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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. on Tuesday, March 10, 2009, Nelson Hall East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present.

Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Bond, Cheyne, Craig, DeBoer, Faulk, Flashman, Harrington, Haynes, Holschuh, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, Lether, Marshall, McElwain, Mortazavi, Moyer, Nordstrom, Perryman, Powell, Reiss, Richmond, Schwetman, Snyder, Thobaben, Virnoche, Yarnall, Zoellner.    

Members Absent:  Butler, Gleason, Gunsalus, Rizzardi, Shaeffer, Pereira.
Proxies:  Powell for Cannon, Powell for Goodman, Knox for Holschuh (1st half), Virnoche for Kornreich (1st half).  
Guests:  Burges, Ayoob, Wells, MacConnie.
Approval of the Minutes from the Meeting of March 3, 2009
The minutes from March 3 will be available at the next senate meeting for approval.

Chair Mortazavi asked for reports and announcements.

Associated Students (Bond):  Applications for the A.S. election, to be held in April, are being accepted.  Forms are available in the Associated Students Office.
Statewide Senate (Thobaben):  The ASCSU is meeting next week.  It was announced that Executive Vice Chancellor Gary Reichard retired.  The search process has begun and Senator Thobaben is on the search committee.  The first meeting is in three weeks and there is an expectation that someone will be selected by May.
President’s Office (President Richmond):  The President reported that he attended the CSU’s annual legislative day in Washington, D.C.  He participated in meetings regarding a couple of HSU proposals:  one for a fire education and research institute that came from the Forestry Department and a second one for a marine sciences and salmon center that came from the Fisheries Department.  Senator Mike Thompson has indicated that his office is interested in helping obtain resources for feasibility studies for these two initiatives.  If earmarks don’t get eliminated by Congress, there may be some opportunity for support for these two initiatives.  Colleagues from both departments were congratulated for putting together good feasibility studies.  During his time in D.C., the President had the opportunity to meet several alumni on different occasions, all of whom spoke highly of their HSU education.  
Academic Affairs (Interim Provost Snyder):  An update on the prioritization process was provided.  Most of the deans’ recommendations have been posted on the web site.  The Provost expects to have his recommendations ready by the end of Spring Break.  The Cabinet for Institutional Change held a campus forum on Monday and introduced the areas of focus for change.  The next step will be to find out what is currently happening in the five areas of focus and then determine how to move forward and engage appropriate stakeholders in the process.   For example, under the area of governance, it could be recommended that the Senate take the lead in working with students and administration on how to restructure governance.  There are many possibilities and suggestions are welcome.
Administrative Affairs (Interim Vice President Nordstrom):  The campus has received permission to re-start two projects:  the Kinesiology and athletic facility and Nelson Hall (heating ventilation and electrical upgrade).  The CSU had a successful bond sale last week which included HSU’s new housing project.  The campus is now funded for the completion of the housing project on the south end of campus.

Staff Council (Arizzi):  The Staff Council met earlier today and heard a presentation by Radha Webley, Associate Director of the Office of Diversity and Inclusion, and Interim Provost Bob Snyder, on a proposed framework for tracking, monitoring and reporting on diversity related issues.  Council members also discussed the recently held Fierce Conversation workshops and noted that the workshops were successful.

Chair Mortazavi announced proxies.  He also announced that on May 5, 5:30 p.m., the President will host a reception for the incoming and outgoing senators.  The venue will be announced later.

 3. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community

Professor Flashman took the opportunity to address the Senate as a member of the general faculty, not as a senator.   After a long silence, he noted that he intends to continue to use the open forum to speak to the senate on matters of importance until other members of the faculty, or students or members of the staff come forward.  

Silence is a text that is easy to misread.  Professor Flashman shared some quotes on what silence means:

We will remember not the words of our enemies, but the silence of our friends.  Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things that matter.  – Martin Luther King, Jr.
Sometimes the silence can be like thunder. – Bob Dylan
In human intercourse the tragedy begins, not when there is misunderstanding about words, but when silence is not understood. – Henry David Thoreau
To stand in silence when they should be protesting makes cowards out of men.  – Abraham Lincoln.
Silence gives consent. – Oliver Goldsmith, The Good Natured Man.
This Senate and the faculty continue to be silent on many issues; and it has a history of silence.  The silence of the Senate occurred numerous times in the past when it took no action.  It took no action in response to the President’s response on the Bill of Particulars, on the termination of the German program, on the President’s response to shared governance.  What can be inferred from the silence of the Senate or the faculty?  Possible inferences could be that the faculty approves, or the faculty doesn’t care, or the faculty does not consider engagement a useful, productive, or meaningful activity or the faculty is too tired/depressed/overwhelmed to participate.  Many things can be read from silence and many things should not be read.  What can be inferred from the silence at Senate meetings on certain issues and the silencing on other issues?

In 1965/66 there was a popular song written in response to the assassination of President Kennedy by Simon and Garfunkel, “The Sounds of Silence:

Hello darkness, my old friend,

I’ve come to talk with you again,

Because a vision softly creeping,

Left its seeds while I was sleeping,

And the vision that was planted in my brain

Still remains

Within the sound of silence.

In restless dreams I walked alone

Narrow streets of cobblestone,

neath the halo of a street lamp,

I turned my collar to the cold and damp

When my eyes were stabbed by the flash of a

neon light

That split the night

And touched the sound of silence.

And in the naked light I saw

Ten thousand people, maybe more.

People talking without speaking,

People hearing without listening,

People writing songs that voices never share

And no one dare

Disturb the sound of silence.

Fools, said I, you do not know

Silence like a cancer grows.

Hear my words that I might teach you,

Take my arms that I might reach you.

But my words like silent raindrops fell,

And echoed

In the wells of silence.
And the people bowed and prayed

To the neon god they made

And the sign flashed out its warning

In the words that it was forming

And the sign said, "The words of the prophets

are written on the subway walls

And tenement halls"

And whispered in the sounds of silence.
2.  TIME CERTAIN:  4:05 p.m. – Resolution on the Academic Planning and Curriculum Process (#14-08/09-Virnoche (Revised)) – FIRST READING

Senator Virnoche highlighted the changes that have been made to the documents since the last Senate discussion.
Issues addressed in changes to the resolution include:  desire for election of ICC members, clarification of decision-making processes and voting, and linking of the ICC to other structures on campus, and workload.  A transition document was developed to communicate the planning group’s discussions on the transition process.  Compensation for work during the transition process, and the specification of release time were added.  A clause for review of the ICC in 2012 was added.  

Changes to the ICC Constitution include formalizing some of the links to other bodies on campus.  There was an expressed need to have some conversation at the college level regarding curriculum, and that is encouraged to happen at chairs’ meetings.  There would be broader representation across the college at a meeting of chairs than by the currently (smaller) college curriculum committees.  Another proposed mechanism for communication is to have each college chairs council to elect one of its members to serve on the Academic Master Planning subcommittee of the ICC.  A representative from the Graduate Council has been added to the membership of the ICC.  Student members have also been added.

Section 9 clarifies and addresses question raised regarding process.  Subcommittees are information gathering entities which bring findings back to the ICC for consideration.  Section 6 outlines the elections process for faculty members of the ICC, and others.  A position description for the ICC Chair was developed.

A new diagram (Appendix 2) has been added.  The flow chart illustrates how items would work through the committee.

Discussion:

· There are members of the CNRS Curriculum Committee who are strongly opposed to allowing staff members of the ICC to have voting rights.  It was also suggested that something be put into the transition planning or scope of work that would address the question of new course proposals.  Rarely would it be possible for a department chair, elected to the ICC, to understand all of the nuances of all of the courses that are taught in that college.  CNRS Curriculum Committee members suggest that proposals for new course be sent to the college chairs, as part of the information gathering process, before they are brought to the ICC.

· Under Section 2, it states that “the Academic Senate encourages the appropriate bodies such as college councils of chairs … to structure regular conversations to facilitate collaboration and sharing of ideas regarding change.”  This language should be strengthened to state that this “will” happen, instead of this “might” happen.  Apparently, college chair meetings don’t include discussions of curricular issues.  A lot of the concerns from CNRS are based on the faculty feeling silenced and losing control over the curriculum.

· A department chair serving on the ICC would be expected to meet two hours every week.  Have department chairs been consulted about this?  This seems like a heavy addition of workload for department chairs who already can’t get their work done.

· Resolved clauses 5, 6, 7 and 9 are not appropriate in this resolution.  The resolution has to do with the proposed ICC.  These resolved clauses are bargaining with the Provost regarding compensation.  They should be taken out and made a separate resolution and put in the form of a recommendation.

· The CAHSS Curriculum Committee also agreed that only faculty should be voting members of the ICC.  

· Historically there has been a lot of back and forth between the Educational Policies Committee (EPC) and the UCC on items which both have something to say about.  There has been a lack of clarity about who has the final say.  This plan makes some efforts to consolidate the process.  However it still has a separate side committee, the new Academic Policies Committee (APC).  To have separate committees with separate voices means that things can still be passed back and forth with unclear jurisdiction.  It is hoped that later on in the discussion, a better organization for these two committees could be found.  Perhaps the APC should be a subcommittee of the ICC.  Decisions made on policy matters have implications for curriculum and vice versa.

· Previous Senate discussion indicated that the Senate wanted to maintain the separate status of the two committees, so it was left as it is.  Has this thinking shifted?

· In response, there are things that are specific to academic policies that should be in that committee.  This is a good arrangement because of the overlap.  There are two people who are a part of both.  That will assist the process of making decisions and questions of jurisdiction.  In the past, a joint committee was created which blurred lines even further.  It was suggested that the proposal be left as it is to see how it works.

· There is not enough detail under section 10 to clarify the distinction between the consent calendar and the business calendar.  It appears that items will only come to the Senate if senators want to pull them off the consent calendar.  Part of the central business of the Senate is curriculum; this is the body that represents the faculty and it should be deeply involved in curriculum.   This seems to be business as usual, i.e., policy issues will continue to come to the Senate and the rest of the curriculum will bypass the Senate, unless it decides to look at it.  It is hoped that anything substantive will be sorted out and forwarded to the Senate for consideration, and not just come through on the consent calendar.
· This might be partially addressed in the resolution, i.e., outline the process for moving something from the consent calendar to the action calendar.  It should be clear whether it takes a 2/3 vote by the Senate or whether one senator can request removal.

· The bylaws of the Senate stipulate the following rules for a common consent calendar:

· Any common consent proposal must be written out in full.
· The proposal must be submitted with sufficient copies so that a copy may be furnished to each Senator.

· The copies of the proposal must be submitted to the Chair by noon of the Tuesday prior to the meeting for which it will be placed on the agenda.

· When the question of general consent is put by the Chair, one objection shall remove the proposal from the general consent calendar.

· Any proposal so removed shall be added to the end of the agenda.

· The planning committee felt strongly that if anyone thought an item was controversial they could change it from a consent calendar to a business calendar.  There are two consent calendars in effect:  one for the ICC and one for the Senate.  For the ICC, it only stays on the consent calendar if there is no objection.    

· On page 9 of the Constitution, it states that Academic Master Plan changes would have to appear on the business calendar of the Senate.  It was suggested that some definitional language be added to clarify what this would include.  It was noted that this is defined on the previous page, but could be referenced again here.  

· The Senate should not be put in this position and fear was expressed that it will create endless curriculum debates in the Senate, arguing back and forth over curriculum issues.  The Senate has many other issues to address.  However, the proposed ICC will be supported as a general concept, and with the idea that it will be evaluated and changed as needed in a couple of years.

· Concerns were raised regarding section 6 on nominations and elections.  It should be clear that the Appointments Committee is serving as a nominating committee, and not making appointments.  Also, there needs to be a mechanism for members of the faculty to seek election beyond having the committee “actively seek nominations”.  All faculty members should have an opportunity to run for election.  The faculty should be making decisions here, not a committee.  This section seems to be leaning towards selection by an appointments committee rather than election by the faculty.  This is most evident in the qualifications listed for the ICC Chair.  The Senate Chair has one written qualification, i.e., the individual has to be an elected member of the Senate.  There is no written qualification for the Chair of the Academic Policies Committee, other than the person is elected by the Senate.  For some reason, the qualifications for the ICC Chair are written with language that implies some type of ranking and are qualifications that cannot be measured objectively.  They are not qualifications that can be judged by the committee.  These qualifications should be removed from this part of the document.  The qualifications may be addressed by candidates themselves, in an election statement.  However, they do not belong in a constitutional-level document.

· There will be a description of the committee and the duties and expectations in the Faculty Handbook.
· The planning committee has discussed extensively the workload for the Senate.  In our current campus culture, there is a lack of delegation and trust that others can do the job well.  There is a belief that the job needs to be re-done at each additional level of bureaucracy.  It is the committee’s hope that over time, faculty will learn to trust that the ICC has done a good job, and that relatively few things will come off of the consent calendar.  This will be a big change, but is required if this is going to work.

· It is inappropriate for the ICC Constitution to include descriptions of some positions but not all; the description of the ICC Chair should be removed.  It is hoped that no one would run for the ICC Chair without being aware of the kind of work entailed and what the position requires.  It is also inappropriate for the appointments committee to appear as a filter for the nomination process.
· The planning committee included this process and description of qualifications in the constitution in response to questions and concerns about the nature of voting.   People want something specific to make a choice in voting.  

· In regard to decision-making, it was noted that subcommittees are charged with immediately establishing the criteria by which each kind of decision will be made.  When items are forwarded to the next level, everyone will know what kinds of questions have already been asked and what kinds of information have been gathered.  There will be a vetted set of criteria by which decisions have been made.
· The eighth resolved clause seems out of place.  There is a Senate nominations committee in place, so why would it be replaced with an ad hoc committee?  It was responded that if this is passed, there will be a lot of last minute work.  This was an effort not to impose this workload on existing committees.  It was suggested that it might be better to indicate that the planning committee will assist the senate nominations committee and include a timeline in the resolution as well.

· The ICC Constitution doesn’t say who actually runs the election.  It seems like it would be through the office of the General Faculty, not the Senate.  That should be included in the document as well.  
· If the intent is that ICC members are elected by the general faculty, then the nominations process would normally be handled by the general faculty’s Nominating and Elections Committee.  The Senate Appointments Committee is not involved with general faculty elections.  

· Is there a requirement that there be a minimum of two nominations for each office, or can an election be held for these important positions with only one candidate?  This committee is going to succeed based on the individuals who are elected.  Concern was expressed that it may be difficult at the university level to get a good slate of candidates from the colleges.  
· It should be important to have more than one name on the ballot for each position.  Unfortunately, it is difficult and often impossible to get more than one person to run.  College nominating committees have used random number generators to get names on the ballot.  For something as important as the ICC, choosing faculty at random to run for election is not a good idea.  There needs to be a body or some individual to actively encourage faculty to run.

· Recently the UCC has had a lot of problems in getting candidates to run for positions.  This year, individuals were appointed rather than elected.  Currently, only two members of the UCC were elected.  Finding people to serve on university-wide committees that have substantial workload and no assigned time is difficult.  It is important to recognize that it is difficult to get faculty to run with no “carrot.”  The incentive doesn’t have to be assigned time; it could be recognition in information put forward for promotion and tenure, or other forms of compensation.  If we want to have actual elections, rather than individuals running unopposed, then it needs to be mandated.

· Voting rights on the ICC should be for faculty members only.  The faculty as a whole is responsible for the intellectual integrity of the curriculum.  Other members of the committee see other aspects, including resource implications.  The separation of these two roles has been good.  Concern was expressed that now there is too much blurring of the intellectual integrity and resource implications.  There is more pressure now to evaluate things based on resource implications.  A lot of decisions are being made for resource reasons than for curricular reasons.

· Faculty need to remain responsible for the intellectual integrity of the curriculum.

· Concern was expressed about the lack of incentives for getting people to run for election.  If you have to twist arms to get people to do this kind of work, then a situation like a command and control type of economy, with too few incentives, exists.  When there is no desire for people to participate in something this important, then the disincentives that are built into the institution must be so great that force or coercion are necessary.  This indicates that a fundamental problem exists in the system which needs to be addressed.  When an institution does not have widespread, voluntary participation, there is a problem with disincentives.   
· In response to an earlier reference about the lack of assigned time for the UCC, senators were encouraged to read the meeting notes from the UCC for the past 2-3 years to evaluate the workload.  The Provost remains convinced that the workload indicated was not enough to assign 3 WTUs per person.
· Senators were reminded that several weeks ago there was a long discussion on voting rights.  A straw poll was taken and the planning committee took this into consideration.  

· A comment from a general faculty member was shared, which indicated general concern about faculty not getting release time for participation on this committee.

· Having a process that actually works may help fix the problem of disincentives.  It is very satisfying to serve on a committee or group that successfully completes its work, is productive and makes valuable contributions.  It is hopeful that the ICC will be a successful model and that will be an incentive to people who want to effect change.  

· A personal hope is that as departments are developing criteria and standards for RTP, service on a committee with a workload such as the ICC, would qualify as “excellent.”

· In the sciences, and probably elsewhere are on campus, faculty are tasked with a number of things, and in the past few years there have been fewer and fewer faculty to do them.  As the list of tasks increases, the hours of the day do not.  We should get serious and back this proposal up, with at least 1 WTU.  And we should be satisfied to get at least one candidate per position for now.   
· The concern is not the amount of time this takes, but that it takes away time from classes.  There may be an incentive to become involved in the ICC because there is not as much representation from colleges, especially for people who feel threatened and that they need to be at the table, further diluting their efforts across the board, i.e., teaching, research, grant-writing, and service to the university.  This puts more responsibility on fewer representatives from a given college.  At least with four members on a college curriculum committee, there was a better spread of opinion and consideration for curricular issues, including program elimination.  

· There are more calls on faculty attention right now than there have been in the past.  These include: WASC, program prioritization, the Cabinet for Institutional Change, faculty perceptions of attempts to centralize the university’s decision-making and erosion of faculty involvement in decision-making.  In addition, numbers from the Analytic Studies Office indicate that FTEF has dropped in the past few years from 420 to 350, or 1/7 of the faculty.  There are fewer people left to carry on the workload.  This is part of the reason it has been difficult to get faculty involved.

 At 5:35 p.m. a request was made to suspend the rules and move to item number four on the agenda.  M/S/P (Thobaben/Cheyne) to suspend the rules [to consider a new agenda item after 5:30].
4.  Resolution on Faculty Awards (#16-08/09-FA (Revised))

M/S (Kornreich/Thobaben) to put the revised resolution on the floor.

Resolution on Faculty Awards

#16-08/09-FA (Revised) – March 10, 2009

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the current  description of the Faculty Awards Committee (a standing committee of the Senate) in Section 800 of the HSU Faculty Handbook be replaced with the attached document #1; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the criteria for each award indicated in Attachment #1 be those of attached document #2; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the HSU Faculty Handbook, Appendix F (Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate), Article XVI. Section 4 be replaced with the attached document #3; and be it further

RESOLVED: That each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards to be paid out of the budget of the University Advancement Foundation (in the case of Scholar of the Year and Outstanding Professor) or the Division of Academic Affairs (in the case of other awards), and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That these changes shall take effect in the 2009-2010 academic year.

RATIONALE:  Some faculty are excellent teachers, while others are excellent scholars or leaders. We wish to honor those who excel in any of these three areas of retention, tenure, and promotion.  We thus propose an award in each of the three areas, as well as an Outstanding Professor Award for those who have shown superlative performance in all areas. Currently there is little guidance as to the criteria for selecting awards, so we have drafted a guiding document. To further cooperation between the faculty and administration, both the previous outstanding professor and the President co-chair the new awards committee, with their nominations ratified by the full Senate.

Senator Kornreich noted the revisions that have been made.  A short resolved clause in the resolution makes the changes effective next year.  Some of the criteria for the awards have been changed.  The wording has been changed so that awards are conferred on members of the faculty, making lecturers eligible for any award.  The requirement for full-time or FERP faculty was removed and it has been left as teaching faculty.  Minor changes were made to the first attachment to make it clear that the Senate is making a recommendation to the President.  The awards committee will nominate to the Academic Senate which ratifies the nomination and forwards a recommendation to the President.

Discussion:

· The changes are good.  Why is the stipend designated to be from the University Advancement Foundation?  Currently, the stipend for the Outstanding Professor Award comes from Advancement.  Since the other awards have been added, it was felt that those should come from OAA.

· Do these awards have to come out of state or non-state funds?
· Maybe one of the other foundations or auxiliaries could support the awards, for example the University Center.

M/S (Thobaben/Cheyne) to amend the fourth resolved clause to read:  

RESOLVED: That each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards , and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees; and be it further

Discussion:

· Concern was expressed as to what the process would be for determining where the money would come from, if the wording was eliminated.

· This is a recommendation to the President; the President would have to figure it out.

· The President suggested that it be recommended that he be asked to find the money.  He indicated that it might be appropriate for the Advancement Foundation to fund all of the awards, if there are no legal issues to prevent them from doing so.

M/S (Zoellner/Kornreich) to amend the amendment as follows: 

RESOLVED: That each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards to be paid out of the budget of the University Advancement Foundation , and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees; and be it further

Discussion:
It was stronger when the language about where the money was coming from was removed entirely.  The original amendment is supported.

Senator Zoellner requested permission to withdraw his motion.  There was no objection from the body and the motion was withdrawn.
Discussion returned to the motion to amend the fourth resolved clause:

A friendly amendment was made to insert the words “That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends” at the beginning of the fourth and fifth resolved clauses.

Voting on the motion to amend the fourth resolved clause occurred and PASSED.   The clause now reads:

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards, and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees; and be it further

Discussion of the original motion continued:

· Last week several colleagues spoke eloquently against creating unnecessary distinctions between members of the faculty, i.e., lecturers and others.  Why are there still two awards for teaching?  If lecturers are members of the general faculty, one award should be sufficient.

· The Faculty Affairs Committee felt strongly that it is important to recognize HSU lecturers.  The committee was worried that if there is only one single award, members of the faculty might be reluctant to nominate lecturers or might not understand that lecturers were eligible for the award.  The committee wanted to send the message that lecturers are an important part of the faculty and the university, and should be recognized.

· The resolution calls for a monetary award, but it does not identify whether or not these individuals will receive the Humboldt medal from the President.  It was noted that the resolution should be amended to include this.

· It was clarified that emeritus faculty are only eligible for the Outstanding Professor Award within three years of retirement. 
· There is another reason for separating the teaching award; if lecturers have their own award, then tenure track faculty have more of a chance to win the award.

· Lecturers who have discussed the issue are fine with what the committee came up with.
M (Thobaben) that the fourth resolved clause be amended as follows:

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards, and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees. The Humboldt Medal will be conferred on all awardees; and be it further

This was accepted as a friendly amendment.

Voting on Resolution #16-08/09-FA (Revised) as amended occurred and PASSED unanimously.  The approved resolution reads:  

#16-08/09-FA (Revised) – March 10, 2009
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the current  description of the Faculty Awards Committee (a standing committee of the Senate) in Section 800 of the HSU Faculty Handbook be replaced with the attached document #1; and be it further

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the criteria for each award indicated in Attachment #1 be those of attached document #2; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the HSU Faculty Handbook, Appendix F (Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the Academic Senate), Article XVI. Section 4 be replaced with the attached document #3; and be it further
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that each of the faculty awards shall include a stipend of $1000 for Outstanding Professor and $500 for other awards, and an opportunity to present a lecture or performance open to the University and Community, thereby forming an awards lecture series free of charge to attendees.  The Humboldt Medal will be conferred on all awardees; and be it further
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that these changes shall take effect in the 2009-2010 academic year.

RATIONALE:  Some faculty are excellent teachers, while others are excellent scholars or leaders. We wish to honor those who excel in any of these three areas of retention, tenure, and promotion.  We thus propose an award in each of the three areas, as well as an Outstanding Professor Award for those who have shown superlative performance in all areas. Currently there is little guidance as to the criteria for selecting awards, so we have drafted a guiding document. To further cooperation between the faculty and administration, both the previous outstanding professor and the President co-chair the new awards committee, with their nominations ratified by the full Senate.
The next Senate meeting will be on March 24.  The ICC Resolution will be returned to the Senate as an action item at that meeting.
5.  Resolution on Issues Related to Withdrawing from Courses (#19-08/09-EP)
Not discussed.
6.  Discussion of Election of Senate Officers for 2009/2010
Not discussed.
M/S (Powell/Kornreich) to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

