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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, April 10, 2007, Nelson Hall East, Room 102, Goodwin Forum.

Members Present:  Bliven, Butler, Chaney, Chesbro, Cheyne, Dunk, Fulgham, Haag, Henkel, Holschuh, Kornreich, Larson, MacConnie, Marshall, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Paynton, Powell, Rawal, Riordan, D. Roberts, Sanford, Schwetman, Shellhase, Van Duzer, Vellanoweth, Virnoche, Vrem, Wieand, Woodstra, Yarnall.
Members Absent:  Coffey, Gunsalus, Richmond, Rypkema, Thobaben, C. Roberts, Paoli.
Proxies:  Haag for Dunk (after 5 pm), Ayoob for Moyer.
Guests:  Duca, Snyder, Kircher, Mullery, Burges.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of March 27, 2007    
M/S/P (D. Roberts/Fulgham) to approve the minutes of the March 27, 2007 meeting as written, with 1 Abstention.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair
Chair Mortazavi will attend the final meeting of campus senate chairs in Long Beach this week.  
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Kornreich):  The Committee expects to have a resolution for the next Senate meeting on articulation of International Baccalaureate (IB) exams.  Senators were encouraged to look up information on the IB program for the discussion.  It is similar to the Advanced Placement (AP) program, but is considered more rigorous.  Senator Kornreich will provide a syllabi and IB exams for those interested in seeing examples for their respective discipline.  
Student Affairs Committee (Chair Schwetman):  A resolution will be brought to the next Senate meeting, in support of the HSU Policy on Web Accessibility Policy.  The policy will be discussed as an information item at today’s meeting.

Senate Finance Committee (Chair Larson):  The campus-wide announcement regarding the budget is expected sometime after April 16.  The next meeting of the University Budget Committee is April 20.  

Statewide Senate (Senator Cheyne):  An interim meeting will be held at the end of this week.  Committees will meet and resolutions for the final senate meeting (in May) will be discussed.

General Faculty (President Wieand):  The results of the General Faculty election have been distributed via email.  President Wieand shared the results of the election.  A run-off election will be held the first week in May.  That election will also include proposed changes to Appendix J.

California Faculty Association (Chapter President Meiggs):  A week ago, a tentative agreement was announced.  It looks very good and includes almost all items the fact-finder discussed.  It is a contract to be proud of.  A confirmed rumor is that the Chancellor has told the campus presidents that 1.5% of the raise must come out of campus budgets.  This was a slap in the face and there is concern that this will create division among faculty, students, and staff.  CFA President Travis sent a letter to campus presidents, including a copy of the fact-finder’s report.  Also included is information about the liquidity of the CSU and Moody’s report on the CSU’s accumulation of funds.  

Associated Students (President Chaney): The A.S. passed a resolution putting a questionnaire about the new fees on the upcoming election.  The budget was passed at the last meeting.  At a prior meeting, the A.S. Council members walked out on President Richmond when he came to talk about the IRA fees and not allowing the students to have a referendum regarding the fee increase.  The A.S. has begun working on compromises with President Richmond on the fee increase and is continuing efforts on a letter-writing campaign.

Academic Affairs (Provost Vrem):  Provost Vrem that Sharmon Kenyon, Dean of the Library, will be retiring at end of this academic year.  HSU Librarian Ray Wang has been named the Interim Dean of the Library.  On April 26, 1-3 p.m., there will be a reception and lecture for the McCrone Promising Scholars.  Three scholars have been named and will be announced at the reception.

Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  Preview, which is an opportunity for interested students to visit HSU, will be held this weekend.  The numbers of prospective students exceed, by several hundred, the numbers from last year.  Students include high school juniors and seniors, and groups from LA and the SF Bay Area.  The Outstanding Student Awards will be on April 23.  Over 80 students were nominated in various categories.  Senators were encouraged to attend.  As of April 9, freshmen applications numbered 8,091 (versus 7,023 from last year); transfers 2,058 (vs. 1,980); Master’s applications 436 (vs. 349).  All areas of applications have increased.  The numbers of confirmed students are up, as well as the registration to date for next Fall.  There are many positive indicators in terms of enrollment, which should have a positive impact on the budget.  There are a number of break points to keep in mind as we work with these students:  HOP, registration (getting them into classes), getting them into residence halls, etc., are all points of concern.

Senate Fulgham noted that on the HSU web page, under Events, there is an announcement concerning a signed agreement with the Forest Service to supply funding from the campus to hire a recruiter for CNRS to target diverse students, especially those of Hispanic background.

1. Resolution on Revision of Appendix J: Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (#19A-06/07-FA)

M/S (MacConnie/Van Duzer) to place the Resolution #19A-06/07-FA 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 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 approval of the General Faculty of revisions to Sections IXA.1 and IX.B (Resolution #19-06/07-FA (Revised)); 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 AY 2008-2009,  Retention, Tenure and Promotion (RTP) cycle and will be applicable to all RTP candidates, except those faculty who will be evaluated for a promotion and/or tenure decision during AY 2008-2009 or AY 2009-2010; 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, those faculty who will be evaluated for a positive promotion and/or tenure decision during AY 2008-2009 or AY 2009-2010 may use either the current Appendix J (Effective AY2007-2008) or the new Appendix J (Effective AY2008-2009). 

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).

Senator MacConnie provided some background on the resolution.  If the proposed changes to forward for a faculty vote, the Faculty Affairs Committee will provide two faculty forums to discuss the proposed revisions to Appendix J on Thursday, April 26 and Friday, April 27, from noon-1 p.m.  More information will be sent out.
The Committee made changes to the resolution, based on comments from the last Senate meeting, to account for faculty who may be going up for tenure and/or promotion during the implementation year.  The terminology used in the table was revised, based on feedback.  Other points were clarified and the resolution is now brought as an action item.  The resolution proposes to send the proposed changes to the general faculty for a vote.
Discussion of Resolution #19A:

· The table is a model for the range of possible outcomes.  It is possible for someone to be excellent in both areas; not having that in the table seems to imply that there is no way possible for someone to attain that.  The table should include every possible combination.
· The Committee discussed having all possible combinations, which would be 16 different permutations.  The table is supposed to represent what a reasonable person would determine as an acceptable outcome.  There was a desire not to make the table too huge.

· If a combination of Minimum Essential/Minimum Essential would be unacceptable, why is the term “Minimum Essential” being used.  It represents the idea of balance; the “Minimum Essential” is the least you can do in an area.  If the predominance of effort goes into one area, a candidate must still meet the minimum in the other area.  A candidate cannot be minimum in both.  
· The changes in the table are an improvement and statements 1-3 under the table do a good job of defining what “Minimum Essential” means.  

· It was clarified that the Committee has not yet reviewed and re-written the standards of performance in Appendix J.  If the proposed revisions are ratified by the faculty, there will be clarification of some this in the standards of performance.  The current standards of performance are very high.  There is no suggestion in the current standards for associate professor or professor that anything less than a minimum amount of contribution is acceptable.  

· Did the Committee consider the idea of using numbering along with the terms, i.e., assigning a number to each term.  People are getting caught up in the terminology.  The Committee did consider, but even without the numbering, the table does that.   

· Under the table, number 2 says  “… shall include evidence of acceptable effort and contribution”.  Although it is understood that an Outcome of “Acceptable” is different than “acceptable effort and contribution,” it was suggested that a different term be used.  In a previous iteration of the document the word was “reasonable”; it was agreed to put that back in.  The term “reasonable” was removed or replaced in other parts of the document, but in this instance, it should remain.

· The use of number is less-subjective; it’s an illusion of precision and accuracy, but one that people won’t argue so much over.
· It’s not clear how the numbers would help; evaluative terms still have to be attached to the numbers, so the terms still need to be grappled with.
· It was cautioned that numbers could be read and interpreted in different ways by faculty.

· There is nothing wrong with having both, e.g., Good = 2, Excellent = 3, etc.  It would allow for doing away with the table all together.  A score of 4 or more would be needed.  However, this point doesn’t need to be argued extensively.
· This needs to be considered in the context of the grievance process.  Appendix J needs to be clear and complete.  Regardless of whether descriptors or numbers are used, the table should be complete with all possible combinations.

· An option would be to put multiple terms in each row in the table, e.g., the first row could have “Excellent or Good”.
· Another suggestion is to put a fourth sub-paragraph under the table that says, “Candidates who receive all Good or Excellent evaluations will be considered acceptable …”.
· The table is not unclear and the discussion needs to move on to other aspects that might be unclear or problematic.

M/S (Virnoche/Marshall) to end debate and vote immediately.  Motion PASSED 23 Yes Votes and 5 Abstentions.
Voting on Resolution #19A-06/07-FA occurred and PASSED with 22 Yes votes, 2 No 
votes, and 4 Abstentions.

The process of the election was discussed and whether or not both proposed revisions (resolution 19 and resolution 19A) should be on the same ballot.  

· The faculty shouldn’t have to vote at different times; as long as the ballot is clear that there are two separate sets of proposed changes and the faculty should vote yes or no on each one individually.  It shouldn’t be difficult to make a ballot that sufficiently makes that distinction.

· If the vote for the proposed changes in resolution #19 is no, then the proposed changes in #19A become irrelevant.  If the vote is done at the same time, there should be a statement, for example, “if you vote no on #19, then don’t vote on #19A”.  There should just be a statement that says that #19A becomes irrelevant if #19 fails.

M/S/U (Yarnall/Cheyne) to make Resolution #19A an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the President.
Discussion of the ballot continued:

· Concern was expressed about having both resolutions on the same ballot.  The Senate separated the proposed changes and voted separately on them, so that one piece of the original proposed revision would not be held up if the other piece was not supported.  If they are both on the same ballot, then voters who want to ensure the second proposed revision doesn’t pass may vote no on the first proposed revision. 
· It needs to be made clear that if resolution 19 fails then resolution 19A is irrelevant; but also that the reverse is not true.

· There is not time to have two separate elections this academic year.  It was noted that the implementation date is not until AY2008/2009.  Perhaps for clarity, it should be done in two elections.  This could be discussed

· Language to the effect that if resolution 19 passes, only then will resolution 19A count was suggested.
· The election is scheduled for May 1-2; if the ballot is separated, an election can be held during finals week.  This has been done before.  It was noted that the turnout during finals week in the past has been very low.

· In the past there have been contingent elections.  The ballot should note the two separate issues:  issue 1 needs to be voted up or down and issue 2 is contingent upon a positive vote on issue 1.  It needs to be made clear that both issues should be voted on.
In addition to the forums, the Faculty Affairs Committee will put together a FAQ, provide sample ballots, and other information for the faculty meetings, and materials will be posted on the Senate web site.

The fact that one is contingent upon the other should not affect how faculty vote.  The main concern is that faculty know what they are voting for each ballot item.  Each item should have a statement describing what is being voted upon.
Concern was expressed about the different in implementation dates on the two resolutions 19 and 19A.  An additional resolved clause was added to 19A, regarding faculty in their decision year and giving them a choice of using the old or new version of Appendix J.  Is it possible to make a motion to change resolution #19 so it has the same resolved clause?

M/S (Larson/Powell) to reconsider Resolution #19-06/07-FA (Revised), Passed on March 27, 2007, and add language identical to the 2nd and 3rd resolved clauses of Resolution #19A-06/07-FA.
Discussion of the motion to reconsider and change:

· Concern was expressed that there was a specific reason for the including the language in Resolution 19A allowing faculty to choose, because of the concern that a faculty member might have concentrated all of the efforts in one category or another during their probationary years, and the proposed change in Resolution 19A would not allow that any longer.  The same reasoning may not apply to the proposed change in Resolution 19.

· There shouldn’t be any difficulty in making Resolution #19 read the same as Resolution #19A.  It may be a way to prevent confusion.
· If #19A passes, then the implementation applies to both, so it would be clearer to have them both say the same thing.  This seems like the only rational thing to do.

Voting occurred on the motion to reconsider and revise Resolution #19-06/07-FA (Revised) occurred and PASSED Unanimously.

2. Resolution In Support of Sustainability in the CSU (#24-06/07-EX)

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

Resolution In Support of Sustainability in the CSU

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University supports actions to make climate neutrality and sustainability a part of the curriculum where appropriate (including campus facilities and grounds as learning laboratories) and other educational experience for all students; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University supports the expansion of research or other efforts necessary to promote climate neutrality and sustainability.

RATIONALE:  In 1987, the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development declared that “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”  The California State University (CSU) embraces principles of sustainable development that promote:

· a vital and sustainable economy based on the “triple bottom line” (attention to environmental, social and financial performance),

· commitment to social justice that includes the rights of future generations, and

· respect and care for the greater community of life in all its diversity, including protection and restoration of the earth’s ecosystems.

The State of California has adopted Executive Order S-20-04, which recognizes that state institutions such as the CSU are major consumers of energy and natural resources, and asks these institutions to reduce the use of non-renewable resources as well as increase energy efficiency.  

The State of California has also adopted Executive Order S-3-5, which recognizes that California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change and that we must take action to reduce the use of fossil fuels and reduce our carbon footprint.  Therefore, the CSU and its constituent campuses have an obligation to the citizens of the state of California to be wise stewards of scarce resources and to assure the continued economic and ecological viability of the state.

Humboldt State University aspires to be a national and international model for sustainable practices in all dimensions of its operations (teaching, research, business and finance) and has an obligation to help train citizens for participation in a democratic society.
There was no discussion.  Voting on Resolution #24-06/07-EX occurred and PASSED Unanimously.

3. Draft HSU Policy on Web Accessibility - Discussion (Schwetman/Kircher)

Senator Schwetman introduced the policy, which was forwarded to the Student Affairs Committee.  Before presenting a resolution, the Committee would like to have feedback from the Senate on the policy.
Anna Kircher, Chief Information Officer, provided background on the events leading up to the development of the policy.  A Coded Memorandum was issued from the CSU Chancellor’s Office last fall and reported on at a Senate meeting.  One of the requirements included in the memo was a web accessibility policy that was to be in place by March 2007.  An additional memo issued in February revised the timelines and no longer includes the word policy.  However, the requirements still include a plan.  The development of the plan included a process for establishing accountability, how exceptions will be determined, and the identification of roles and responsibilities for ensuring web accessibility.  It seemed like a policy is still a good idea because there are at least 80 know web developers on campus creating administrative web pages and over 400 part- and full-time faculty will need help with instructional materials on the web over time, there is value to having a policy in place.  Many of the things in the policy will need to be written and produced for the Chancellor’s Office anyway.  It would help provide support in the rare cases where there may be some individuals who resist efforts to conform to requirements.
Discussion:  

CIO Kircher was asked to provide some examples of violations; or more specifically, what is being required.  There will be extensive communication and training on the standards that are required.  Section 508 of the ADA Law has a number of requirements in a checklist.  As an example, if you have an image on your screen there needs to be a tag that includes a description of what the picture is.
It was clarified that the policy will be brought back to the Senate with a resolution recommending to the President that the policy be approved.  This is essentially a first reading of the policy.

A question about the hierarchical structure was raised.  The web manager has a lot of power on the back side of the document.  What is the chain of command; who is the web manager and who is the web manager’s supervisor?  The is a campus web manager who reports to the Vice President for Advancement through the Public Affairs office.  Each division will have a web manager who will communicate with web page owners within their division.  Most of the issues are clear-cut.  But concern was expressed about anyone having too much authority if there are a lot of gray areas.  There are two categories of things that will be checked.  One is absolutely clear-cut; the CSU systems office has purchased software which will check for these.  Other issues, such as “is the contrast appropriate” need to be checked by the human eye.  This can be more subjective, but training will be provided, so general agreement can be reached.

Considering that department web sites have been developed ad hoc with limited resources, there will be some that are not in compliance?  Will web sites be pulled down unless they in compliance?  There will be a challenge to getting all of the legacy pages fully compliant.  The timeline is 2012.  Those sites using the templates provided by the web office are already compliant.  ITS has requested help for those pages that need additional help; so no one should be in the position of having zero resources for upgrading web pages.
Concern was expressed about giving someone in the Public Affairs office the authority to take down a course web page that has materials on it necessary for students in a course.

There is a timeline for this; it will not happen overnight.  There are a number of years before it all needs to be compliant.  Training and help will be provided.  There is also an opportunity to say that it is not possible to make something web accessible and to identify a reasonable alternative method for delivering the information.  

It was clarified that if necessary (up against the timeline) the linkage to a web site would broken, but the site and its materials would not be lost.
Six weeks is not a long period of notice to be giving of non-compliance.  The plan is to ensure that faculty know how to create web-compliant pages from the get go.  Faculty who have the skills to put up a web page will have the skills to put up an accessible web page.  It’s about syntax; not about knowing html.  It was clarified that the six weeks is a minimum; there will be flexibility.  Representatives within each division can help facilitate the process.  

It was noted that there is still a requirement for placing textbook orders early enough to provide for the timely adoption of materials for students with disabilities.  
4. Faculty Evaluation Scanning Proposal – Discussion (Kircher/Duca)

CIO Kircher provided background on the proposal and the materials in the packet.  There have been a lot of complaints about the amount of time it takes to get scanned evaluations back from ITS to the departments and concerns raised about the amount of time it takes for department staff to process all of the information on the evaluations.  And currently there is no easy way to aggregate data from evaluations.   Barb Duca, CNRS, researched and found software that would provide needed capabilities.  It has been developed by a group of faculty and Administrative Support Coordinators.  The material in the packet provides examples of what the software will support.  The software can also be used to create other types of surveys.  The two major features are the ability to process all of the handwritten comments and the ability to aggregate scores/data.  Feedback from the Senate is welcomed, before any implementation begins.  Tentatively, implementation would begin with acquisition of the software in summer of 2007 and having it in place for next fall’s evaluations.

Discussion:

A question was raised about the scanning of student comments.  Has the process of aggregating student comments that the clericals have done in departments for a long time reverted back to the old system with the actual student comment sheets being a part of the files?  It was noted that typing them up [aggregating them] does not provide any context, if a particular evaluation stands out from all the rest because of negative comments.  Can the software give each student a number (anonymous) so the comments.  It was proposed that the originals would be kept in the college or department offices for faculty to look at.
Before this goes forward, it needs to be looked at by the Faculty Affairs Committee and CFA in regard to meeting the requirements of the WPAF.

Concern was expressed about the scanning of handwritten comments.  It was noted that the software is capable of OCR.  The comments are the most valuable part of the evaluation, but faculty should not be seeing their students handwritten comments.  
While not a software issues, concern was expressed that this can’t be done online with the expectation of getting a respectable response that is representative of the students.  It needs to be done in the classroom during instructional times or ideas of how to do it online need to be brought forward.      

The software sounds great.  However, the content is the most important.  In the move towards the current standardized questions that can be aggregated across the university, a lot of information about what is going on the classroom has been lost.  Questions about whether or not the professor shows up on time, or the kinds of feedback the professor provides, etc., are needed.  Regardless of the software, there needs to be consideration of what data is being gathered and if it is useful or not.

It was suggested that the types of questions being used be brought up when the Senate undertakes its evaluation of the current standardized questionnaire.

How much does this cost?  And to what extent does it have overlapping capabilities with Moodle?  The overall cost is about $31,000 plus ca. $3,000 in yearly maintenance.  The cost covers three scanners, the software, installation, and training.  Moodle can do surveys and can aggregate data, but it has no capabilities for scanning.  This software is specifically designed to create a survey that can be translated into a bubble form and to aggregate handwritten data.

The software will pay for itself in term of the time previously spent by ASCs typing comments.

We’ve been talking about bringing online evaluations to the senate and using those campus wide.  If we do that, will this be moot?  Or will Moodle be able to handle online evaluations? This software is capable of doing online evaluations, and it was noted that Moodle does not provide the security needed.    
Caution was expressed regarding OCR and its ability to read all student comments; not all handwriting is easily read through OCR.

Senators were reminded that several years ago the senate passed a resolution regarding online evaluations and set up a rubric that any system of online evaluations would have to follow before it could be implemented.

5. WASC Theme I Outcomes and Assessment Planning (Virnoche & Powell)
The Committee’s work began last fall.  Senator Virnoche reviewed the work that has been done by the committee.  The Committee developed a draft of outcomes and set it aside.  Structured focus groups were held across campus and specific questions were asked.  Summaries of all of the group discussions were compiled and a qualitative analysis was done.  Common themes were identified and statements were compiled.  An earlier version of this document was shared with the campus community and feedback was received.  This is the document that the committee is moving forward with.  A great deal of time and discussion was behind the development of the document and all comments were considered.  The difficult part will be figuring out how to asses each of these areas.  Ideas for this are welcome and may be shared with any member of the committee (listed on the handout).

The action team was encouraged to think about including mathematical literacy; it is needed on the same document as effective oral and written communication.  Graduates from HSU should be mathematically literate.  If we think they should be able to read, write, and think, they should also be able to multiply.  

It is absolutely critical in include mathematical literacy.  If students are going to improve economic conditions in their workplaces and community, they need to be able to add and subtract.
The document looks very good.  

The group had many discussions on highlighting mathematics; and the fact that the university would have to change its curriculum, because currently there are minimal mathematical requirements.  It was noted that perhaps the curriculum needs to be changed and part of the exercise is to identify weaknesses in the system that need to be rectified. 
Mathematics is absolutely essential.  One of the problems of society is the inability of people to quantify.  It’s every bit as important as language.  Otherwise, the document is superb.
M/S/P (Fulgham/MacConnie) to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p.m.



















