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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, February 17, 2009, Nelson Hall East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was not present until later in the meeting, as noted.  
Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Bond, Cannon, Cheyne, Craig, DeBoer, Faulk, Flashman, Goodman, Haynes, Holschuh, Kornreich, Marshall, McElwain, Mortazavi, Moyer, Nordstrom, Pereira, Perryman, Reiss, Schwetman, Snyder, Virnoche, Yarnall, Zoellner.  
Members Absent:  Butler, Gleason, Gunsalus, Knox, Lether, Powell, Richmond, Rizzardi, Shaeffer.
Proxies:  Moyer for Larson, Cheyne for Thobaben, Moyer for Harrington, Virnoche for Kornreich.

Guests:  MacConnie, Burges, Crawford, Mullery, Ayoob.
1. TIME CERTAIN:  4:00-4:15 – Update from the Educational Effectiveness Review (EER) Committee (Burges & Crawford)
Professor Greg Crawford and Vice Provost Jená Burges provided an update on the progress of the Educational Effectiveness Review (EER) portion of the WASC re-accreditation process.  Two handouts were provided:  “Two Lenses on Two Reviews: Applying the WASC Standards across Both Reviews” and “WASC Action Areas: as Identified in the Report of the Capacity and Preparatory Review Visiting Team.”   

A new steering committee was formed at the end of fall semester 2008 and it has met ca. five times.  Professor Crawford reviewed the handout on WASC review standards and how they apply to the two different stages of the accreditation process:  the Capacity/Preparatory Review and the Educational Effectiveness Review (EER).  The EER is about results, i.e., measures of educational achievement and institutional learning.  Once it is completed, it is not a “done deal.”  It is engagement in an ongoing process of evaluation and change for improvement.  This is a different plan and set of expectations from WASC than what has been done before.  
The steering committee is working with the seven learning outcomes chosen by HSU.  Senators were asked to identify the seven learning outcomes.  It was noted some of the outcomes are broader than others, and may need to be separated into more narrow topics in order to be able to address them.  The outcomes were agreed upon by the university; they are institutional learning outcomes.  The EER steering committee is in the process of finding out where these outcomes are being met.   
The second handout lists the action areas identified in the visiting team’s report.  By the time the team returns to campus, it expects to see these outcomes institutionalized, i.e., to see how they are represented in all HSU graduates.  

Commitments that have been made to supporting the “Making Excellence Inclusive” initiative include:  establishment of an Office of Diversity and a pilot study for a program for departments for establishing best practices addressing the initiative.  Specific goals that have been set are improving two-year retention and six-year graduation rates for underrepresented students.    

The Cabinet for Institutional Change and the EER steering committee have one member in common who will share communication back and forth.  The charge of the EER steering committee is to envision a successful re-accreditation process and EER visit.  Part of that is making sure everyone knows what they are supposed to be doing, identifying where things are being done and/or where practices need to be changed.  The committee will help provide guidance and recommendations on how the campus can move forward.  

The EER site visit has been scheduled a month earlier than planned.  The visit is scheduled for February 3-5, 2010.  HSU’s report is due on November 11, 2009.  It will need to be drafted by the end of the summer so that it can be vetted through campus early in fall semester.

Discussion:

What methodology is the EER committee using to articulate a clear plan?  A number of the action areas listed are not being addressed in a university-wide fashion.   

The committee is looking at the areas and considering defining them using “minimum essential,” i.e., students see these things.  There may be additional opportunities for students to engage in them more extensively, but from a practical perspective, the focus will be on what students see.  
It might benefit the committee to spend less time on diagnostics and move on to creating a plan for action.  The plan will need to be some combination of curricular and co-curricular activities.  For example, service learning opportunities may need to be expanded, or general education re-structured.  There are ways to accomplish these actions at a university-wide level.  The timeline is short and the planning needs commence quickly in order to provide time for bodies like the Senate to be involved in the discussion.

The committee is constructing an action plan for institutionalizing the student outcomes that will identify who will have responsibility for the different pieces.   This should be completed in the next couple of weeks.

The Provost emphasized that this is a university-wide responsibility, not just the steering committee’s responsibility, and that the process needs to move forward.

Given increasingly limited resources, are we going to be limited to arriving at generic solutions to satisfy the goals that are articulated?  How do we come up with innovative and creative ways of addressing the areas in which HSU is exceptional and unique; where does this happen?  The steering committee’s short timeline may force it to produce something that satisfies WASC, but it doesn’t use the opportunity to radically re-alter HSU in light of limited resources and the future direction of our culture and economy.  Will we have the opportunity to ask “where is HSU going?”  How do we make these goals a part of the Humboldt experience in a way that sets HSU apart from the other CSU campuses.
Some of these issues are too large and won’t be completely reconciled within a year’s time.  The Cabinet potentially will be making decisions that will change the direction and structure of the university.  There are two perspectives:  1) meeting the re-accreditation requirements and 2) using the requirements to help the campus define itself and where it wants to go.  The primary objective right now is to meet the re-accreditation requirements.  The WASC process, in general, is about defining and re-evaluating ourselves.
There is a natural convergence of the two goals of renewing our accreditation and deciding who we are.  HSU is being asked to develop a detailed plan of its own and follow-through with that plan.  HSU created its own outcomes.  The purpose of bringing this to the Senate is to engage faculty in the process, i.e., to get senators to think about how they can contribute within departments, colleges, and as individual faculty members.  We are limited only by our own creativity and desire to follow through.

The University is in transition in many different ways, including a new structure for curriculum oversight, and it is not likely that there will be a working system in place to deal with some of the actions that need to occur by the end of this year.  What is the steering committee’s view of what needs to be done in the curriculum and how it will be done.
The steering committee’s final report will be a progress report.  Not everything will be done by the time the report is due.  There will be time to make additional progress before the site team’s visit.  The steering committee will make recommendations and vet ideas to the Senate, the colleges, the divisions, and try and make some progress on the identified goals.  The role of the committee is to envision what needs to be done and to engage the campus community in action.

The primary focus is on student learning outcomes that can be institutionalized, i.e., we make sure that all students are exposed to them.  Enhancements to these outcomes will be discussed later.

Several of the things that HSU has been asked to do include changes in processes.  For example, establishing the ICC will meet the goal of changing the curriculum process.  Considerable progress has also been made towards changing budget processes.  

How will the site team be evaluating our progress when it visits?  Will it be looking at specific graduates?  Will these goals have to be met by all programs?  Some majors don’t have a lot of 

elective time to meet all of these outcomes.  How does institutionalization of these outcomes actually get worked out in the trenches?

This question of part of the reason for these discussions.  For example, if DCG is given the responsibility for the outcome “appreciation for and understanding of an expanded world perspective …” then at the very least, that is where students will see this learning outcome.  Some programs may include the outcome “succeed in their chosen careers” while other programs may not.  If we ask where it happens right now, it probably occurs mainly in major advising.  But it may not happen universally, so we need to ask what level of commitment we are going to make for it.  

Professor Crawford thanked senators for their feedback and indicated that he and Vice Provost Burges would like an opportunity to come back to the Senate for further discussion.

The meeting continued with a quorum present.

Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of February 10, 2009

M/S (Zoellner/Bond) to approve the minutes from the meeting of February 10, 2009 as written.  Motion PASSED with 2 Abstentions.
Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair

Chair Mortazavi announced that there are places still available in two communication workshops on Feb. 26 and Feb. 27, for any senator who is interested in attending.  Senate Executive Committee members were invited and several are unable to attend.  
Chair Mortazavi forwarded (via email) two resolutions recently passed by the ASCSU:  “Protecting Instruction During Times of Budget Crisis,” and “Reaffirmation of Campus Faculty Consultation in Budget Decisions.”  Local resolutions endorsing the ASCSU resolutions will be brought to a future senate meeting.

The Academic Senate will not meet next Tuesday (February 24); the Senate Executive Committee will meet instead.  The next Senate meeting will be on March 3, 2009.

Chair Mortazavi reported that he will attend the campus senate chairs’ meeting in Long Beach on Thursday.

Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members
Senate Finance Officer (Flashman):  The University Budget Committee (UBC) is still not clear on how it is going to respond to the budget proposal, because of the lack of adequate information on parts of the proposal.  The UBC is soliciting more information from some of the vice presidents.  The UBC will meet with budget consultant David Maddox for an upcoming workshop.

University Curriculum Committee (Flashman):  The UCC is working on managing the assessment that is occurring this semester of the university-wide requirements.
Statewide Senate (Cheyne):  There will be an interim meeting this Friday.

Academic Affairs (Interim Provost Snyder):  The Cabinet for Institutional Change held a retreat and made a lot of progress.  It will make a report to the campus shortly.

2. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community
There were no speakers for the open forum.

3. Continued Discussion of the List of Proposed Agenda Items from the UEC and Review of General Faculty Constitution     
Chair Mortazavi announced that the items on the list will be reviewed one by one for the purpose of indicating which items 1) are completed, 2) the Senate still wants to consider for the future, or 3) the Senate does not want to consider.

Item #1:  The ad hoc curriculum planning committee is taking care of this through its proposal of the ICC, which will be coming back to the Senate.  

Item #2:  Chair Mortazavi announced that resolutions have been passed by the Senate which take care of this matter.

Item #3:  This issue has been raised several times on campus during diversity workshops, etc.  It has been stated that money is not as important as many think in order to attract faculty of color to this campus.  This would assume that the law of supply and demand doesn’t work anymore.  Perhaps other incentives might be offered.  For example, the President has the authority to waive tuition and fees for children of faculty.  Chair Mortazavi asked for other feedback or suggestions.

· Departments try to get a diverse pool of applicants; however departments need additional help from individuals with more expertise in this area.  The lack of diverse applicants indicates that something is missing in the process at HSU, or not being done properly.  In addition, the lack of employment opportunities for spouses or partners is a big drawback.  Faculty are not professional recruiters and need guidance, if not direction, on how to improve pools of applicants.
· What exactly can the Senate do; what role can it play?  Beyond writing a resolution, how is this the Senate’s job?  
· HSU needs to be proactive about making this place attractive in a variety of ways, to faculty of color, if it is going to succeed in getting diverse faculty to come and stay here.  
· The Senate can play a role in this.  Academic Personnel Services has compiled data from the past several years on the number of minority and gender hires and the number of resignations.  The data indicates that HSU is not doing well.  No searches will be conducted for permanent faculty or administrators for the remainder of AY 08-09.  There will be searches beginning next year.  In the meantime, the Provost will be asking for a clear and detailed plan on how to diversify the pools of applicants.  Without a plan, there will be no searches.  The Senate could play a role in this effort.  There are experts on campus and there is a substantial body of literature on how to do this.  The Senate can help shape the conversation.

· An ad hoc committee was formed a few years ago to consider issues of spouses/partners in terms of recruiting new faculty.  The committee reviewed many models from other institutions.  Unfortunately, there are systems in place in the CSU that make it very difficult to hire spouses/partners.  
· There are some things that the Senate could do, but they would be more along the lines of programmatic suggestions rather than suggestions to individual departments.  A university-wide problem is the lack of a sense of community.  If people come to the university and feel they are part of a community, they may not be focused as much on culture-based needs.  Instead of only focusing on building a diverse community with new probationary faculty, the Senate could systematically invite visitors to the university who would be attractive to faculty of color.  The Senate could also form partnerships with other CSU faculty and encourage visitation between the CSU faculties.  A program like this might bring more diversity to campus for a year or two, and might make a difference in being able to attract other faculty.

A question of process was raised; is the Senate actually engaging in each issue on the list or will it go through the list and decide on which items will be scheduled for future discussion?

Chair Mortazavi stated that senators should indicate whether or not the issue has been discussed enough, whether or not is should be considered any more, or if it is something the senators want the Senate Executive Committee to bring some form of resolution on for further discussion.
It was suggested that item number 3 be considered as a future agenda item, rather than having a full discussion at today’s meeting.

The result of this meeting’s discussion will be to indicate which items need further discussion, which have been completed, and which items are either not the purview of the senate or the senate is not interested in pursuing.

M/S (Virnoche/Perryman) that the Senate engage in the issue of faculty diversity.  The motion was re-stated as, “to consider the diversity issue as a future Senate agenda item.”

Discussion:
· If fulfillment of the need for diversity were officially recognized as university policy, then it would be clear that the Senate would have a role.  

· At a recent workshop held on campus, the speaker made a clear distinction between international diversity and domestic diversity, and only addressed the latter.  There are international diversity issues that may also be related to domestic diversity.  As a person from the Middle East, there are no cultural institutions (restaurants, radio stations, movie theatres) in the local area that are attractive.  We need to have institutions within the local community that help attract diverse and underrepresented faculty to this campus.

· If the current motion is approved, the Senate Executive Committee should recommend specific actions rather than just a policy.  The Committee could enumerate specific things that the campus could do to make the university more attractive to diverse groups.

· The Provost reiterated that he is committed to creating a detailed plan for diversifying pools of applicants for faculty and administrative searches.  The Senate would be welcome to partner in this effort.

· The issue needs to be considered more broadly than just the campus.  There are problems in the local community as well.  The issues are complicated and they should come back to the Senate.  It needs to be directed toward a specific objective, rather than just spinning our wheels again.
· The motion doesn’t provide any focus for how the topic will come back to the Senate for further discussion.  It could be refined to commission the Faculty Affairs Committee to work with the Provost to come back with a more concrete plan.

Voting occurred on the motion “to bring this issue back to the Senate as an agenda item.”  Motion PASSED Unanimously.
The Senate Executive Committee will consider the suggestions and come up with a strategy.

Item #4:  The Student Affairs Committee has responded to this issue.  The Committee’s survey indicated that there is general satisfaction with the standardized core evaluation form.  It was noted that there are still questions about how the data is used and gathered.  The Faculty Affairs Committee was working on this issue.  There is also an ad hoc committee established by the Provost that has come up with a number of sample reports that can be generated with the new system.  A report will be forwarded to the Provost and on to the Senate.

Item #5:  This has been taken care of.

Item #6:  The Senate responded to this by asking each college to hold its election of senate representatives during the fall semester, in order for newly elected senators to be able to attend meetings during spring semester. 

Item #6 and Item #7:

· Certain aspects of Item #6 and Item #7 go together.  This issue of finding pools of candidates for the senate and for senate officers has come up over and over again over the years.  It is a continuing struggle to get people to run for election.  Different efforts have been made over the years without success.  Many strategies have been tried.   

· Some progress has been made; the senate representation for next fall is fairly well known.  It would be helpful to convene the 2009/2010 Senate for the purpose of electing officers earlier.  Set some standards, i.e., certain officers of the senate need to have served at least one year, so that the pool of candidates could be determined earlier.  Perhaps the Senate Executive Committee, or another group, could propose changes to improve existing procedures.   Having a chair-elect present at meetings during the spring semester might improve the transition to the fall semester.

· The Senate could have a succession plan, i.e., the vice chair becomes the chair.  The issue of getting faculty to run for the Senate could be handled as a research project.  Faculty could be surveyed to find out why they don’t want to be on the Senate.  Finding out the reasons would help to develop a plan which could address those reasons and implement some different strategies.
· The issue of getting new faculty involved as senators has been discussed by the CSU campus senate chairs as well.  At HSU, some Deans have discouraged new faculty from getting involved in the Senate.  

· Some discouragement may also come from department chairs.  New faculty members need to establish their research programs during their first couple of years and may be discouraged from participating in college-wide or university-wide committees early in their careers here.

· The Senate Executive Committee was asked to address the timing of elections.  By the time people are elected to the Senate, schedules are already in place.  In the Sciences, those schedules often mean blocks of time for labs.  The earlier the elections can be held, the better. 

· Unfortunately, a lot of this is due to the way Appendix J is treated for promotion.  It was stated (facetiously) that perhaps service on the Senate could be made the equivalent of one or two research papers.

The Senate Executive Committee will consider these issues and bring them back to the Senate.

Item #8:  The Provost was asked if he was willing to pay for external reviewers for program reviews.  The Provost responded that resources can always be re-allocated.  
· What would the point of this be?  Currently, the program review process has little implication for the department.  Putting more resources into the program review, without a clear outcome to the program review, is just a waste of resources.

· The past program review process has not been useful in allocating resources or providing any direction for departments.  Program review needs to be re-structured.  The name should be changed to program planning rather than program review and critical measures for assessing programs should be developed and collectively agreed upon.  In addition, there should be agreement between the administration and the departments on how the review will go forward.  It needs to be a useful document.
· The ad hoc committee that is drafting the proposal for the Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC) has discussed this issue.  It is drafting a document that will encourage the kind of language and planning process suggested above.

· One of the very first charges of the Program Review subcommittee of the ICC will be to revise the program review/planning document and process.

It will be reported to the President that this item is being worked on.

Item #9:  

· A fundamental necessity of politics is information; the Senate isn’t getting enough information to make decisions like this.  

· Two ASCSU resolutions on the role of the senate in budget will be brought to the HSU Senate.  This is an issue that has been discussed with the President.  The President has continuously reduced the voice of the faculty on budgetary issues.  

· The Provost has supplied information on how he is approaching budget reduction strategies in Academic Affairs and is happy to discuss it with anyone.

· The Senate Executive Committee should leave this item alone.  It’s difficult to understand how the Senate as a whole could make any cogent recommendations for budget reductions, other than to say “not us.”  The curriculum and the faculty who teach the curriculum are the foundation of the university.  Yet, it doesn’t exist alone; it can’t operate without other services on campus.  Having clean buildings and classrooms means being able to teach classes.  Hazardous waste disposal is as important as the labs that the chemicals from.  Everything is interrelated and cuts to non-academic areas may also damage academic areas.  The point is not for the Senate to make recommendations on where to make reductions; the point is for the Senate to be able to express its opinions about the cuts that are proposed.  It is not the Senate’s role to recommend cuts.  It should provide comments, opinions, and advice.
· There is more transparency regarding the OAA budget than there has been in the past and within departments and colleges.  But faculty don’t necessarily have the same kinds of information they have in OAA for other areas of the university.  In order to make informed decisions, that information would need to be provided.  It may not be practical to expect all of the Senate to have that breadth of understanding and/or all of the needed information may not be available to the Senate.

· Item #9 is really about shared governance but at the same time is limited in some ways.  It is probably aimed at getting the Senate involved with the academic side of the budget.  The Provost has made his recommendations public and those could be discussed by the Senate.  The Senate is not the appropriate forum for general discussion or action; this is what happens at the University Budget Committee (UBC) which has faculty representation.  Information from other divisions is publicly available on the UBC web page.  There are also quarterly reports on the budget available for those who wish to review them.  It may not be a good use of the Senate’s time to get involved with the divisional budgets of the university.  It is important for the Senate to be aware of the size of the OAA budget and to be able to understand the seriousness of the budget deficit.  It the Senate wants to become more involved, it should request that the Senate Finance Officer and other members of the Senate involved with budget processes report more regularly and also provide feedback through them.

· Item #9 is narrowly construed and should be broadened slightly and brought under Senate consideration.  It has to do with shared governance, though it is being defined as dispersed responsibility for reductions.  Budgets are political documents and as such, they reflect values, goals, vision, and priorities.  These are completely under the domain of the Senate.  The Senate should be considering a budget philosophy based upon vision, goals, priorities and then evaluating budget proposals from the administration to see if they have the integrity of the budget philosophy.  It is appropriate for the Senate to consider the HSU budget and have a deliberative discussion.  Limiting the Senate’s role to proposing reductions is too narrow and bureaucratic; the Senate’s role should be deliberative.  Rather than address item #9 as written, it should be changed to charge the Senate with developing a clear statement of values, goals, and vision which are reflected in the budget and which guide the budget process.
· Included in a broader vision of Item #9 is the academic strategic planning process that is underway and thinking about what will be endorsed as resource allocation.
· One of the recommendations from the Maddox Report is that the campus develop clear reports that convey information about the budget and trends in multi-year categories, to help everyone understand budgeting across all divisions.  All indications are that the campus is committed to doing this.  Senators were reminded that the President came to the Senate and presented the budget proposal and offered to come back to the Senate and discuss it in more detail.
· The Senate could set some priorities and put some task forces together or encourage other entities to do so.  For example, it might be of interest for the Senate to look at more economical ways of delivering courses, etc.  
· The Senate should be indirectly involved in budget issues through its liaison with the UBC.  The Senate created this effective budget committee and the chair of the Senate served as a co-chair.  The Senate Finance Officer was included as a voting member of the UBC.  Other faculty members were elected to the UBC.  The committee was created based on a survey of best practices from across the CSU.  The intent was to create a university budget committee that had a good connection with the Senate and would empower the faculty to participate in making budgetary decisions.  From the beginning, it was criticized that the faculty had too much say.  Now the faculty doesn’t have as much voice and the UBC has just become a rubber-stamping committee.  Transparent information has always been received from Academic Affairs.  That kind of transparency has not been received from other campus divisions.  When the UBC requested this information, it was told that because the data had personnel implications it could not be shared.  The UBC approached the President several years ago and recommended that a budget book be created similar to CSU Long Beach’s budget book.  HSU has moved in that direction now, but our budget book stops at the base level.  We are a public institution; every dollar that is spent on this campus is public information.  It is not clear why some HSU administrators are not willing to provide transparent information to the UBC or other committees on campus.  Without information, effective decisions cannot be made.   
· The quarterly reports received by the UBC this year are fairly detailed.  The budget proposal which was just received is not very detailed.  The UBC is discussing whether it will put a stamp of approval on the proposal or whether it will say it cannot comment due to a lack of information.  The UBC is working under a consensus model; the merits of the discussion are what influences the group, rather than whether members are faculty or staff.  The committee will not be rubber-stamping anything.
Chair Mortazavi stated that the information will be conveyed to the President.   The Senate Executive Committee will bring items as requested back to the Senate.

Chair Mortazavi asked if senators would like Item #9 to go back to the Senate Executive Committee.  Several resolutions have been forwarded to the President already which he did not accept.  Do senators want another resolution regarding budget issues?  

Senators were asked to indicate if they were in favor of another resolution regarding the budget.  There were 14 Yes votes and 3 Abstentions.

4. Resolution on Faculty Awards (#16-08/09-FA) – FIRST READING                                                                                         

Senator Kornreich provided background on the resolution.  Past Faculty Awards Committees and other members of the general faculty have been requesting that the Faculty Affairs Committee to review the awards and process.  The Committee has made changes based on the recommendations received and drafted a new process.  The awards have been split up between each of the areas of faculty evaluation for retention, tenure and promotion.  A rubric has been drafted (Attachment #2) which provides criteria for awards for teaching, scholarship, and service.  Criteria are more explicitly stated than they have been in the past.  The Outstanding Professor Award has been changed to an award for superlative performance in all three areas, to be awarded as warranted (not necessarily annually).  It has been suggested that a stipend be attached to each award and that all of the awards be made by the Faculty Awards Committee.  In an effort to foster shared governance and better communication, it is suggested that the Faculty Awards Committee be co-chaired by the previous recipient of the Outstanding 
Professor Award and the President (or designee).  When the nominations are forwarded, the Senate would ratify the nominations.

Discussion:

· Lecturers are not included under the Outstanding Service Award.  Lecturers provide outstanding service to the university and to the community, and this is not being recognized.  The Faculty Affairs Committee considered this question and didn’t include lecturers because their primary duties are usually in the classroom.  The concern with including them in this category is that service is not part of their job description; so some may be doing outstanding service, but most would not be doing service as part of their job at HSU.  The Committee will consider including them if that is desired.  

· The new description of the duties of the Faculty Awards Committee does not sound like shared governance.  It sounds as if the Senate is telling the President what to do.  It was noted that the President will co-chair the committee that makes the nominations.  By the time the nominations are ratified, presumably both the President and the Senate have agreed upon the recipients.  
· The fourth resolved clause regarding stipends is unclear.  Replacing the word “or” with the word “and” in the first sentence clarifies it.

M/S (Flashman/Cheyne) to adjourn.  Motion passed with 1 Abstention.  The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.


















