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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, March 27, 2007, Nelson Hall East, Room 102, Goodwin Forum.

Members Present:  Bliven, Butler, Chesbro, Cheyne, Dunk, Fulgham, Haag, Henkel, Holschuh, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Marshall, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Paoli, Paynton, Powell, Riordan, C. Roberts, D. Roberts, Rypkema, Sanford, Shellhase, Thobaben, Van Duzer, Virnoche, Vrem, Wieand, Yarnall.
Members Absent:  Coffey, Gunsalus, Richmond, Woodstra.
Proxies:  Chesbro for Paoli (before 5 pm), Virnoche for Vellanoweth, Sanford for Rawal, Haag for Dunk (after 5 pm), Ayoob for Moyer, Kornreich for Van Duzer (after 5 pm).  
Guests:  Mullery, Snyder, Higgins.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of March 6, 2007
M/S/U (Meiggs/MacConnie) to approve the minutes from the meeting of March 6, 2007 as written.
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

Proxies were announced.

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

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  Chair Kornreich, Jená Burges, and Hillary Dashiell met with individuals from the California Department of Education and McKinleyville High School to work out various issues in regard to the International Baccalaureate (IB) Program.  The Committee hopes to have a policy regarding IB articulation for the Senate to review before the end of the semester.
Student Affairs Committee (Chair Schwetman):  The Committee is working with Anna Kircher on the ATI resolution.  
Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) met two weeks ago and agreed to make two recommendations to the President; one with the student fee increase and one without the student fee increase.  Chair Larson distributed copies of the two different scenarios used by the UBC.  The Committee also developed a draft set of written recommendations to accompany the different scenarios (also included on the handout).  Formulating the recommendations was a difficult task and a long compromise approach was taken; the minutes of the meeting reflect the discussions and are available online.  

Provost Vrem reported that some of the recommendations on the draft summary [handout] were approved at the last UBC meeting.  The UBC may have some additional recommendations to forward in the future.
Discussion:

The Provost was asked to explain a discussion held at a department chairs’ meeting last Friday, concerning a $1.379 million dollar OAA reduction (with a student fee increase), as recommended by the UBC, versus the addition $1.5 million dollar referred to as the college structural deficit.  The Provost explained that the $1,379,000 reduction in Academic Affairs that appears on the UBC spreadsheet does not include a structural deficit that already appears in the three colleges.  The current expenditures for this year are expected to exceed the budget by ca. $1.5 million dollars.  The total reduction is close to $2.87 million dollars.  Not all of the $1.37 million reduction will come out of the colleges.  It is hoped that about half will come from the colleges and half will come from other areas of Academic Affairs.  The total reduction from the colleges will still be about $2.2 million dollars.
This “Phase I” reduction will get Academic Affairs to the base budget; where every division needs to be.

Are there other areas (than the three colleges) in OAA facing structural deficits?  It appears there may be a structural deficit problem in ITS, though not to the same extent as in the colleges.

Did the UBC find that there structural deficits in the other two divisions or subcomponents of those divisions?   Care needs to be taken in how structural deficit is defined.  One way is to describe it as the surplus or deficit in an account at the end of the fiscal year.  Under that definition, there are not deficits in the other divisions.  However, there are unfunded mandates that could create a structural deficit situation in any division.
Where are the structural deficits at the college level coming from, other than decrease in FTES and unfunded mandates?  In 2005/06, the revenue received was not sufficient to mount a normal schedule.  It was decided to go ahead and offer the normal schedule, even though there was not sufficient revenue.  This year, the final budget was received in August after the fall schedule was already in place, so reductions had to be taken in the spring term.  There were limited options, for example the campus did not have sufficient venues for offering “mega” classes so flexibility was reduced.

It seems like there is a planning process problem.  The semester schedules are set before the budget is known for the following fiscal year.
It was noted that advising began this week and students are commenting on how difficult it is to get a full schedule.  It would be helpful for the UBC to get this kind of documentation/feedback.

Statewide Senate (Senator Thobaben):  The steering committee for the Access to Excellence strategic planning process is meeting next week.  A system-wide summit will be held the end of April.  The delegation from HSU will include:  Chair Mortazavi, Senators Kornreich, Cheyne, Meiggs, Schwetman, Henkel, and Van Duzer as well as President Richmond, Provost Vrem, Dean Snyder, VP Butler, a student representative, and a staff representative.  
The ASCSU interim meetings are in two weeks, including the campus senate chairs meeting.

General Faculty (President Wieand):  The General Faculty officers have two resolutions on today’s agenda.  The faculty social will be on Monday, May 7, in the KBR.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  The fact-finding report has been made public.  The full document is available at calfac.org and on the CSU web site.  On Sunday, the CSU Committee on Collective Bargaining met in Long Beach.  CFA officers attended the meeting and a decision was made to extend the contract until April 6.  
Senator Thobaben encouraged senators to read the responses to the fact-finder’s report from CFA President John Travis and Vice Chancellor Jackie McClain.  The fact-finder was positive on a majority of the positions CFA presented.  

Senator Fulgham reported that there were a number of events, actions, and communications that occurred over the past several weeks; the most important being the vote on the strike.  81% of registered members voted and between 1,400 and 1,500 new members were signed up to vote; there was a 95% turnout.  This was one of the more pivotal events that had an impact on the decisions to try and resolve the contract.

Associated Students (Representative Chesbro):  A.S. has been working on its budget and held an informational meeting last week.  Next week they will take action on the budget.  President Richmond will attend the A.S. meeting next week to talk about the effects of the student fee increase.

Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  Faculty were reminded that the deadline for ordering commencement apparel is April 3.  Commencement is on Saturday, May 12, and it is hoped that a full complement of faculty will attend.  It is a very important event for HSU students and their families.
Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  The Outstanding Student Awards will be on April 23.  A record number of nominations (86) were received.  It is hoped that faculty will attend the even.  Each nominee will be recognized.  It is reaffirming to see what HSU students have accomplished.  April 13-15 is Spring Preview.  Hundreds of prospective students will be on campus.  There will also be busses of students from San Francisco and Los Angeles.  
Because of the robust number of applications for next fall, the number of students who can return to the residence halls will be limited.  There will be a lottery to determine which students can return.  Assistance for off-campus housing is being increased.  It is expected that the freshman class will be larger than this year’s class.

The Athletic Scholarship Auction is this Saturday.  The money raised goes solely towards athletic scholarships.

For the second year, HSU is joining with College of the Redwoods to share a common reading.  The book is The Kite Runner [by Khaled Hosseini].  This will also tie in with the Week of Dialogue and other cultural events on campus.  Faculty are encouraged to take the opportunity to use it in their curriculum if possible.

The HSU plan to develop and build additional residence halls on campus was presented to the Board of Trustees Housing Review Committee.  It has passed the Committee and the process has begun.  It is hoped that construction will be completed for Fall 2010.
Staff Council (Representative Rypkema):  Ca. 400 staff will be receiving service pins for 10-20 years of service.  They will be handed out in person.  Sue Karl, Co-Chair of Staff Council will be attending the Access to Excellence Summit in April; the President’s Office was thanked for providing the opportunity.

Chair Mortazavi announced that he will keep two speakers’ list, one for senators and one for guests, in order to provide as much opportunity as possible for senators to speak first.

Senator Fulgham announced that HSU operated a booth at the Redwood Logging Conference for purposes of recruitment.  In coordination with Farm Bureau’s Natural Resources Career Day, ca. 140 students were bused in from programs throughout Del Norte and Humboldt counties.  

An invitation for nominations for election of Senate officers is included in the packet.  Consider nominating colleagues for the positions.  The election will take place at the last meeting of the Senate.

All were reminded to vote in the General Faculty Election, currently underway.
University Curriculum Committee (Chair Van Duzer):  The GE rigor survey project is coming into its final phase.  The web site is up and final beta testing is being done.  Individual course data for faculty who participated will be available, using campus ID and Login.  Overall campus data will be available for everyone.  Information will be sent out in the next week.
Senator MacConnie reminded everyone about the April 23 deadline for placing textbook orders.  

1.
Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and 
Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (#19-06/07-FA (Revised))
M/S (MacConnie/Cheyne) 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 Sections IX.A.1 and IX.B. of Appendix J, “Faculty Personnel 

Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure and Promotion (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).
 
Senator MacConnie introduced the resolution.  At the last Senate meeting, the Faculty Affairs Committee was charged with splitting the original resolution #19 into two separate resolutions.  This revised resolution deals with the first part; Sections IX.A.1 and IX.B deal with departmental criteria and standards and evaluation of areas of performance.  Because of time constraints, the second resolution is presented as a First Reading today; the Committee welcomes input on it.   

The resolution on the floor recommends that the proposed revision be forwarded to the general faculty for a vote; that is the main issue.  It has been a three-year process which has included review of CSU policies, faculty forums, a faculty survey, a CSU workshop on best practices, and extensive Senate discussion.   Senators were urged to let the faculty have a vote on this.  At this point, the Faculty Affairs Committee will have a difficult time proposing any further changes without knowing how the faculty feels about this.  If it is forwarded to a vote of the faculty, there will be educational meetings held and information provided.
Discussion:

· It was clarified that the language regarding “equal in weight” etc. will be considered under a separate resolution, and for a separate vote of the general faculty.  On the ballot, the whole Section IX will be printed with only the proposed changes in this resolution included.  The changes proposed in the second resolution will be contingent upon the approval of the first set of proposed changes.
· The second resolution is on the agenda as a First Reading today.  It was distributed by email and hard copies will be distributed for today’s discussion.
· A friendly amendment was offered and accepted to the fourth resolved clause:

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 (or Vice President for Student Affairs, as appropriate); and be it further

Since Counselors report to Student Affairs, this needs to be added.  This wording will also need to be changed in the proposed changes to Appendix J.    

Voting on Resolution #19-06/07-FA (Revised) occurred and PASSED Unanimously.

The approved resolution reads:

Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion

#19-06/07-FA – March 6, 2007

 

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 (or Vice 

President for Student Affairs, as appropriate); 

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).
2.
Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and 
Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (#19A-06-07-FA) – FIRST 
READING
Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion
#19A-06/07-FA – March 27, 2007 – FIRST READING
 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached proposed revision to Section IX.A.2 of Appendix J, “Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure and Promotion (HSU Faculty Handbook) be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection, contingent upon the approval of revisions to Sections IXA.1 and IX.B; 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.

RATIONALE:  
During the past two years the Faculty Affairs Committee of the HSU Academic
Senate has been working on a revision to this appendix 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),
· define some broad criteria and expectations for each ancillary area, making it clear that some contribution is required in each area.
CBA Section 20.1 delineates Faculty’s Professional Responsibilities.  In addition to teaching, research, scholarship, creative activity and service to the University, profession and to the community (20.1a), faculty have additional responsibilities such as:  advising students, participation in campus and systemwide committees, maintaining office hours, working collaboratively and productively with colleagues, and participation in academic functions (20.1b).

Hard copies of the resolution were distributed.  The resolution addresses Appendix J, Section IX.A.2 (the equal and compensatory language).  The Committee has tried to capture the spirit of the current language and to use the data gathered from forums and practices on other campuses and provide clarity.  The verbiage in section 2 is from the current Appendix J and a matrix was developed to define what constitutes acceptable criteria.  The Committee struggled with the exact verbiage and welcomes input.
Discussion:

Since the table is put in as an example, wording needs to be inserted in the preceding paragraph to indicate this.  The table does not include all possible examples.

The Committee was not trying to exhaust all possibilities, but rather provide the minimum threshold for a reasonable level of performance.  
Should the word be “reasonable” rather than “minimal”?  The Committee tried to stay consistent with the verbiage in the current Appendix J and within the definitions that are currently used.  The department criteria and standards will need to define what the terms mean for each discipline.

Assuming that teaching/librarianship/counseling is considered effective, then the only the way a person can be tenured and/or promoted is to get a “Good/Good” or an “Excellent/Satisfactory”.  A “Good/Satisfactory” or a “Satisfactory/Satisfactory” would be terms for denial.  Concern was expressed that “Satisfactory” is not really satisfactory.  It should be stronger; i.e., “Unsatisfactory,” otherwise it is not meaningful criteria.  

Concern was expressed about possible misinterpretations of quantity versus quality.  A department may consider one outstanding article sufficient, while another department may consider quantity over quality.  Departments will need to include criteria and standards for both quantity and quality specifically addressed to their disciplines.

Suggestions for alternative terms are welcome.  The Committee considered various terms.  “Unsatisfactory” was not used; the thinking was that it would not be an acceptable level of performance.  It was noted that none of the matrices from other CSU campuses that were reviewed accepted unsatisfactory work as a performance level that would make someone eligible for retention and promotion/tenure.  
The current language does not need to be changed.  Part of what faculty end up doing is luck; whether it is getting a grant funded, elected to a leadership position, or an article published.  It is not just talent and ambition.  A faculty member can be extremely ambitious and luck doesn’t go their way; it’s not necessarily that they are not satisfactory.  So they may not have anything in one service area, but may have excellent or good work in another area.  They shouldn’t be penalized.  This language puts faculty members who are going through the RTP process in a much more difficult situation than they are in currently.    
The proposed changes do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Faculty Affairs Committee members, but rather the input the Committee has received over the past two years.  Faculty members who do not like the proposed changes will have the option of voting against them.  The changes proposed with this resolution will only be put forward if the changes under the first resolution are approved.  Also, the current proposed change from three to two service areas of performance is easier in some ways, because faculty won’t have to be spread as thin.
It was suggested that it would be helpful to have an example, from a department that has this rubric in place, to see how it would work.  We need to see how the rubric would work.  It would be helpful to see the terms defined at the department level.  There is concern is how do faculty make these things happen, i.e., how do they achieve the acceptable levels of performance.

Assuming the faculty approves the changes under the first resolution, the notion of scholarly/creative activities is going to be different.  The window of opportunities will be opened wider and there should be less fear about just having luck.  There are a lot of ways to accomplish scholarship.  This needs to go to the faculty for a vote.
It needs to be clarified in the first resolved that approval is by the general faculty and the resolution number for the first set of proposed changes needs to be included.
This is a pass/fail exercise.  If two satisfactory marks equal a fail, then satisfactory doesn’t mean what we think it means.  Minimal or essential, or a similar term would be better.  Concern was also expressed that this is the only place in Appendix J where these terms would appear.  If we are going towards using a definition system, we need to state explicitly in the document that departments must also define these terms as well as create their own standards and criteria.
It was recognized that there are individuals who want the current language to remain the same; however, there was an overwhelming majority of faculty who responded and indicated that there should be some kind of contribution in every area.  The Committee has taken into account this desire.  Some of the concerns being expressed will be mitigated by the new definitions of scholarship and service if the earlier proposed changes are approved.  Anyone genuinely interested in making contributions should not have a difficult time doing so.
We should get on with this and not let it go on for another year.  Respectfully disagreeing, there is a lot more than luck involved in scholarship and creative activities, submitting work for publication, etc.  It is incumbent upon all faculty to engage in these activities.  Efforts that are being made towards these activities may be documented and counted, as well as the results.
Under IX.A.2.b) the wording “shall compensate for a satisfactory level” seems to be the problem area.  Do we want to compensate for not meeting the minimal level?
There has to be a minimal level; and the term “satisfactory” was chosen to express this minimal level.  The word “satisfactory” seems to be problematic.  However, the idea is that less than minimal is not acceptable.

If the first set of changes passes but the second one doesn’t, how much clean-up will be required?  The changes would be minimal, e.g., changing the number of the areas of performance, etc.
Concern was expressed about having an effective date of AY 2008-2009 for those faculty currently in the process and especially those going up for tenure and/or promotion in AY 2008-2009.  It might be better to have a special provision for those close to their decision year allowing them to proceed under the current Appendix J.

There needs to be a transitional period so that the rules aren’t changed in mid-stream.

Some kind of caveat should be provided for those who will be in their decision year and have been operating under the current rules.

It was suggested that if both resolutions are passed, then they should go to the faculty as a whole for a vote.  It was clarified that the two set of changes will be voted on separately, for the same reason they came to the Senate in separate resolutions.
There will be a series of workshops and informative sessions to disseminate information via email on the proposed changes.  

Concerning the table and the terms it contains, what if a candidate is found unsatisfactory in service - where is that indicated?  The table is only meant as an example of what is considered reasonable performance.  If a candidate’s performance is unsatisfactory, they don’t show up in the table.  The table is designed to reflect what is considered reasonable.

Those who are already in the cycle, including those going up for full professor, who have been operating under the current system for over a decade need to be taken into account.  There is a distinction between departments setting up what constitutes scholarship/creative activities and service as opposed to having departments define the terms Satisfactory, Good, and Excellent.  Concern was expressed about requiring departments to go to this next level.  This will initiate debate within departments and among faculty; someone will need to set a bar at some point in terms of what constitutes quantity and quality.  This will entail a substantial amount of work and may be create a “departmental arms race” in order to validate disciplines on a comparison level.
The table wasn’t in the original proposed revision and the Committee struggled to come up with this table.  These are terms that are currently in use and used constantly; in fairness, it seems like faculty should know what the terms mean.  The idea is to allow faculty in the RTP process to understand the meaning of the terms being used.    
There will always be debate and comparisons made across departments, regardless of the system in place.   That is why the department/unit criteria and standards will be helpful.  The review committees will not be comparing department/unit criteria.

It was suggested that the definitions of what is wanted for promotion and tenure in Appendix (for associate, full, etc.) be reviewed and this language incorporated into those definitions as appropriate.  Explanation and definition of terms needs to be provided.  If satisfactory isn’t acceptable, then that should be explicitly stated.
It was suggested that the table be completed, if it is to be included, so that all possible combinations are included.

Candidates currently involved in the process should be given a choice of which set of standards they will be evaluated with.  If both revisions are forwarded to the general faculty for a vote, it needs to be explicit on the ballot that unless the first one passes, the second one is moot.  Quantitative and qualitative evaluation is done at every level; thought needs to be given to the operational aspects of this.  The function of Appendix J is not an end in itself; it is a means to the end of selecting the faculty we want at the institution.  If it can be made so that reasonable people, exercising reasonable judgment can make good decisions, that is what is needed.  If the mandate is that the departmental criteria and standards will be followed by upper level committees, then this is a good document.
Looking at the current table, we’re looking at a four point system.  At the lowest level is an unacceptable level of performance that is non-compensable.  Above that there is an unacceptable level of performance that is compensable by excellence in another area.  Above that there is an acceptable level of performance that is non-compensatory.  And above that there is an acceptable level of performance that is compensatory.  It was suggested that these levels could be named:  Unsatisfactory, Minimal, Good, and Excellent.  All levels need to be included in the table.

The ballot can be made clear by having a “Measure A” and “Measure B”, with the two sets of changes separated.
One thing that is not clear is that this table applies primarily to those who are going up for promotion and/or tenure.  It’s possible that during the retention process, individuals may have unsatisfactory performance in an area.  But when they have reached the decision year, there should be no unsatisfactory performance.  That needs to be clarified here and language added to that effect.

Overall, excellence in teaching is the primary criterion.  Using overly prescriptive language and/or examples could create liability concerns and potential lawsuits.  In terms of the election, it would be helpful to have a voter’s guide with pro and con
arguments distributed to the faculty and let the faculty decide which way they want to go.
Assigning points may be a way to avoid the table, for example: Unsatisfactory = 0,

Minimal =1, Good =2, Excellent = 3. In order to get promoted and/or tenured you must get at least a total of four points.  
There is an assumption being made that once departments set their standards and criteria that all levels of review will agree to them.  We know that this is not the case currently.  Appendix J clearly identifies the standards and we have experienced examples of a committee or administrator establishing their own criteria.  If we have a point system, whose point system will count?  Each level may come up with a different set of points.

Regardless of the system used, this is a problem we may never be able to solve. If this change is approved and an ad hoc committee is used to vet the department criteria and standards, there may be more protection from rogue administrators or committees.

The undesirable solution is what our colleagues around the country endure; in order to achieve promotion, you have to publish a book (regardless of its quality).  We’re blessed with have this kind of problem to discuss. At least we don’t have an overly prescriptive framework within which to work.
How many people have not made their promotion recently?  Is there a significant percentage?  It does happen, but it is a relatively small percentage.  Under the current Provost, no one has been ultimately denied tenure.  There are individuals who have been given tenure but not promoted and there are some who have not been promoted to full.

3.
Resolution on Change to Appendix F, “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of 
the Academic Senate,” HSU Faculty Handbook (#21-06/07-GF)

M/S (Wieand/Larson) to place the resolution on the floor.  
Resolution on Change to Appendix F, “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate,” HSU Faculty Handbook
RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following changes (as indicated in strike-out and underline) to the following Articles of Appendix F, “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate,” HSU Faculty Handbook:

ARTICLE XVI. COMMITTEES

Section 1. Standing Committees--The standing committees of the Academic Senate shall be the Executive Committee (see Article V), the Faculty Affairs Committee, the Student Affairs Committee, the Educational Policies Committee,  the Faculty Awards Committee, and the Senate Appointments Committee.

Section 3. Senate Finance Liaison --. The Senate Finance Liaison  shall be appointed by the Senate Executive Committee to a two-year term. (Amended January 2006)

ARTICLE III. MEMBERSHIP

Section 3. Ex Officio--The President of the University, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Student Affairs, the Vice President for Administrative Services, the Vice President for University Advancement, the Chapter President of the California Faculty Association, the Senate Finance Liaison , a member of the HSU Staff Council, and the President of the Associated Students shall be ex officio members without vote, but shall have all other parliamentary rights of members.

ARTICLE V. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Section 1. Members--The Academic Senate Executive Committee shall consist of the Chair of the Academic Senate, the Vice Chair of the Academic Senate (Chair of Faculty Affairs), the Secretary of the Academic Senate (Chair of Educational Policies), the Chair of Student Affairs, the Senate Finance Liaison , the most immediately available past Academic Senate Chair, the General Faculty President, the Chair of the University Curriculum Committee, the President of the Humboldt Chapter of the California Faculty Association (CFA), the President of the University, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, and both Senators representing Humboldt State University on the CSU Academic Senate.

RATIONALE:  The Task Group on Review of Campus Committees (2006) recommended reviewing the need for additional faculty members on the Senate Finance Committee, beyond the chair of the committee.  When it was originally established, the chair served as a committee of one.  With the establishment of the University Budget Committee, which has voting faculty representatives (elected by the General Faculty), there is no longer a need to include faculty members on the Senate Finance Committee.  The duties and responsibilities of the Senate Finance Liaison will be the same as the former Senate Finance Committee Chair.  The Senate Finance Liaison will serve as an Ex-Officio, Non-voting member of the Academic Senate and as a member of the Senate Executive Committee.  The Senate Finance Liaison will also continue to serve as a member of the following committees:  Academic Affairs Budget Committee, President’s Council, Program Review Funding Committee, Provost’s Council, Senate Executive Committee, and University Budget Committee.   

General Faculty President Wieand introduced the resolution.  As part of the General Faculty officers ongoing work to evaluate campus committees, there was discussion of the continuing need for a Senate Finance Committee, given the formation and membership of the University Budget Committee.  The proposed change is to eliminate the committee, but maintain the Senate Finance Liaison.  The way the position is appointed is not being changed at this time.  Currently the position is appointed by the Senate Executive Committee.
Discussion:

The Senate Finance Committee has met in the past.  But in the last two years, after the shift to the model of the University Budget Committee, it has felt as if the committee was a vestigial remnant of a prior circumstance.  There doesn’t seem to be a need for it.  The committee was supposed to have representatives from the three colleges; this is now embedded in the University Budget Committee membership.

For many years the committee was a one-person committee.  When a committee was formed, it was in a large part useless.  A lot of paperwork was reproduced for committee members who did not have the time to absorb all of the documentation.

Since the word “liaison” suggests the person works between two committees, and this position may be assigned to more than a single committee, it was suggested that the title “officer” be used instead.  This was accepted as a friendly amendment.  
Voting on Resolution #21-06/07-GF occurred and PASSED Unanimously.  The approved resolution reads:

Resolution on Change to Appendix F, “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate,” HSU Faculty Handbook
RESOLVED:
That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends the following changes (as indicated in strike-out and underline) to the following Articles of Appendix F, “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate,” HSU Faculty Handbook:

ARTICLE XVI. COMMITTEES

Section 1. Standing Committees--The standing committees of the Academic Senate shall be the Executive Committee (see Article V), the Faculty Affairs Committee, the Student Affairs Committee, the Educational Policies Committee,  the Faculty Awards Committee, and the Senate Appointments Committee.

Section 3. Senate Finance Officer --. The Senate Finance Liaison  shall be appointed by the Senate Executive Committee to a two-year term. (Amended January 2006)

ARTICLE III. MEMBERSHIP

Section 3. Ex Officio--The President of the University, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Student Affairs, the Vice President for Administrative Services, the Vice President for University Advancement, the Chapter President of the California Faculty Association, the Senate Finance Officer , a member of the HSU Staff Council, and the President of the Associated Students shall be ex officio members without vote, but shall have all other parliamentary rights of members.

ARTICLE V. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Section 1. Members--The Academic Senate Executive Committee shall consist of the Chair of the Academic Senate, the Vice Chair of the Academic Senate (Chair of Faculty Affairs), the Secretary of the Academic Senate (Chair of Educational Policies), the Chair of Student Affairs, the Senate Finance Officer , the most immediately available past Academic Senate Chair, the General Faculty President, the Chair of the University Curriculum Committee, the President of the Humboldt Chapter of the California Faculty Association (CFA), the President of the University, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, and both Senators representing Humboldt State University on the CSU Academic Senate.

RATIONALE:  The Task Group on Review of Campus Committees (2006) recommended reviewing the need for additional faculty members on the Senate Finance Committee, beyond the chair of the committee.  When it was originally established, the chair served as a committee of one.  With the establishment of the University Budget Committee, which has voting faculty representatives (elected by the General Faculty), there is no longer a need to include faculty members on the Senate Finance Committee.  The duties and responsibilities of the Senate Finance Officer  will be the same as the former Senate Finance Committee Chair.  The Senate Finance Officer will serve as an Ex-Officio, Non-voting member of the Academic Senate and as a member of the Senate Executive Committee.  The Senate Finance Officer  will also continue to serve as a member of the following committees:  Academic Affairs Budget Committee, President’s Council, Program Review Funding Committee, Provost’s Council, Senate Executive Committee, and University Budget Committee.   
Senator Mortazavi suspended the rules in order to move to the next agenda item.

4.
Resolution on Change to Appendix E, “Constitution of the General Faculty 
of HSU,” HSU Faculty Handbook (#22-06/07-GF)

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

Resolution on Change to Appendix E, “Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU,” HSU Faculty Handbook
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the following change (as indicated in strike-out and underline) to Appendix E, “Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU,” HSU Faculty Handbook be put to a vote of the General Faculty in the Spring 2007 Election:

ARTICLE IX. ELECTIONS

Section 2. Nominating and Elections Committee – The Committee will be comprised of elected General Faculty Officers (President, Secretary, and Treasurer) with the addition of two members of the General Faculty appointed by the General Faculty President, on or before the 15th of January each year.Nominations for officers of the General Faculty, the University Faculty Personnel Committee, and other such elected faculty representatives  as may be provided in the bylaws shall be made by the Committee in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution. The Committee shall conduct all elections of the General Faculty in accordance with the provisions of the bylaws of this Constitution.

;and be it further

RESOLVED:  That if approved by the General Faculty, this change will become effective for the 2007/2008 academic year.

RATIONALE:  Based upon the Task Group on Review of Campus Committees (2006) recommendation, the General Faculty officers reviewed the membership of this committee and considered whether or not the responsibilities might be assumed by the General Faculty officers.  
Senator Wieand introduced the resolution.  Two separate committees were combined previously to form the Nominating and Elections Committee.  The resolution proposes 
that the elected officers of the General Faculty comprise three members of the committee along with two additional members from the general faculty at large.  

The language regarding acceptance of nominations from the floor is from an earlier era when the general faculty held meetings.
M/S/U Schwetman/D. Roberts to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

TIME CERTAIN:  5:45 P.M.  Formal adjournment of Senate meeting and fifteen minute open forum for the campus community
The guests who were present were asked if they had any issues for the Senate to discuss.  There were none.



















