PAGE  
10
HSU Academic Senate Minutes DRAFT
09/09/08



HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERSITY






08/09:02
Academic Senate Minutes







09/09/08

Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, September 9, 2008, Nelson Hall East, Room 102, Goodwin Forum.  A quorum was present.
Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Butler, Cannon, Cheyne, Coffey, Faulk, Flashman, Gleason,  Harrington, Haynes, Howe, Kornreich, Larson, Marshall, McElwain, Mortazavi, Moyer, Nowak, Pereira, Perryman, Powell, Reiss, Richmond, Rizzardi, Schwetman, Shaeffer, Snyder, Thobaben, Virnoche, Zoellner.
Members Absent:  Gunsalus, Ward, Yarnall.
Proxies:  Cannon for Goodman, Cheyne for Knox.
Guests:  Keeling & Associates, MacConnie, Ayoob, Snow, Mann, Burges, and others.
Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of August 26, 2008
M/S (Schwetman/Perryman) to approve the minutes of the August 26, 2008 meeting as written.
There are grammatical corrections,  to be submitted after the meeting.  It was noted that much of the discussion was transcribed verbatim, and that this is not helpful as part of the recorded record.  There were quotations disparaging of the faculty community.  It was suggested that if disparaging remarks are to be recorded, the speaker should be attributed, rather than be anonymous.  The minutes should be revised and re-submitted at the next meeting.

The Senate has discussed how the minutes should be recorded and presented in the past.  It was recommended that it be considered again as a future agenda item for Senate discussion, rather than resolve it at this time.

Voting occurred on the minutes as written, with minor grammatical corrections, and PASSED with 1 No vote.

Proxies were announced.

Senator Mortazavi shared discussion that had taken place regarding some ambiguity in the proposed addendum for program review, passed as Resolution #01-08/09-EX at the August 26 Senate meeting.  The intention of the third statement under “Program Analysis” was clarified and is intended to say:  “If the total number of required units for the program  is more than 120, provide an explanation of the need for the additional units.”  It was noted that this will be clarified with departments as part of the implementation process.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

The Senate Finance Officer position has not been filled yet.  The Senate Finance Officer is appointed by the Senate Executive Committee for a two-year term and any member of the general faculty is eligible.  The Officer is an ex-officio, non-voting member of the Senate and attends Senate Executive Committee meetings, as well as serving on the Program Review Funding Committee, Provost’s Council, and the University Budget Committee.  The position carries three WTU’s for the year.  Names of those interested should be forwarded to Senate Chair Mortazavi.

An additional senator is needed to serve on both the Educational Policies Committee and the Faculty Affairs Committee.  If interested, please contact the Senate office.

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

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Moyer):  The committee is developing a resolution on having one catalog per year with a new deadline and is working on policies to improve student writing.
General Faculty President (Powell):  A Sample Ballot for the upcoming election will be distributed soon.  Issues have been raised on how to fill faculty vacancies  and those will probably be forwarded to the Senate.

University Curriculum Committee (Chair Flashman):  There are currently four vacancies on the UCC and there are not enough candidates for the election, since each vacancy requires two nominations.  Alternatives to filling the vacancies will be considered, as an exception for this year.  A resolution may be brought to the Senate on this.  UCC minutes are available on the UCC website.

Associated Students (Pereira):  Student representatives to the Senate will be appointed in the next two weeks.

Staff Council (Arizzi):  Staff Council co-chairs met for an interview with Keeling and Associates.  Plans for the coming year are underway.  The President attended the Staff Council meeting held earlier today.
Academic Affairs (Interim Provost Snyder):  Major projects for the Office of Academic Affairs (OAA) include:  learning outcomes and student success (two themes from WASC), planning budget reductions for ca. $1.5 million dollars, program prioritization (estimated completion in early February, with implementation in the Fall), and revising curriculum oversight.  The search process for a Dean of Research and Graduate Studies will begin fairly soon.  The budget process in OAA is also being reviewed.

Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  Over 2,000 students participated in various HUMWeek events.  A part time job fair and a health and wellness fair have been held on the Quad.  The first home football game is this weekend.  A national search for the AVP for the Office of Enrollment Management has been initiated.  Enrollment, as of last week, has the largest freshmen class in HSU history, of ca. 1200.  This is about a 12% increase in the freshmen class. The census date is September 22.  An enrollment update report and a student profile analysis were suggested as future agenda items for the Senate.
President’s Office (President Richmond):  The President introduced the members of Keeling & Associates who were present.  Senators were encouraged to look at an email forwarded from the ASCSU Chair regarding a CSU-wide effort on course design.  The Senate was encouraged to work with deans and department chairs on ways to participate in the initiative.  The President took part in the dedication of the new hydrogen refueling station on campus and offered congratulations to the Schatz Energy Research Center faculty, staff and the students who came up with the idea of the refueling station.  It fits well with the essence of the university.  Congressman Mike Thompson has been working with HSU on the development of proposals for earmarked funding for HSU.  
The Executive Council (CSU presidents, Chancellor and staff) met recently in Long Beach.  There is no progress on the budget and across the board cuts are still on the table.  It is likely the revenue bonds, which would support new construction on campus, will not be supported.  The Chancellor affirmed that CSU salaries will be paid at least through December 1.  It is possible that the legislature will not pass a budget until after the November election.   Vice Chancellor West is retiring the end of December, but will continue during a transition.   There was discussion at the meeting about the Amethyst Initiative, developed by college presidents to re-examine and rethink the drinking age as a way to reduce binge drinking on campuses.  The President and the CSU system in general, do not support the Initiative.  Existing data suggests that lowering the drinking age would not reduce binge drinking on campuses.  The President welcomed hearing alternative perspectives and/or additional data that might prove differently.  Jerry Schubel, CEO of the Aquarium of the Pacific, attended the Executive Council meeting and presented a proposal for collaboration between the Aquarium and the CSU to discuss environmental planning for the future.  The Chancellor made a commitment to help fund the proposal.  The President welcomed ideas for how HSU might work with such collaboration.  The Executive Council approved an effort to immediately move forward with a voluntary system of accountability, which will be put up on websites.  Information from each campus will be provided and it will be available shortly.  

The President is serving on a review committee for the Institute for Integrated Research on Environments, Materials and Societies (IIREMES) on the CSU Long Beach campus.  It is a facility containing a number of sophisticated instruments for use by chemists, archaeologists, ecologists, etc.  The President encouraged faculty interested in learning more about the institute or using the machines to look at it online.  It is a CSU-wide initiative and supported by the CSU program in biotechnology.  The President also recently attended the Troops to College initiative in Sonoma as a representative from the CSU.

TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community 
Jerilyn Gashi, President of the HSU College Republicans Club, announced that the club, in conjunction with other organizations on campus, is sponsoring a Moment of Silence on Thursday, September 11, at 9:11 a.m.  Faculty was asked to support the event by allowing a moment of silence during classes at that time for everyone to pause and remember the events of September 11, 2001.  As campus leaders, senators were asked to help spread the word through departments and colleges.  It is a non-partisan event.  Information on the College Republicans Club is available online at republic@humboldt.edu.

M. Schellinger reviewed information on faculty  governance and Senate parliamentary rules found in 1)  the “Constitution of the General Faculty of HSU” (Appendix E, HSU Faculty Handbook), 2) the “Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate” (Appendix F, HSU Faculty Handbook), and 3) the “Brief Resume of Parliamentary Rules from Sturgis.”
Chair Mortazavi explained that “calling the question” would not be recognized as a way to end debate.  Senators need to be on the speaker’s list and recognized by the chair in order to move to end debate.

1. Election of Vice Chair of the Senate/Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee

Recently Vice Chair Knox had to resign her position unexpectedly. Nominations were opened to replace her as the Vice Chair and Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

M/S (Cheyne/Moyer) to nominate David Kornreich to serve as Vice Chair of the Senate and Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

There were no other nominations and David Kornreich was elected to serve as Vice Chair of the Senate and Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee by acclamation.

M/S/U (Flashman/Cheyne) to recognize and thank Senator Knox for her service over the summer as acting chair of the Senate.
2. President Richmond’s “Response to the HSU Academic Senate Executive Committee Summary of Concerns with Presidential Leadership” – Resume with Motion on the floor from the August 26 meeting: “That the Senate accept the President’s response as a satisfactory response.”

Everyone was reminded of the background of the motion made at the previous meeting.

Discussion of the motion on the floor from the last meeting:

· The maker of the motion explained that it is intended to be the first of a series of motions, and that he would vote against the motion because the President’s response is not satisfactory.

· Chair Mortazavi was asked to invite the President to comment on his response, as some individuals had expressed discomfort at discussing it at the previous senate meeting, without the President in attendance.

· Chair Mortazavi invited the President to elaborate on his response, and the President did so.  He indicated that he would be happy to sit down and talk with individuals about changes the faculty would like to see made.  The President shares with the faculty an interest in the future of HSU.  The campus is experiencing a difficult time, resulting mainly from the State’s financial problems and the campus’ inability over a long period of time to attract students.  There are also many external pressures on academic institutions across the country, partly due to changes in how our society and culture view higher education.  Education used to be viewed as a social good and secondarily as an individual good; this perspective has reversed and now higher education is viewed as an individual good and secondarily as a social good.  Academia needs to respond with changes to survive this new environment.  Universities are conservative in their pace of change and HSU is no exception.   The campus has a responsibility to the students and the State of California to ensure that HSU remains healthy and viable in the future.  The President welcomed ideas from the faculty on how to accomplish this.

· The President was asked to elaborate on his definition of shared governance, as represented in his response.  He quoted a statement on shared governance from the University of Arizona.  President Richmond heard concerns expressed at the open forum with Keeling & Associates regarding the lack of trust on campus in general, and especially between the administration and the faculty.  He would like to work together with faculty to re-build that trust as well as work together to develop an agreed upon definition of shared governance.  It may not be possible to specify with great precision, but it should be possible to come to some agreement.

· The President was asked to specify his thoughts on the role of faculty in decision-making regarding areas such as curriculum, initiation of new programs or discontinuation of programs, and reallocations of the budget at the division level.  The President responded that he feels the faculty are primarily responsible for oversight of curriculum and have a role, with administration, regarding budget matters.  It is the responsibility of the administration to propose ideas and have the faculty review them.  The campus has restructured its budget processes and continues to fine-tune them to make them as effective as possible.  There are serious difficulties with communication at HSU.  WASC pointed out the lack of an institutional research group that would provide everyone with data needed for better decision-making.  The faculty does have a role in the budget process.  It’s not working perfectly, but is working well.

· The maker of the motion [from the last Senate meeting] was asked to clarify what the term “accept” means in the motion and what it means if the Senate passes the motion.  

· The original resolution made last year was an attempt to establish a way for the faculty to communicate with the President.  If the President’s response is accepted as acceptable, it would eliminate the necessity for a vote of no confidence.

· The Senate is making a decision about whether or not the President’s response is satisfactory in the sense of resolving the issues.  If the Senate votes in favor of the motion on the floor, “to accept the President’s response as a satisfactory response,” then it is putting the issues to rest and will not continue to pursue a vote of no confidence.  However, some of the issues raised in the Bill of Particulars remain as serious issues and voting to accept the President’s response as satisfactory means that the Senate is letting go of the process.  Many of the issues in the Bill of Particulars were not addressed in the President’s response.
· The minutes from the previous meeting state the intention of the motion on the floor:  “The first resolution would be to accept the President’s response as satisfactory; if that resolution passes, then the senate will charge a subcommittee to implement the issues the President has raised.  If the resolution fails, then a second resolution would be introduced stating that the President’s response was not completely satisfactory and the senate would like to re-negotiate, i.e., receive a modified response from the President; if the resolution passes the senate would appoint a subcommittee to re-negotiate terms with the President.  If the resolution fails, then a third resolution would be to reject the President’s response.  If the President’s response is rejected by the senate, then the previous resolution would be enforced.”

· The original resolution [from last year] was intended to establish a dialogue between the Senate and the President.  The only way to have a positive outcome from all of this is to continue a dialogue.  The current motion on the floor is supported.  

· Several senators expressed that they are tired of the process and have too much other work that needs attention.
· The President was asked what his  perspective is on the source of the conflict between the faculty and the administration and what his ideas are on ways that he, as President, can do to resolve the conflict and bring some satisfactory resolution to this process.
· The President stated that there are things can be done differently, and that recognizing this is a valuable outcome of the process.  Communication is a major problem and the President has been discussing ways of improving  communication to the campus with Public Affairs colleagues.  The President expressed that partisan politics and unwillingness to focus on solving problems rather than maintaining ideological stances are damaging both at state and national levels.  He does not want to see that happen at HSU.  He would prefer to identify what needs to be resolved and sit down together and figure out solutions.  Budgetary restrictions over the past years have contributed significantly to the current problems.  Everyone is being pressed and asked to work harder.  The President doesn’t necessarily want to see the essence of HSU change and likes what the campus does for students and the fact that HSU students are involved in innovative ways for creating new directions for the university.

· Concern was expressed that the intent of the motion on the floor was still not clear and there seemed to be varying interpretations.  If the Senate passes the motion, will a dialogue remain open to address remaining concerns with the President?

· Chair Mortazavi stated that the essence of the motion is to accept the President’s response as satisfactory.  If accepted, then the Senate would act upon the President’s recommendations in his response.  This motion will not officially continue a discussion with the President.

· Speaking against the motion, it was stated that the President’s response is not satisfactory and that it did not answer the issues.  There is no indication of how the President will share governance with the faculty.  His actions last year did not reflect shared governance.  The motion does nothing to continue a dialogue.

M/S (Moyer/Cheyne) to amend by substitution of the following new motion:

The Academic Senate of HSU acknowledges having received President Rollin Richmond's "Response to the Humboldt State University Academic Senate Executive Committee Summary of Concerns with Presidential Leadership" (dated May 30, 2008) as a response to the Senate’s “Resolution on a Procedure to Address the Concerns of the Faculty Members of Humboldt State University with Regard to the Actions of President Rollin Richmond and His Administration (#05-07/08-EX) and the Senate’s Bill of Particulars (2/19/08).  As the next step, the Senate requests that President Richmond and the Senate work together to develop a specific plan and timetable to establish a dialogue that will address our concerns with the President’s response to the following issues:  1) Shared Governance (Bill of Particulars #’s 5-7), 2) Budget Management (Bill of Particulars #’s 2, 9, 10), and 3) Communication (Bill of Particulars #’s 3, 6, 8).

Discussion of the amended motion:

· This motion doesn’t seem to address the Senate’s original resolution to call for a vote of no confidence in the President.  A majority of faculty responded on the information ballot in favor of having a vote of no confidence.  The Senate decided not to pursue this and created a Bill of Particulars that was very specific.  The current motion seems to continue the process without resolving the initial question of whether or not the President’s response is satisfactory.  There is a disconnect between the President’s words and actions.  The amended motion is not supported.

· There has never been a motion on the floor of the Senate for a vote of no confidence, though there have been calls for that from a variety of sources.  The amended motion is favorable as it doesn’t accept the President’s response as satisfactory and it also maintains and continues the possibility of a dialogue.

· The Bill of Particulars was not offered as a way to make progress towards a vote of no confidence.  It was intended as a way to avoid a vote of no confidence, but still make progress towards resolving the issues.   A vote of no confidence would be disastrous.  The President’s response to the Bill of Particulars shows that the lack of progress lies on his shoulders, not on the senate’s.  The amended motion is supported.

· Accepting and receiving the response are two different things.  Reception is an acknowledgement of the effort that was made.  However, whether or not there has been progress made or whether or not further progress can be made are questions to be answered.  There hasn’t been substantial progress in communication with the President on shared governance, budget management, and communication.  There is a lot of talk, but not a lot of listening, on both sides.  There is no hope for progress if we continue with this. The amendment is not supported.
· The amendment is supported because it outlines a next step; continuing a dialogue is good.  The path to a vote of no confidence would not be a constructive one to follow.  We need to be asking ourselves, “What do we do to promote academic excellence at our institution which involved students?” – this is the first and foremost question.  The faculty has greater concerns beyond continuing discussions of a possible vote of no confidence.  Administrators still need to be held accountable for the environment in which faculty work.  Colleagues are leaving and/or retiring at a high rate, creating heavier workloads as replacements are not hired, and contributing to low morale.  At the same time, it is disturbing that there are faculty who don’t seem to be contributing much in terms of productivity and service to students.  The amendment is supported; we need to move on.  Faculty should be about personal relationships with students and students should be the central focus.  Administrators need to provide faculty with what is needed to do their jobs.

· The amendment is not supported.  There is conflict built in to the institution that comes to a head when there is a budget crisis.  The President has an institutional responsibility to the CSU and the Senate has an institutional responsibility to the well-being of HSU.  When these two different responsibilities come into conflict, the lack of money contributes to making the conflict insurmountable, unless there is a fundamental trust between the president and the faculty.  Distrust has become more and more institutionalized among the faculty and there is a feeling of a lack of trust in the faculty on behalf of the president.  It is felt that the President doesn’t trust the faculty to understand the financial crisis facing the institution.  When the faculty has come up with creative alternatives, they have been rejected out of hand.  The President was hired by the CSU and has a responsibility to the CSU.  It is not clear that the President understands that there are faculty are committed to the institution because of deeply held values, not ideological reasons.  There is a desire to move beyond a dialogue and actually work together to reach solutions.

· Language in the senate resolution from December 4, 2007 was reviewed.  The current amendment is not different than the resolution from a year ago, and does not address whether or not the President’s response is an adequate one.  The Senate, as a body, needs to figure out a productive way to resolve this.  There is a widely-shared perception among the faculty that faculty have no control.  Ideas are routinely overruled at administrative levels, for example, curricular suggestions are ignored.  When this happens over and over again, it leads to feelings of lack of control and mistrust.  The Senate needs to express its dissatisfaction with the President’s response.  We have no power to do anything except protest.
· The substitute motion is supported.  It expresses the Senate’s concerns with the President’s response and makes it clear that we need to talk further.  We have not been particularly successful in communicating, but we have the opportunity to continue to make an effort to improve the situation.  There is increasing external pressure to address our communication issues (WASC, Keeling & Associates, etc.) and there is reason to hope that continued work on this will provide a successful outcome.

· We need to transition from working from a negative position like the Bill of Particulars to working from a more positive position, i.e., serving students and striving for academic excellence, etc.  Suggestions for ways the President could re-build trust included:  create a blog to share his activities and spend one hundred hours in classrooms to see firsthand what faculty do.
· It was suggested that the Senate vote on the substitute motion, in order to be able to discuss it as a main motion and move forward.

· The consequences of the two versions of the motion are similar, but the messages are different.  Open communication begins with honesty.  If anyone believes that the faculty’s message wasn’t heard, then they should vote for the original motion.  If you believe that we’ve been heard, the vote for the substitute motion.
· The language is very important here.  Following are two examples of how the language of resolutions and motions made by the Senate and other bodies in the past year affected the outcome, more than people suspected, when they accepted the motions.  The original resolution that brought the Bill of Particulars had language in it that suggested that if the Senate did something with that Bill of Particulars then actions would follow in a certain way.  Unfortunately, that language was not used in the motion that put the Bill of Particulars forward; the Bill of Particulars was just accepted.  So the whole framework of how the Bill of Particulars was originally drafted was not followed.  The same thing happened last Spring when the Senate voted on the German program.  The Senate did not vote on a resolution to maintain the German program; the Senate voted on a resolution to end the German program.  The motion failed dramatically.  But there was no motion afterwards, from the Senate, to actually endorse the German program.  This happened and the President was left without action from the Senate, because a motion failing is not action.  That left the President with the opportunity to say, and he did say this, that the Senate did not actually act in a way that gave him direction on what to do.  It is very important for us to recognize what motions are in front of us and read the language very carefully.  At this stage we shouldn’t be accepting either motion; there is a lot of ambiguity and “unclarity” in this substitute motion.  There nothing about how we are going to work together, there is no timeline, etc.  The language is very weak and leaves us open to future interpretations which could lead us on for months and years and who knows how long.  We need to get some closure on this thing.  The original motion was to accept; if it is rejected, it doesn’t mean that we reject the President’s response, it just says that we’re not accepting it.  We have a problem here with the language of the motions and we need to be aware of it so that we don’t make the same mistakes made last year.
M/S (Moyer/Faulk) to end debate and vote.  Motion PASSED with 1 No vote.

Voting on whether or not to accept the substitute motion occurred and PASSED with 15 Yes votes, 7 No Votes and 1 Abstention.

M/S (Thobaben/Cheyne) to postpone voting on the substituted motion until the next Senate meeting for the purpose of clarifying the language and a timetable.  Voting occurred and the motion PASSED with 19 Yes votes, 2 No votes, and 1 Abstention.

M/S (Flashman/Faulk) to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 6 p.m.



















