolutions:  one resolution on Section IX.A. and one resolution on Section IX.B.  

It was clarified that a resolution to refer back to committee is of higher precedence than a motion to amend.
Discussion on the motion to refer back to committee:

· It was noted that there are also still substantial issues regarding the Areas of Performance as well, and that shouldn’t be expected to go through easily either.  There is a substantial negative consequence of merging the two areas of service.  It is not clear what the arguments are in favor of merging those two areas of service.
· This is a very complex document and the consequences of the document are serious.  It seems difficult to pass all of these changes as one revision.  Segmenting them out, and allowing each one to build on the strength of the other, will make it much easier and provide a better chance for approval.  The changes should be broken out section by section (not just in two parts) and brought to the faculty.  By approving changes section by section, it will help avoid any un-intended consequences in the future.
· This is a complicated document, but we have been waiting for this revision of Appendix J for a long time.  A further lengthy delay in addressing this important issue is not desirable.  When is the latest the Senate could take action and still have the revision take effect next year?  It is possible to have an election during finals week [May 7-11] if necessary. 
· It was noted that on p. 16 it indicates the changes would be effective in 2008/2009.  However, it was noted that the implementation is proposed to begin in Fall 2007 (a year before the changes become effective).
· It would not be a problem for the Faculty Affairs Committee to come back with a resolution on the Areas of Performance.  Without getting further input from the faculty on the language (equal in weight/compensatory in combination) it will be difficult for the committee to come back in two weeks with different language.  It might be better to break the proposed revisions down into smaller parts, and/or wait on changing the equal in weight/compensatory in combination language.  We don’t want to lose momentum.

· Concern was expressed about the danger of breaking apart the revisions and the possibility of ending up with a document that disagrees with/contradicts itself.
· A possible solution would be just to change everything but the equal in weight/compensatory in combination language, and work on that later.  There are examples from other campuses of different ways of wording this.  We’ve been trying to work within our current language.  It is clear that there are some faculty who desire to eliminate the current language and some who do not.  It will be difficult to find language acceptable to all.

· We need to be willing to give it another try.  We can’t have a subset of individuals, as we have been experiencing here, create the kind of negativity that could be disastrous, assuming this were put forward to a vote.  Support was expressed for referring it back to the Faculty Affairs Committee and having further discussion at the Senate Executive Committee meeting on March 20.  We need to stay positive.  The word “value” seems to be a cause of concern, but other wording has been proposed, which could be considered.  We need to keep this positive.
· Could the committee be provided with feedback on how many people supported the proposed amendment?  

· The committee was asked to include some wording that would ensure that candidates would have activity in both non-teaching areas.  

Voting on the motion to refer Resolution #19 back to the Faculty Affairs Committee occurred and PASSED with 22 Yes votes and 3 Abstentions.

Senator Fulgham requested that those still on the speaker’s list from the discussion of the resolution be deferred to the open forum after the meeting is adjourned.
2. Resolution on Term Limits for Elected Senate College Representatives (#20-06-07/GF)

M/S (Schwetman/D. Roberts) to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on Term Limits for Elected Senate College Representatives

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the addition of the following (underlined below) to the “Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU” (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook):

ARTICLE VI.  THE ACADEMIC SENATE

Section 4.  Terms of Office – The terms of office of academic representatives to the Academic Senate shall be three years and shall be so staggered that approximately one-third of the representatives shall be elected each year.  No elected representative shall be eligible to serve more than two consecutive full terms in the same position.  The term of office of student representatives to the Academic Senate shall be determined by the Associated Students.

; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that this proposed change be put to a vote of the General Faculty at the Spring 2006/2007 GFA election; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if approved by the General Faculty, the change will become effective AY2007/2008.

RATIONALE:  Prior to the editing and revision of the “Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU” in 2003/2004, the heading of ARTICLE IV. was “Officers of the General Faculty and of the Academic Senate.”  The latter part of the heading “and of the Academic Senate” was removed, inadvertently removing term limits for academic senators.  Previously, “Section 8. - Consecutive Terms” under Article IV. applied to the Academic Senate, as well as to General Faculty officers.  Since the original intention was not to remove term limits for senators, the proposed change above will provide a more explicit statement on term limits for senators.

Discussion of Resolution #20:

· Senators were urged to oppose and defeat this resolution.  Somewhere between 35-40% of the faculty are temporary and are not members of the senate, except that the have a Lecturer representative.  The institutional memory resides with the senior senators and often the repetitive process seen over time is a function of people not knowing what has gone on in the past.  Each college selects its representative and should be able to judge whether or not they want to vote in or out a long-term senate representative.  It would be the only membership category of the senate that would have specified term limits.
· An explanation of the origin of the resolution was provided.  Appendix E, Article IV used to be titled “Officers of the General Faculty and of the Academic Senate”.  The working “and of the Academic Senate” was omitted during a revision process, which inadvertently removed the term limits for the Academic Senate.  Under that article there was a section titled “Consecutive terms” which read “no elected officer or representative of the General Faculty shall be eligible to serve more than two consecutive full terms in the same position.”  What the resolution is doing is reinstating this earlier section on term limits and trying to clarify it.  The General Faculty officers strongly support this resolution because there is a need to incorporate new faculty into the Academic Senate.  Under this clause, senators could serve two full terms, drop out for a year, and serve another full terms.  If a senator served a partial term, they could still serve two full terms, serving up to eight years.  If senators vote for this resolution, you are reinstating term limits as they were originally in Appendix E.  If you vote no, you are actually changing the Appendix E (the Constitution).
· The language is not unequivocal; it is not clear that a senator could serve two terms, take a break, and then serve another term.
· The resolution suggests that long-term senators are excluding others from being elected.  As virtually no campaigning exists for these positions, and there is an ongoing plea for colleagues to run for the senate, there is really no compelling case for term limits.

· If the term limits were inadvertently dropped (i.e., was not done intentionally) is it possible just to put it back in and bring a resolution forward that deals with changing the Constitution?  A different resolution might be in order.

· That makes sense; we should think about whether or not we want term limits.  We can vote that way on this resolution or we could re-write the resolution and propose that we no longer have term limits.

· Does this section apply only to officers?  
· In the past, in CNRS, names have been drawn out of a hat; this is not a situation where a lot of people are wanting to run for these positions.  
· If this was accidentally dropped from the Constitution, it needs to be reinstated before we take any further action.  That is the purpose of this resolution.

· This resolution can act as a referendum either way.  There isn’t a need for another resolution.  There is no need for term limits.  There are plenty of new faculty on the Senate currently.  Term limits would be trying to fix a problem that doesn’t exist.

· The campus senate chairs discussed the integration of new faculty on campus senates in the CSU system.  New blood is needed and it is not good for old-timers to serve over and over.  The election process does not necessarily allow a chance for new faculty to serve, when there are individuals who have high name recognition also running.  Typically the person who has a longer tenure will be elected.  If we recognize that faculty governance is important, we have to provide a chance for new faculty to become a part of faculty governance.  If we cannot find volunteers to serve on the Senate, then maybe that is an indication that newer faculty do not consider faculty governance to be as important.  Should the long-term faculty be imposing the current structure on new faculty?  If the new faculty it to have a chance to be a part of faculty governance and the future of the faculty leadership, we need to provide a mechanism to eliminate long-term senators from the Senate and the Senate Executive Committee.

· New faculty may doing other things during their initial years at HSU.  First and second year faculty should not be running for Senate; they need time to become established in the teaching and service.   The Senate is a lot of work, even though it seems to be a lot of talking about nothing sometimes. Term limits reduces the ability of the electorate to choose who they wish to represent them.  How this was eliminated from the Constitution is not relevant.  Term limits might be appropriate for the senate officers or the statewide senators, but not for the senators.
· It was noted that there have been benefits to having long-term statewide senators.  Currently senator Thobaben is serving as the Chair of the Statewide Senate.
· The rationale implies that there were term limits for senators before, not just for officers of the senate.  It was clarified that this is how it was interpreted.  Support was expressed for term limits for officers of the senate and general faculty, but not for senators.

· It was noted that the old language was not clearly interpreted.  Term limits existed before, but no one paid attention to it.  Some senators have served several terms.
· If the resolution is passed, will it be enforced?

· Sometimes change needs to happen from a structural basis.  We may not know all of the reasons why new faculty are not participating as much.  Sometimes change needs to occur to force things to happen and create new opportunities.

· It sometimes take new faculty about a year to figure out what is going in the Senate.  New senators have plenty of opportunity to get involved.

· The Question was called.

· Voting on Resolution #20 occurred and FAILED with 4 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 1 Abstention.

The speakers’ list for the first resolution was returned to.
Senator Fulgham moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 5:35 p.m.



















