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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, February 3, 2009, Nelson Hall East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present.
Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Bond, Butler, Cannon, Cheyne, Craig, Faulk, Flashman, Goodman, Harrington, Haynes, Holschuh, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, Lether, Marshall, McElwain, Mortazavi, Moyer, Pereira, Perryman, Powell, Reiss, Richmond, Rizzardi, Schwetman, Shaeffer, Snyder, Thobaben, Virnoche, Yarnall, Zoellner.
Members Absent:  Gleason, Gunsalus, Nordstrom.
Proxies:  Zoellner for Marshall, Knox for Holschuh, Virnoche for Kornreich, Moyer for Harrington.
Guests:  Borgeld, Burges, Ayoob, MacConnie, Wells, Fulgham, Dashiell.
Chair Mortazavi announced that since the meeting is a continuation from the meeting on 1/27/09, the minutes of both meetings will be approved at the next Senate meeting.

Professor Sean Craig, Biology, was introduced as a new senator from the College of Natural Resources.
1. Reports, Announcements and Communications of the Chair

Chair Mortazavi read an email message from President Richmond, endorsing the Senate’s nomination of Professor Jennifer Eichstedt as the HSU Outstanding Professor for 2008-2009.
Chair Mortazavi shared the following from an email from Vice President Gunsalus:

As a follow-up to the conversation on commencement please share with the

senate that per President Richmond’s email to you we will host some training opportunities for faculty name readers for this year’s commencement.  Also,

the Advancement Division will increase its subsidization of this event from

$16,000 to $18,000 in order to maintain the live faculty/community band for

this year …

A campus community event will be held on Friday, February 13, providing an opportunity for the entire campus to discuss the current budget issues.

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

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Moyer):  The Committee is working on defining the language “serious and compelling” for dropping courses.  The Committee received a request from a department chair for a definition of “serious and compelling”, as standards vary from department to department.  In addition, the language is included in an Executive Order issued earlier this year on withdrawals, etc.

Student Affairs Committee (Chair Schwetman):  The Committee is revising the resolution on student email.

Senate Finance Officer (Flashman):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) received a proposed budget outline for 2009/10 from the President and the Vice Presidents on Friday and has begun to review it.  The UBC is setting up criteria for evaluating the budget proposal and how it fits with the University’s goals.
University Curriculum Committee (Chair Flashman):  The UCC met today and spent most of the meeting discussing the proposed revision of curriculum supervision.  Specifics from the discussion will be shared later in today’s meeting during the discussion of the proposed ICC.

Statewide Senate (Thobaben/Cheyne):  Primary topic under discussion is budget.
General Faculty President (Powell):  A General Faculty election will be held February 18-19.  A General Faculty President’s report has been disseminated.  Considerable feedback has been received, and President Powell welcomed more questions, comments, etc.
President’s Office (President Richmond):  Handouts were distributed of the “2009/10 Budget Proposal for Humboldt State University,” which was submitted to the UBC by the President and Vice Presidents.  The president complimented the vice presidents for working together collegially, under the Provost’s leadership, to develop the proposal.  The budget situation is very uncertain and is dependent upon what the legislature and the governor agree upon and how the CSU responds to the state budget.  The budget proposal handed out is a beginning; it may need to be adjusted dramatically depending what happens at the state and CSU level.  HSU needs to be prudent at this time and the proposal recommends that the university retain some of its reserves in order to meet possible additional budget cuts that can’t currently be anticipated.  The academic support units in the divisions of Administrative Affairs, Student Affairs, Advancement, and the President’s Office are all working together to establish a mechanism for joining the prioritization efforts that the Provost has underway for Academic Affairs.  The President offered that he and the vice presidents would be willing to discuss the budget proposal in more detail with the Senate, if desired.  They have reviewed it in detail with the University Budget Committee.

Academic Affairs (Interim Provost Snyder):  The Cabinet for Institutional Change met on Monday for the first time.  The context for the establishment of the Cabinet is the WASC and Keeling feedback and comments on several areas on campus that need attention and improvement, including, but not limited to:  HSU’s capacity to deliver its educational objectives, the need to agree upon and implement a shared vision, confusing budget processes, fragmented curriculum oversight processes, and overly complicated and confusing governance structures.  The Cabinet is being formed to oversee a process for engaging the campus in changing the organizational culture to work towards a structure that is more collaborative and less-divisive.  A retreat is scheduled next week for Cabinet members.  The Cabinet will be asking the campus community to be involved in the process.
Student Affairs (Vice President Butler):  Enrollment update information was provided.  Over 400 freshman student applicants attended receptions held recently in southern California (Los Angeles, San Diego, and Pomona).  Comments were positive and students were enthusiastic to learn HSU.  The number of admitted students for Fall 2009 already exceeds the total number of freshman admitted last year.  Applications will continue to be accepted through March 1 and students must commit to HSU by May 1.  The freshman class will number about 1200.  The budget proposal has taken a conservative approach toward the enrollment target.  
The football coaches have visited more than 250 high schools to attract and recruit students.  A freshman class will be signed tomorrow and it will be made up of students in various majors across all three colleges.  Student athletes invited their favorite faculty to be recognized and for a photo-op during half-times of the basketball games held this past weekend.  Students in other sports will also be doing this.  

February is Black Liberation Month and events are planned on campus.  Preview will be on April 17-18 and this year for the first time, freshmen will be registered during this time.  Preview Plus will be bringing several busloads of prospective students from inner-city schools in Los Angeles to visit HSU.  The annual Athletics auction will be held on March 28.

Associated Students (Bond):  AS is in the process of looking for a new legislative and administrative vice president.
Staff Council (Arizzi):  The Staff Council held a social on January 22 that was very successful.  A “young” person’s club (for people of all ages) has been initiated as a way to get people with like interests together.  Work has begun on Staff Appreciation Day which will be on April 24.
3. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community.

Professor Benjamin Shaeffer spoke on behalf of the College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences Curriculum Committee.  The committee has discussed the proposal for the Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC) and would like to propose a few modifications.  The committee endorses the proposed ICC as it has the potential to eliminate duplication of effort, enable more cohesive planning and policy, and create opportunities for a broader, university-wide perspective on matters of curriculum and academic planning.  It recommends that when voting is called for, only faculty members of the ICC may vote.  This arrangement reaffirms HSU’s commitment to a faculty voice and academic freedom.  The committee also recommends that the subcommittee on Program Review and Assessment be split in to two separate subcommittees: 1) Program Review and 2) Assessment.  Both areas are very time-consuming and need more time for faculty to engage in serious deliberation of programs reviews and assessment reports.  A third recommendation was made to modify membership on the subcommittee on Academic Master Planning to replace one faculty member from each college with one department chair from each college.  This would provide more effective communication between the Council of Chairs from the three colleges and the ICC.  The committee ultimately agreed that appointment, rather than election, of ICC faculty members is appropriate, since the process that is outlined is controlled by the Senate.  A handout was provided.
A request was made to have Senator Cheyne report on the Prioritization Committee.  The committee has been working diligently and plans to publish the report on Friday.  The report will be extensive, and include the results as well as a discussion of the issues that emerged during the process.  It will be accompanied by extensive appendices.  All information will be available online eventually.

Not all of the information (for example, the raw data) will be included in the report; but what is and is not included and the reasons for doing so will be explained in the report.  It is not known yet if there will be off campus access to the information when it is posted online, or if it will be on an intranet.

Discussion:

· There was discussion on whether or not the report and accompanying documents should be made available only through an intranet (i.e., internally on campus only) or made available via the web as a public document.  It was not clear what the process is or who is responsible for making this decision.  It was suggested it could be made available for faculty on Moodle and that hard copies could be put on reserve in the Library.
· Will the committee modify its report based on responses?  In the original planning there was an opportunity for a response to the dean and discussion with the dean and potential for adjustment after that discussion.  After the discussions occur, a final report will be compiled for the Provost.  An appendix of all of the responses will be included with the final report.

· Concern was expressed about the college deans not weighing in; it was thought that they would weigh-in and that their responses would be public and part of the assessment.  If a different decision has been made, despite what the committee says, concern was expressed that a perception might develop that the Provost will make back-door deals with the deans and programs.  Everyone is sensitive about the possibility of program elimination.  The Provost responded that he is awaiting the explanation of the committee, along with everyone else.  

4. Discussion of President’s Document on Shared Governance
Chair Mortazavi reviewed the background and events leading to this discussion.  In Fall 2007 the senate invited faculty members to attend a meeting and share their concerns.  Following that, the senate distributed a survey to faculty to which 160 faculty responded.  A large number of negative comments were received.  A resolution [#05-07/08-EX] was passed by the senate, appointing a subcommittee to summarize the issues in the survey and create a Bill of Particulars.  The resolution included a statement that “if the meeting or meetings [with the President in order to develop formal agreements to resolve the issues …] fail to resolve the issues in the Bill of Particulars to the satisfaction of the Academic Senate, to then consider a vote of no confidence in President Rollin Richmond and his administration, based upon the unresolved issues remaining in the Bill of Particulars. “  The appointed subcommittee drafted a Bill of Particulars drafted which was accepted by the Senate.  Another subcommittee was appointed to discuss the Bill of Particulars with the President and met with the President last spring.  The President forwarded a response which was not satisfactory to the senate.  The senate formed another subcommittee in Fall 2008 to continue discussing the issues with the President during the fall term.  The President has forwarded a document on shared governance, which will be discussed.  Depending upon senators’ views of shared governance, the document may be considered as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory.  

Chair Mortazavi called for a motion to accept the President’s response as satisfactory and put the Bill of Particulars behind us; provided that if the motion fails, there will be another motion directing the Senate what to do next.

M/S (Zoellner/Schwetman) to accept the President’s response as satisfactory and to put the Bill of Particulars to rest.

There was discussion for the remainder of the meeting on whether or not to accept the President’s document on shared governance as satisfactory and the implications for doing so either way, with the following arguments given:

Reasons for voting against the motion:
· The document is not satisfactory.  It does not allow us to move ahead with processes and protocols with anything resembling shared governance.  This document does not establish collegiality, respect or trust.  It proposes that consultation be the rule at HSU; consultation is not shared governance.

· Shared governance means faculty making the decision.  It is empowering the faculty to make decisions.  This document does not allow the faculty to make decisions.  The faculty voice is being reduced.
· The document is not a satisfactory document and cannot be accepted as such.  However, any subsequent motion should be tabled, and all of this should be laid to rest.

· Accepting the document makes a statement that the senate takes the content as an adequate statement of the relationship of the faculty with the administration.  It is premature to accept this at this time.  It is a dangerous way to go.  
· The document is not a reflection of a several faculty members’ personal visions of shared governance.  The motion should be voted against and followed with a vote to end our work on this process.

· The president’s vision, which is conveyed in the document, is in conflict with the vision from the Strategic Plan.  A vision of the university serving industry is not included in the strategic plan vision and is at odds to HSU’s commitment to liberal education.  HSU is not a university that is organized to give people careers and income.

Reasons for voting for the motion:

· Exhaustion from having this discussion over and over again.  

· The document organizes a system of consultation which is a needed step towards shared governance.

· Ultimately, someone has to make a final decision.  Considering the difficulty the faculty has in making most decisions and the organization of the administration, the final decision will have to be the president’s.  Shared governance can only go so far; at some point a person with some authority has to make a decision.
· Actions such as establishing the Cabinet for Institution Change will create opportunities for this conversation to continue.  The document is not a document on shared governance, but not accepting the document just creates a stumbling block in the path of pursuing more constructive types of conversations.
· The faculty has been successful in making it clear that they are very concerned about the nature of shared governance and how it has been occurring on this campus.  Making the problem known in and of itself is important.  The recent example of give and take regarding commencement is an example shared governance.  Ultimately, the document itself is of less interest than what happens from now forward.  There is a need to move forward with processes that are now in place, which include significant faculty representation, with a hope and belief that it is going to reinforce what we believe governance ought to be.

Other comments:

· The President reminded senators that after he arrived, the chair of the senate was added to the University Executive Committee to ensure that the faculty voice would be heard at that level.  The academic deans have been added in the past few months, to ensure representation of the academic voice from an administrative perspective.  The deans are long-time faculty members.  A University Budget Committee was been created which includes strong faculty representation.  The faculty have a primary responsibility for identifying curricular changes that are needed, bringing them forward and approving them.  Administrators do not overrule these decisions.  The President and Provost play a significant role in tenure and promotion issues, but the voice of the faculty is strongly heard and it is unusual for them to overturn the recommendations of the faculty.  Some of the concerns about shared governance are coming from the fact that the country has shifted its focus from viewing higher education as a social good to viewing higher education as primarily an individual right.  That shift in thinking has caused a substantial reduction in resources for higher education.  This is causing great unrest in the academy.   The President stated that the document represents his perspective on shared governance.  It is a perspective that is widely shared, as indicated by the citations included in the document.
· Controversy regarding shared governance has a long history in the CSU.  At one time there was an agreement that neither side could walk away from or unilaterally impose a decision on a discussion.  A model of consensus is one that is the most successful in the long run.

· Senators were reminded that senator Goodman shared a model of governance based on consensus with the senate last fall, which was never discussed.  It was also shared at the first meeting of the subcommittee with the president and was not discussed there either.    

· The President was thanked for taking the time to write the document.  What is the consequence of the senate approving this motion?  Is the senate, by doing so, accepting this as the senate’s definition of shared governance?  And more importantly, accepting what the future holds for HSU, which appears to be a part of the document?  Concern was expressed about accepting the statement that “the public’s perception of education as an important social investment continues to evolve into a sense that education is a private good …” Recent surveys show that the public doesn’t hold that view; a small group of legislators hold that view.  Do we, by approving the document, institutionalize this vision for HSU?  It is appropriate that in specific areas administration be given a great deal of discretion to make decisions and in other areas that there must be a cooperative (not consensual) model of democracy on campus.  In which areas must the president and administration be given discretion and in which areas should there be a collective process of participation?   

· The Cabinet for Institutional Change will hopefully bring together all the separate discussions on shared governance that are occurring simultaneously on campus.
A request was made to repeat the motion currently under debate and its context.  Chair Mortazavi stated the motion:  “To accept the President’s response as a satisfactory to the senate’s issues raised in the Bill of Particulars and to put the Bill of Particulars behind us.”  
The context was from a resolution passed by the Senate on December 4, 2007 which formed a subcommittee to discuss issues with the president and come up with a satisfactory response to the senate.  If there is no satisfactory response, then a vote of no confidence will be considered by the senate.

· So, voting “yes” on this says that we accept it as satisfactory and it will be seen as an endorsement.  That is problematic.

· It was understood that the subcommittee was supposed to work together with the president to come up with a definition of shared governance; not for the president to come up with his own.  The document itself belies the intent.  Regardless of how the vote goes; it should be followed with a second motion that recognizes the Cabinet for Institutional Change as a body that could develop some consensus on this issue.
· The President was asked to share his reasons on why a consensus model would not be ideal.  The President responded that consensus is very difficult to achieve in an academic environment.  It slows, and in some cases, paralyzes the progress that institutions need to make.  Things are changing extremely rapidly in our society.  The mission statement included in the document is from the HSU strategic plan and was part of a consultative process.  When they met, the President asked the members of the subcommittee to share their visions of shared governance, and with the exception of Senator Goodman’s consensus model, the request was not answered.  The president stated his deep commitment to higher education and shared belief in the importance of teaching.  Senators were asked what they are afraid of.  The president invited faculty to come forward and share ideas on ways in which the university should change, or good reasons for why the university should not change.            
· HSU is going through some large changes and much of what may have attracted faculty members in the past is in danger of being lost.  The values of the faculty seem to be taken less seriously than they once were. 

· At the end of this discussion and vote we should drop this matter.  That can happen as long as no one makes a motion asking no confidence in the president.

M/S (Moyer/Zoellner) to end debate.  Voting occurred and FAILED with 11 Yes votes, 13 No votes, and 1 Abstention.

· The President shared his perspective on the responsibility of HSU, as a public institution, to support the society within which it exists.  HSU would not exist without support from the industry in the state and from the people who pay taxes.  HSU has a responsibility to the state and to use the university as a mechanism for educating the young people who are inheriting the responsibility for leading our society in the future.   
· This discussion is getting us nowhere.  The motion should be amended so it can be passed and so that no other follow-up is needed.

· The budget is causing a great amount of fear, and this is coming from the state.  We need to show the tax payers of California that HSU provides a value-filled education.  Students make the decision about how they apply their education; whether or not they go into the public or private sector.  

M/S (Thobaben/Cheyne) to postpone the motion indefinitely.

It was clarified that the motion kills the main motion and would allow the discussion to end without actually taking a vote.
Discussion:

· This is a creative approach.  The original motion is inappropriate; we are not going to agree on whether or not the document is satisfactory.  This is the president’s view of shared governance, whether or not we agree with it.

· The motion is not supported.  It is cowardly and sends a message to the faculty that the senate is ineffective and never gets anything done.  This is a constant criticism of the senate.  This is a bad idea.

· The Senate Executive Committee was urged to re-visit the information survey and consider finding a way to produce a white paper regarding the crucial priorities and needs of the university in the near future.

· The floor was yielded:  This is an insult to the faculty and the whole genesis of the process, the survey, etc.  If the senate votes in favor of this motion, it should vote to dissolve itself because it doesn’t represent the faculty.

· Many faculty outside of the senate have expressed that they want this to be over.  For those who don’t agree or wish to complain, the motion to table this can be reasonably defended.

· Nothing in this action prohibits any additional action from being brought forward at a later time.  The senate and the administration have learned something from this debate and need to move forward.

· Even if this is tabled, it will just be brought up again.
· Tabling this is an expression of confidence in and commitment to other processes that are moving forward. 

· There have been good reasons suggested for putting this issue behind us and for not wanting to take a vote of no confidence.  Tabling the motion seems disrespectful to the faculty and it is not clear if it is respectful to the president.  We don’t have to agree with the president, but we have to honor our responsibility to the faculty who elected us.

· The effect of tabling this is to reject the motion.  It is tantamount to voting no, but it doesn’t make the same statement.  It puts it aside rather than taking a stand.

· It is hoped that one of the results of the Cabinet for Institutional Change will be a discussion about what a responsible and effective governance structure might look like, for both the faculty and the administration.  One of those structures is the academic senate, which has faculty, staff, students, and administrators at the table, but only allows the faculty and students to have a vote.  
· The motion on the president’s document creates a false dichotomy.  The motivation behind it is understood and the time people have put in to trying to create this conversation is appreciated.  This does not dilute other conversations or outcomes.

Voting on the motion to postpone indefinitely the main motion occurred and PASSED with 14 Yes votes, 7 No votes, and 4 Abstentions.

M/S/P (Cheyne/Zoellner) to adjourn the meeting.  Meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

