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Chair Larson called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, October 9, 2007, 


Nelson Hall East, Room 102, Goodwin Forum.


Members Present:  Arizzi, Bliven, Bolick-Floss, Butler, Chapin, Cheyne, Coffey, Dunk, 


Fulgham, Gleason, Haag, Harrington, Larson, MacConnie, Marshall, Moyer, Powell, 


Rentz, Riordan, Robo, Shellhase, Snyder, Syverson, Thobaben, Ward, Yarnall, 



Zoellner.


Members Absent:  Gunsalus, Meiggs, Mortazavi, Richmond, Sanford, Schwetman.


Proxies:  Bolick-Floss for Holschuh, Hoyle for Kornreich, Fulgham for Thobaben, Powell 

for Van Duzer, Powell for Goodman.


Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of September 25, 2007
M/S/P to approve the minutes of the meeting of September 25, 2007 with corrections.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

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

1. Resolution on Academic Senate Informational Survey (#02-07/08-EX)

M/S to place the resolution on the floor.

Resolution on Academic Senate Informational Survey
#02-07/08-EX – October 9, 2007

Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that a survey be taken of the voting members of the general faculty to solicit feedback regarding current and future directions for the university and for possible actions for the Senate to take this year; and be it further
Resolved:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that copies of the attached survey be distributed as a ballot to department offices, according to general faculty election procedures, as soon as possible before the end of October; and be it further

Resolved: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that responses will be tabulated and compiled and shared with the members of the Academic Senate.

Rationale:  On September 11, 2007, the Academic Senate held an Open Forum to solicit feedback from faculty regarding HSU’s current and future directions and what actions the faculty would like the Senate to take.  The purpose of the attached survey is to solicit broader participation and  feedback from HSU’s general faculty.    
Discussion:

· The survey should contain an item stating something about establishing a systematic process for the Senate to communicate to President Richmond the faculty’s concerns regarding the current administration and direction of the university.  There needs to be a more moderate option in between the extremes currently listed. 
Point of order:  Everyone was reminded that a motion needs to be stated before oratory begins.  

It was moved (Fulgham) and seconded to delete items five and six from the Information Ballot.

Discussion on the amendment:

· Number six is ambiguous and number five is very confusing, given the academic prioritization process currently underway in OAA.  The setting of priorities is a separate, but important issue, and should be dealt with in another form.   
· Number five was included because at the open forum and via other comments, discontent was voiced, not just in regard to the administration, but in regard to the Senate as well.  It may need to be re-worded, but it is intended to address whether or not the Senate needs to be more proactive in setting the future direction of the university.  It allows a place for faculty to say what they think the Senate should do in order to be more proactive.
· If the purpose is to assess faculty sentiment, it really isn’t necessary to ask what actions the Senate should take.  Based on the assessment of faculty sentiments, the Senate will need to decide what to do.  There seems to be confusion about what the purpose of this statement is; it needs to be clarified.  If items five and six are eliminated, there is a very narrow range of options left.  Anyone who does not want to choose two, three, or four has no real choice left; number one is not really a choice.  Number one needs to be re-phrased to allow for a number of options.  

· There are many reasons for choosing number one, “do nothing” other than being sufficiently satisfied.  Faculty are concerned with and dealing with many other issues beyond those reflected on the ballot.  

· Eliminate five and six and change the order of the questions from “do nothing” to most severe action, or vice versa.  Questions five and six should be asked, but as part of a different survey.  The first four questions address the issues the Senate needs answers to.  Questions five and six should be kept.  The survey is not about the administration; it is about what the Academic Senate should be doing in response what is happening.  

· Questions 1-4 and 7 all deal with satisfaction with the university and current leadership and should be grouped together.  Number six is too vague to be useful.  Change number 5 to a question, such as:  what kind of proactive measures would you like the Senate to take on addressing the future of the University.  Group 
questions 1-4 and 7, leave off 6, and have an open-ended question on what actions the Senate should take.

· Wouldn’t the task force be identifying important campus values that faculty feel the current administration is not maintaining, rather than academic programs?  Perhaps priorities is not the correct term.  Having faculty help identify the values would be a proactive action the Senate could take.  Question seven would then provide a starting point for the task force.
· If the amendment is voted down, another amendment will be offered:  to move number seven and make it number five and strike everything after “Do nothing.” on number one.  The word priorities was not meant to have anything to do with program prioritization; it was meant to be much broader.  

· Questions 1-4 are dealing with “apples” and questions 5-7 are dealing with “oranges”; we need to have either a different survey or separate them out into a different part of the survey under a different heading.  
It was moved (Marshall) and seconded to end debate and vote immediately.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED.

Voting on the amendment to remove questions five and six from the survey occurred and FAILED.

Discussion returned to the resolution.  

· Questions number 1-4 deal with actions by the Senate; there needs to be an additional option.  Concerns have been expressed, not just about the administration, but also about the Senate and what it is doing or not doing.  One of the questions needs to address what the Senate can do to improve its process and relationship with the administration.  
· What does “Do nothing” in question number one mean, if everything after that is stricken?  As it is worded, without any context, it is not a legitimate choice.

It was moved (Powell) and seconded to amend the survey with the following:  
With regard to the current campus administrative leadership and direction, the Academic Senate should:

1.  Do nothing.  
Move the box with question number 7 and re-number to 5.

5.  Convene a Task Force to develop a policy paper on the future of the university. 
Strike number 6.

Discussion on the amendment (Powell):

· There is some difficulty in continuity.  “What are your thoughts about …” should remain where it is.  Everything else pertains to actions, this doesn’t follow.

· Number one needs to be more positive than “do nothing” … something along “maintain the current dialogue”, “continue to work closely with the administration”.  

A friendly amendment was made to change the wording of number one to “Work to continue current dialogue with the university administration.”  The amendment was not accepted as friendly.
· Sentiments that have been shared have been about improving the current dialogue between the administration and the Senate, not about maintaining.  

· Number one is implicit; it does not need to appear.  If faculty choose “Disagree” on numbers 2-5, then they have basically said “do nothing”.

It was moved (Cheyne) and seconded to amend the amendment by keeping the box for the new number five (“What are your thoughts …”) where it currently is because it does not fall into the category of “the Academic Senate should”.  
Discussion on the amendment (Cheyne) to the amendment (Powell):
· Turn both number five and seven into boxes.  Have question number five come after number seven and re-phrase seven to read:  Should the Academic Senate develop a policy paper on the future of the university and if so, what priorities should be addressed.  This was accepted as a friendly amendment to Cheyne’s amendment.
A hand vote was requested.  Voting occurred on the amendment (Cheyne) to the amendment (Powell) and PASSED.  The amendment now reads:
With regard to the current campus administrative leadership and direction, the Academic Senate should:

1.  Do nothing.  

5.  Should the Academic Senate develop a policy paper on the future of the university and if so, what priorities should be addressed. .   [Place in a box, after question number 7]

Strike number 6.

Discussion on the amendment (Powell):
It was moved (Haag) and seconded to amend the amendment by removing question number one, because there are many additional reasons for instructing the Senate to “do nothing” and because it is very negative.

Discussion on the amendment (Haag) to the amendment (Powell):

· Allowing people to say “do nothing” is a good thing; there may be faculty who wish to express that sentiment.  It is important from an emotional point of view to allow people that option, even though it is implicit in disagreeing with the other options.

· During the Forum, several people indicated that number one (“do nothing”) is the option they would choose.  It should be left in as an option.  The Senate Executive Committee tried to put together a ballot that would not require a lot of work to fill out, which is one of the reasons not to have a lot of choices at this point.

· Question number one is redundant; it will be simpler to leave it off.

M/S/P (Fulgham/Marshall) to end debate and vote immediately.

Voting on the amendment (Haag) to the amendment (Powell) occurred and FAILED.

Discussion returned to the amendment (Powell) which reads:

With regard to the current campus administrative leadership and direction, the Academic Senate should:

1.  Do nothing.  

5.  Should the Academic Senate develop a policy paper on the future of the university and if so, what priorities should be addressed. .   [Place in a box, after question number 7]

Strike number 6.

M/S/P (Fulgham/Riordan) to end debate and vote immediately on the amendment.
Voting on the amendment (Powell) occurred and PASSED.

Discussion returned to the general resolution:

M/S (Ward/Gleason) to insert a question after number one that reads:  “Develop a systematic process for improving the communication and relationship between the Academic Senate and the President and his administration.”  

Discussion on the amendment (Ward):
A friendly amendment was made and accepted to strike the word “relationship” from the proposed amendment.  The amendment now reads:
“Develop a systematic process for improving the communication between the Academic Senate and the President and his administration.”

· It is a wonderful goal and something the Senate has been working on for years.  However, it depends upon the willingness of everyone involved  to come to the table.  The amendment isn’t something the Senate can do on its own.

· The amendment provides an opportunity for newer faculty who do not have the experience of years of negotiations with administration and provides an option between “do nothing” and the other actions that are named.  
· How would people respond to the statement?  Faculty should have the option to choose this and also choose one of the other options if they want.
· The President and other members of the administration are members of the Senate, so this seems unnecessary.

Voting on the amendment (Ward) occurred and FAILED.

Discussion returned to the resolution:

It was moved (Fulgham) to refer the resolution back to the Senate Executive Committee.  There was no second.

M/S/P (Powell/Riordan) to end debate and vote immediately.  

It was clarified that the faculty participating in the ballot would be eligible voting members of the general faculty.
Voting occurred on the resolution as amended and PASSED.

It was moved to suspend the rules in order to address a new agenda item after 5:30 p.m.

2. Response to “Proposed Revision of CSU Academic Policies on Course Credits:  Incompletes, Withdrawals, and Repeats” (DWIR report)
The memo and report was sent out to campus senate chairs with a request for a response by October 11.  Campuses were asked to discuss and respond to several proposed system changes.  Many campuses are concerned with the proposed changes, for a variety of reasons.  Hillary Dashiell, Registrar and Ginny Kelly, Director, Advising Center, provided comments in written form.  It was recommended that their comments be endorsed by the Senate and shared in the HSU response.  The Senate agreed to this.

The proposed policy coming from the Chancellor’s Office is very restrictive and punitive regarding a student’s past record.  In effect, it is an anti-diversity policy; it will reduce the diversity of our student population by further marginalizing students who are having trouble academically.  

It is a case where a huge amount of energy is going into punitive measures, instead of adapting life to reality.  The numbers seem arbitrary and would only add to the workload of the registrars’ offices.  There is little to support in the report.
The issues noted with DWIR’s are symptomatic of the increasing student/teacher ratios and continued increases in cost of living and other costs.   The proposed changes are not supported.
Some of the proposed changes can be supported and some can not be supported.  For example, the penalty for academic dishonesty seems overly harsh.  On the other hand, not allowing students to repeat an individual course more than two times makes sense; allowing students to repeat courses infinitely is not a good use of their time and also causes other students to be blocked from taking those courses.

It was suggested that Senators review the repeat policy in the HSU Catalog.  HSU was criticized last year for its liberal repeat policy.

The proposed policies regarding incompletes and repeats are more sound that the proposed policies regarding withdrawals.  The repeat policy could use further discussion here, but there is not time right now, given the short turnaround for the response.
At one time, the HSU repeat policy allowed grade forgiveness only when the GPA was around “1”.  There were complaints of equitability and fairness, and the grade forgiveness was expanded to everyone.  If a student wants to repeat a course more than two times, they should go to the bottom of the registration list and not allowed in the course unless space is available.  
The Senate passed a resolution in Spring ’04, but it has not been possible to implement yet.  It is something the Registrar’s Office is attempting to do; but at the moment, work CMS is a higher priority.  When the new system is in place, there will have to be further discussion about whether or not it is possible to implement the Senate’s recommendation.

With regard to the withdrawal policy, if a student wants to withdraw, they should be allowed to regardless of the circumstances.  
Mandating that courses can only be repeated if the previous grade was lower than “B-“ will only encourage students to ask for a lower grade so they can repeat the course.

It’s within our mission to work in conjunction with the K-12 public school system.  Some of the declining quality in K-12 education may also contribute to some of these DWIRs.  It should be up to the judgment of the teacher to make decisions on a case by case basis.  If trends in higher education are reversed, the effect may be to decrease DWIRs.  

Do any of these situations increase barriers for students in terms of having their money refunded?

The latter depends upon what point the student is withdrawing from a class; the fee is prorated and returned to the student.  These particular regulations have more to do academic penalties than with financial penalties.  They are budget driven, but more in the context of efficiencies.

Asking students to provide documentation for “serious and compelling reasons” may be of benefit.

M/S/P to adjourn the meeting at 5:45 p.m.



















