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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, March 24, 2009, Nelson Hall East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was not present.
Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Butler, Cannon, Cheyne, Craig, Faulk, Flashman, Goodman, Harrington, Haynes, Holschuh (2nd half), Kornreich (2nd half), Larson, Lether, Marshall, Mortazavi, Moyer, Perryman, Powell, Reiss, Schwetman, Snyder, Virnoche, Yarnall, Zoellner.
Members Absent: Bond, DeBoer, Gunsalus, Holschuh (1st half), McElwain, Nordstrom, Pereira, Richmond, Shaeffer.  
Proxies: Zoellner for Knox, Virnoche for Kornreich (1st half), Reiss for Rizzardi, Marshall for Thobaben. 
Guests:  MacConnie, Webley, Mullery, Wells, Oliver, Ayoob, Dashiell, Rawal, Burges.
1. TIME CERTAIN:  4:00-4:15 – Proposed Framework for Tracking, Monitoring and Reporting on Diversity Related Issues (Radha Webley, Associate Director, Office of Diversity and Inclusion)

Interim Provost Snyder introduced Radha Webley, Associate Director, Office of Diversity and Inclusion.  She is seeking input from the Senate on a proposed diversity metric for the campus.  The document has been presented to and vetted by a number of groups on campus.

A handout was provided containing background to the document and information on where the metrics included in the proposal came from.

The proposal outlines a process of collating and reporting on an integrated set of diversity-related data.  The data is already being collected on campus in various areas such as Analytic Studies, Academic Personnel Services, and Human Resources.  The proposal is designed to bring all of the diversity-related metrics together in one place and review them on an annual basis.  

The proposal is structured according to four dimensions of diversity.  The four dimensions of diversity and the various indicators used to measure them are taken from on a study conducted by Daryl Smith.  The study looked at 28 college campuses in California over a period of six years in order to identify best practices for institutionalizing diversity at the campus level and the best ways of measuring progress.

The proposal focuses on what HSU can begin to measure this year.  There is a lot that is not included in the proposal – a lot of metrics that HSU may want to know the answer to, but for one reason or another cannot be measured currently.  The four areas of diversity (Institutional Viability and Vitality, Education and Scholarship, Access and Success, and Climate and Intergroup Relations) and the means of measuring them were reviewed.  The proposal has been presented to different governance groups and councils on campus.  It is hoped that the first report will be completed by the end of the Spring 2009 semester.

Discussion:

Q:  Are there plans for gathering additional kinds of information, such as graduate school placement.  A:  Yes – some of that information will come from an institutional research office which doesn’t yet exist.  Q:  Are priorities being set?  A:  Yes – the document reflects the initial priorities.
A recommendation was made to include “staff” in the sentence regarding the goals of the initiative, i.e., “The goals of the initiative are … as a means to help inform the work of faculty, staff, and administrators across campus.”  It was suggested that the next sentence in the same paragraph be edited to state that the goals are critical for “tracking,” rather than “achieving” HSU’s educational outcomes.  The word “achieving” will be removed and replaced by “the monitoring of progress towards”.  
It was suggested under the section on “Institutional Viability and Vitality,” that the composition of applicant pools be broadened to include administrative positions.  It was noted that in Human Resources, administrative searches are included under staff searches.

A question was raised about the title of the document.  The document refers primarily to racial, ethnic and gender diversity; this should be identified in the title.  It was clarified that while there are many other dimensions of diversity that currently are not included in the data being collected, ideally, in a few years, this framework would address diversity more broadly.
Q:  Will it be measured by self-identification.  A:  Yes, necessarily so.

In the section on “Education and Scholarship” a number of places mention “substance of student learning,” – what does substance mean?  In this context, substance refers to what students are learning about diversity and how they are engaging critically in issues of diversity.  Substance could refer to the subject matter and/or how you think about the subject matter, for example, the teaching methods that are used.
Under the section on “Education and Scholarship” there might be many ways of measuring faculty scholarship in relation to publications, creative activities, etc.  It was suggested that this be considered more broadly.  It was noted that the current language was suggested at an earlier meeting.  It would be good to try and track what faculty members are doing – but it is not clear on how this can be measured at this point.

Concern was expressed about how NSSE survey data would be used, especially in regard to multiple possible interpretations of the term “diverse.”  Students may understand diversity in a broader way, i.e., beyond racial, ethnic, and gender diversity.  The definition of diversity is going to vary from person to person.  It was suggested that it be clarified when it is being more narrowly used and/or more broadly used.  There are different definitions of diversity in the report.

2. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community (see Procedures for HSU Academic Senate Open Forum at www.humboldt.edu/~acadsen)

Professor Martin Flashman spoke about the culture of fear during the fifteen-minute Open Forum.  He listed “things we fear,” ranging from disasters caused by humans to natural environmental disasters.  He spoke of the fear of change, quoting the following:

Nothing endures but change (Heraclitus); Everyone thinks of changing the world, but no one thinks of changing himself (Leo Tolstoy); If you don't like something, change it. If you can't change it, change your attitude. Don't complain. (Maya Angelou); It is never too late to become what you might have been. (George Eliot); To change one's life: 1. Start immediately, 2. Do it flamboyantly, 3. No exceptions. (William James).

At HSU there is fear of a vote of no confidence, of being laid off, of not being tenured, fear of having your program cut, of the loss of control and power, and of shared governance.  Do we fear change? Or do we change because of fear?

President Franklin D. Roosevelt said “The only thing we have to fear.... is fear itself.(
Professor Flashman read “The Times They Are A‑Changin'” by Bob Dylan.

Come gather 'round people 
Wherever you roam

And admit that the waters

Around you have grown

And accept it that soon

You'll be drenched to the bone.

If your time to you

Is worth savin'

Then you better start swimmin'

Or you'll sink like a stone

For the times they are a‑changin'.

Come writers and critics

Who prophesize with your pen

And keep your eyes wide

The chance won't come again

And don't speak too soon

For the wheel's still in spin

And there's no tellin' who

That it's namin'.

For the loser now

Will be later to win

For the times they are a‑changin'.

Come senators, congressmen

Please heed the call

Don't stand in the doorway

Don't block up the hall

For he that gets hurt

Will be he who has stalled

There's a battle outside

And it is ragin'.

It'll soon shake your windows

And rattle your walls

For the times they are a‑changin'.

Come mothers and fathers

Throughout the land

And don't criticize

What you can't understand

Your sons and your daughters

Are beyond your command

Your old road is

Rapidly agin'.

Please get out of the new one

If you can't lend your hand

For the times they are a‑changin'.

The line it is drawn

The curse it is cast

The slow one now

Will later be fast

As the present now

Will later be past

The order is

Rapidly fadin'.

And the first one now

Will later be last

For the times they are a‑changin'.

4:30 p.m. – A quorum was present.
3. TIME CERTAIN:  4:30 – Resolution on the Academic Planning and Curriculum Process (#14-08/09-Virnoche (Revised)

M/S (Virnoche/Powell) to place the resolution on the floor.
Resolution on the Academic Planning and Curriculum Process

#14-08/09-Virnoche (Revised) – March 24, 2009

RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University create a standing committee called the Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC) with the given charge outlined in the “ICC Constitution,” submitted as a supporting document to this resolution; and be it further

RESOLVED:  That the “ICC Constitution” will be added to the Faculty Handbook as Appendix G; and be it further 

RESOLVED: That appropriate editorial changes be made to the Faculty Handbook to reflect committee name changes and the addition of a new Senate standing committee; and be it further

RESOLVED: That all other college and university-wide curricular bodies, including those working on General Education, Diversity and Common Ground, Learning Outcomes and Assessment Oversight, be dissolved at the close of the 2008-09 academic year; and be it further

RESOLVED: In September 2012 the Academic Senate will convene an ICC Review Committee of the following: ICC Chair, Chair of the Academic Senate, Registrar and Vice Provost.  The Committee is charged with reviewing the ICC and reporting to the Academic Senate by December 2012 on their findings.  The Committee will report on the effectiveness of ICC structure and work flow processes as measured by the following criteria: timely completion of tasks, reasonable workloads and successful nominations processes.  The report should be short (3-5 pages) and draw on ICC member experiences, as well as input from the campus community.
BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE:  


WASC and Keeling & Associates reports strongly advised a restructuring of the HSU curriculum and academic planning processes.  The Provost called for volunteers and appointed an ad hoc committee to address issues identified in these reports and noted below.  This group was constituted as the “Curriculum Review Process (CRP) Working Group and later adopted the name “ICC Planning Group.”  


Committee Members included (Mary Virnoche, ICC Planning Group Chair, Sociology; Cindy Moyer, Music & Academic Senate Secretary, Chair of Senate Academic Policies Committee; Greg Crawford, Oceanography; John Powell, Philosophy, General Faculty President; Jena Burges, Vice Provost; Harry Wells, CAHSS Associate Dean;  and Hillary Dashiell, Registrar)


The Committee Chair asked the Vice Provost to collect and present to the group a range of curriculum and academic planning models from other universities.  The group reviewed these models and began work adapting one of the models to meet local needs and goals. The ICC Planning Group met 1-2 days a week during the 2008-2009 academic year.  


Current and earlier drafts of this resolution and the supporting documents were shared with the campus community.  College curriculum committees and the University Curriculum Committee were also invited to comment on an earlier draft.  Official comments and testimony were introduced on the floor of the Academic Senate and entered into the record.  The Chair of the ICC Planning Committee offered testimony on noted themes in comments received by the committee from individuals.  Senate consideration of the ICC appeared at “time certain” on agendas to further facilitate the public forum on the ICC.

The curricular and academic issues and goals addressed:
· Existing curriculum processes and structures inhibit a desired cross-college and university-oriented conversation on curricular changes as they are proposed.  Instead, in a system in which each college plans in isolation from the other colleges, a university-wide conversation only occurs at the UCC level once considerable work has gone into proposal design and review at the college level.  Additional issues with curricular changes are sometimes not identified until changes have passed the UCC and reach the Office of the Registrar.

· There are currently no standing faculty-based structures for university-wide academic planning in the form of an Academic Strategic Plan; further, no criteria exist for evaluating new program proposals in light of potential other uses of limited university-wide resources. 

·  We have not yet fully integrated the learning outcomes (Departmental, Diversity and Common Ground, General Education and HSU Learning Outcomes) and related assessment processes into the ongoing conversation of academic and curriculum planning.

· The University Curriculum Committee exists as an administrative committee, charged with recommending curricular policy to the Academic Senate and with advising the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs on various curricular matters.  In the past, the Academic Senate has not been directly involved with Academic and Curricular planning beyond policy documents.  

The design of the ICC is meant to address the above and meet these goals:

· Streamline and coordinate across units the academic planning and curriculum process;

· Eliminate replication of work and contradictory decisions found in old processes; 

· Reduce curricular workload with a vision for structuring strategic planning into the academic planning and curriculum processes; and 

· Create a structure that fosters trust and communication between faculty, administration and staff.

Small changes were made to the proposal since the last Senate meeting.  Two key issues remain:  voting members on the committee and the continuation of college curriculum committees.  The proposal continues to give all members of the ICC voting rights and to encourage college chairs to take up discussions of curriculum within their respective colleges.

The proposal does not formalize a process for these discussions at the college level, but leaves it up to the individual college to determine what kind of curriculum issues it will undertake.

Discussion:
· The ICC Constitution states that the ICC Chair will serve on the Senate Executive Committee.  Is the ICC Chair a voting member?  The status of the ICC Chair on the Senate Executive Committee was not known.

· Q:  Why didn’t the committee try to formalize the process of college input in the ICC Constitution?  A:  After lengthy discussion, it seemed too onerous.  Based on experience of at least one college curriculum, it seemed that a lot of the bureaucratic business handled by the college committee would be more work than a group of department chairs would want to take on.

· Rather than having the department chairs serve as a de facto curriculum committee, it was suggested that it would be prudent to have some kind of formal method for department chairs to be informed of curricular issues and have a voice in some of the changes that might happen.  For example, if another department decided to change its major and require a chemistry course, there is no formal procedure in place [in this proposal] that requires notification of the Chemistry department of this new requirement.  In response, it was noted that this will be covered in the forms that are developed.  

· There is nothing in the constitution to ensure that forms will continue to exist as they are; the ICC could change the forms, though it is hoped that they wouldn’t act in such a non-collegial way.  Bureaucracies don’t necessarily follow all of the steps unless they are told to do so.  The process should be more formalized.

· Since the ICC Chair replaces the UCC Chair, should the status of the position be addressed as an amendment?

· In response to the concern expressed above, the ICC constitution states that each subcommittee will develop templates for reporting to the ICC – this is where the more formal processes will be addressed.  It would not be appropriate to address this in the constitution.
M/S (Powell/Goodman) to amend the resolution by adding a resolved clause stating:  that the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached document be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote of acceptance or rejection in the next election of Spring 2009.

When the work of drafting the new proposal began, some individuals felt it should be sent to the General Faculty for a vote, even though the group was told that it was not necessary to do so.  

There was no discussion.  Voting occurred and the motion PASSED unanimously.

Discussion on the main motion continued:

· The committee was thanked for their continued work on the document.
· The email from Senator Flashman, which offered a number of changes to the proposed ICC Constitution, was respectfully acknowledged.  However, the document, as it has been forwarded, will be supported.  It represents a significant amount of thought and input from several meetings.  The Senate could continue to tweak the document over time without ever passing it.  It is time to pass the document, initiate the process and move on from this to other important matters. 

· Senator Flashman addressed the revised document he sent out.  It was a response to the most recent version of the ICC Constitution, which has been a “moving target.”  The intent of the document and the expressed concerns of WASC and HSU are to “integrate,” not to destroy.  Curriculum has become ambiguous this year, especially with issues that came to the Senate from the Educational Policies Committee.  For example, the resolution on the writing component should have been a curricular matter.  One thing that needs to be done to truly integrate this committee is to put the academic policy issues under this committee, not beside it.  And the college curriculum committees as they currently stand (constituted by the bylaws of the Senate) should be integrated into this committee at the high level, rather than discontinued.  The nature of academic policy making and the nature of the college curriculum committees in this proposed constitution will be argued further.  It is not a good idea for people at the top to be micromanaging people at the bottom.  There is a place for university-wide curriculum decision-making, but there should be a place for lower level decision-making as well.

M/S (Flashman/Goodman) to amend the ICC Constitution to include in the membership of the ICC the University Librarian or designee.
Discussion:

Q:  What is the rationale for this change?  A:  The University Librarian and the library faculty are not represented in this organization and yet they have some very important information to communicate in terms of the resources that the library provides to the university curriculum.  Currently a librarian regularly attends the UCC meetings and frequently interacts and provides suggestions of value to the curriculum.  This would be a valuable addition to the information part of the committee.

Q:  Which subcommittee of the ICC would the librarian be part of?  A:  The Master Planning subcommittee.
Voting on the amendment to the constitution occurred and PASSED with 14 Yes votes, 5 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.
M/S (Flashman/Goodman) to amend the proposed ICC Constitution in places throughout the document related to the proposed Academic Policies Committee, as indicated in the document distributed via email.  Changes (italics=additions and strikethrough=deletions) include:

1. 1. Institutional Location
The Integrated Curriculum and Policy Committee (ICPC) is a standing committee of the Humboldt State University Academic Senate. 
2. 2. Spirit of the ICPC Constitution and 
Relationships to the Academic Senate & Campus Communities
The HSU Academic Senate charges the ICPC with the careful consideration and deliberation of all academic planning, policy, and curriculum matters.  It is the expectation of the Academic Senate that ICPC members work collaboratively and act in the best interest of the university-wide community and in consideration of the HSU mission and strategic plan.  Given this expectation, the Academic Senate will accept most ICPC recommendations without further deliberation.  Still, any recommendation may be further deliberated by the full Academic Senate.  Mechanisms for moving an item for deliberation are described below in the section on “Post ICPC Decision Processes.”  

…  The ICPC as outlined in this constitution will be the only campus body with the final authority to approve or decline recommend academic planning, policy, and curriculum proposals to the Academic Senate.

3. 3. Membership 

In order to benefit from expertise in a range of curriculum-related roles, the committee will include the following members.  

Faculty (12)

· Chair, Integrated Curriculum and Policy Committee 

(Also serves on the Academic Senate Executive Committee)

· Chair, Academic Policies Committee 

(Also serves on the Academic Senate Executive Committee)

Subcommittee on Academic Policies  

4. Academic Policies Committee 

The Subcommittee on Academic Policies  (AP C) is a standing committee of the Humboldt State University Academic Senate.  AP C replaces the Educational Policies Committee.

 Membership  (committee elects a Chair from the faculty members)
· AP Chair (Senate Secretary and member of the ICPC)
· 2 Senators (not members of the ICPC)
· 3 faculty members at large (not members of the ICPC) One ICPC faculty member from each college.
· 2 students (one as decided by AS to hold an ICPC seat)
· Vice Provost (ICPC member)
· Registrar or designee (ICPC member)
Scope of Work and Reporting Structure  
· The Academic Policies Committee develops and maintains the academic policy of Humboldt State University

· Items placed in the APC queue may originate from the ICPC, the Academic Senate, APC members and other university community members  

· APC will regularly update in consultation with the ICPC the prioritization of items 

· Changes and proposals developed by the AP will be vetted through the ICPC with recommendations forwarded to the Senate

· The APC chair will introduce to the Academic Senate all APC policy changes and respond to questions and issues raised on the senate floor 

· Academic Senate recommendations on APC matters will follow the normal processes for all items deliberated by the Senate

All other references to the Academic Policies Committee and/or its chair that are in the proposed ICC Constitution would be removed.

Discussion of the amendment:
· A central piece of this amendment addresses the location for the Academic Policies Committee (APC). It was planning group’s understanding that, based on past Senate discussion, the sentiment of the group was to leave the APC as a standing committee of the Senate, rather than have it as a subcommittee.  Two former chairs of the current Educational Policies Committee spoke to the rationale of leaving it in the original proposal.  Based on an understanding of the Senate’s past sentiment, this amendment will be voted against.
· It appears that one of the reasons for making this proposed change is that the current Educational Policies Committee submitted a resolution, approved by the Senate, regarding a requirement that a writing component be included as part of the curriculum for majors.  There are times when educational policies will have an effect on curriculum.  But to include educational policies in the curriculum process is not a good idea.  There are many things addressed by educational policies that may impact curriculum, but they don’t change curriculum.  There are many aspects of academic policies that are not curricular-based, even though they may affect curriculum.  Members of the Senate were strongly urged to vote against the amendment.  It destroys a critical committee of the Senate and places its important role in a subordinate role to curriculum, when they are parallel in importance.

· Q: What does the Educational Policies Committee do besides deal with issues of curriculum? A: There is a resolution on today’s agenda which is an example – it deals with issues related to withdrawing from courses; this is policy but not curriculum.  The Committee’s “to do” list includes the issue of academic reinstatement after students have been disqualified – this is academic policy, not curriculum.  The new ICC structure gives the ICC a great deal of say in what is happening in the APC, ensuring that there is effective communication between the two committees, but it still allows the APC to do its policy work.
· The planning group desired to integrate the work of the curriculum committee with the Senate more and to pull the Senate more into curricular matters.  That has been accomplished without passing this amendment.  The new APC could be directed to be mindful of when the new curriculum committee needs to be consulted.
· There are areas of academic policy that are clearly distinguishable from curriculum matters.  It is important to integrate these and make each an equal and separate subcommittee.  Many other things are also being integrated into the new ICC that have been separate from this process.  A planning process that goes beyond curriculum is included.  Academic policies, though they appear to be separate, always affect something about the curriculum.  HSU has a history of unclear boundaries between curriculum and academic policies.  The lack of clarity of leadership has been unhelpful.  Distance learning is a prime example.  This is a major area where the university has failed to move forward because of the confusion.  WASC asked us to integrated curriculum oversight.  Part of that oversight has to include the integration policy matters, which is what this amendment does.

M/S (Moyer/Larson) to end debate.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 19 Yes votes and 5 no votes.
Voting on the amendment to the ICC Constitution occurred and FAILED with 2 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 5 Abstentions.
Discussion on the original resolution (as amended) continued:

M/S (Flashman/Powell) to amend Section 2 of the ICC Constitution regarding membership as follows (change in italics):

· Nine (9) Faculty Members 

(Three faculty members from each college including 1 Chair of the College Curriculum Committee and 2 at large)

Discussion:

· This is now a referendum on eliminating or keeping the college curriculum committees.  If we keep them, we retain a structure of multiple levels of people doing the same work over and over again.   This is precisely what the new structure is intended to eliminate.   

· If the ICC is kept as currently envisioned, there are no longer college curriculum committees.  This amendment makes no logical sense.

· The college curriculum committees are not subject to Senate action; they are subject to the college faculty and the bylaws of the colleges.  The Senate cannot abolish the college committees, though they can be eliminated from the process.  The attempt to abolish the college curriculum committees through this process is in fact an attempt to solve what some consider as problems existing at the college level, with action at the university level.  Some college committees are functioning well.  Some are overworked because of assignments that are really university responsibilities.  The College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences Curriculum Committee is doing university work in assessing Areas C & D.  The College of Natural Resources Curriculum Committee is doing university work in assessing Area B.  The work overload needs to be removed and that can be done by this integrated committee.  The work from the college committees does not have to be duplicated; work can be moved forward through the consent calendar.  Actions are not taken by the committees, they make recommendations.  Actions are taken by the deans and the Provost.  Middle management by the college committees is an efficient way to deal with some issues that do not belong being micromanaged at the university level.

· A concern with the change is that is forces the colleges to have curriculum committees.  If the goal is to remain hands-off in terms of what colleges do, then this seems to be contradictory to that.  The current document allows colleges to do whatever they want – several options are open.  Colleges may continue to have their curriculum committees as currently constituted, or they may choose not to have them or to retain them in a different form.  This amendment is contradictory.
· With three faculty members from each college you have a de facto college curriculum committee if they so choose.  The proposed constitution can work in an effective fashion.  What is important is that individuals from the colleges can look at a broad array of curricular matters and have a say in the process.

M/S (Powell/Flashman) to add to the current amendment on the floor an additional amendment:  that the fourth resolved clause of the Resolution be deleted.  The fourth resolved clause states:

RESOLVED: That all other college and university-wide curricular bodies, including those working on General Education, Diversity and Common Ground, Learning Outcomes and Assessment Oversight, be dissolved at the close of the 2008-09 academic year; and be it further

Discussion of the amendment to the amendment:

· The original amendment would no longer be contradictory if this clause is removed from the resolution.  

· It was suggested that the whole document be sent back to the ad hoc committee in order to be substantially re-worked.  The fourth resolved clause includes many committees – if it is removed, then how all these committees interact with each other will need to be worked out.  This is too much detail to modify on the floor of the Senate.

· The alternative of going down that road is to choose to vote down this amendment and then vote down the original amendment.

· Statements about sending this back to committee only serve to create fear that this task won’t be accomplished within a time frame that is too rigid, and will not completed by the end of the year.  The argument to “clear the deck” is designed to raise the level of anxiety and fear in this body.  These changes are doable.  Arguments are being made based on fear and anxiety.

· Comments made earlier are from a purely procedural standpoint, not meant to incite fear and anxiety.  It was suggested earlier that college curriculum committees could forward recommendations for a consent calendar of the ICC.  This is not any more efficient or well-structured than what is being proposed.  If substantial changes are going to be made, they should be thought out carefully.  If substantial changes to the document are necessary, then the fear of WASC or anything else should not prevent the Senate from doing what it takes to do a good job.

M/S (Zoellner/Marshall) to end debate on the 2nd amendment.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 16 Yes votes, 3 No votes, and 6 Abstentions.  

Voting on the 2nd amendment, to eliminate the fourth resolved clause of the resolution occurred and FAILED with 5 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 2 Abstentions.

Discussion of the 1st amendment continued:
· The amendment is supported because it recognizes the distinctive role that the college curriculum committees have to play on the new ICC.  By taking away the college curriculum committees, the faculty voice in curricular affairs is being taken away.  What happens at the college level committee is of value to the college and to individual faculty.  The same dynamic is not replicated in the proposed ICC structure.  These may be trivial issues in terms of a university perspective, but they are important in terms of communication between faculty members.  The formalized college level committee structure serves an important role in designating a time and a place and a function for the faculty in the college to talk with one another.

The discussion ended at 5:25 p.m. for a time certain agenda item (#7).

4. Resolution on the 2009 Transition to the Integrated Curriculum Committee (#20-08/09-Virnoche)

Not discussed.

5. Approval of Minutes from the Meetings of March 3 and March 10, 2009

Not discussed.
6. Discussion of the Process for Electing Senate Officers for 2009/2010

Not discussed.
7. TIME CERTAIN:  5:25 – Resolution on Issues Related to Withdrawing from Courses (#19-08/09-EP)

M/S (Moyer/Schwetman) to place resolution on the floor.
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that the attached HSU Addendum to Executive Order 1037 take effect beginning in the Fall of 2009;  and be if further
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that faculty be strongly encouraged to provide students with graded feedback in every course before the census date (the last date to drop without a “W” being added to the transcript).  

RATIONALE:

Background: Executive Order 1037 (August 1, 2009) places significant new restrictions on course repeats and withdrawals for undergraduate students.  As a summary:
1)  Students may withdraw from no more than 18 semester-units (between census and the final 20% of instruction, with a serious and compelling reason).

2)  Students may repeat courses only if they earned grades lower than a C.

3)  Students may repeat up to 16 semester-units with grade forgiveness.

4)  Students may repeat up to an additional 12 semester-units with grades averaged.  

1st Resolved:  The language of Executive Order 1037 is unclear about when during the semester students may withdraw from courses or the university for catastrophic reasons.  The HSU addendum to the policy:  1) defines “catastrophic withdrawal,”  2)  clarifies that students may request these types of withdrawals at any time after census,  and 3) creates a new grade “WC” for these catastrophic withdrawals. 
For non-catastrophic withdrawals, a definition of serious and compelling is added to ensure that the same standards will be applied by all faculty and department chairs.

2nd Resolved:  With these new more-stringent requirements, it is important for students to have feedback about their success in a course before census (when they may still drop with no penalty).

The resolution is designed to clarify items from CSU Executive Order (EO) 1037.  The new CSU policy places many restrictions on students repeating courses and withdrawing from courses, so the second resolved clause encourages professors to give students information on how they are doing in the course before the census drop deadline.  The addendum clarifies terminology, including “serious and compelling.”  And the term “Catastrophic Withdrawal” has been created and defined.

Discussion:

· The second resolved clause is problematic because census comes very early in the semester.  In some courses it is difficult to have a major exam so early in the semester.  It may be possible to have a quiz or two, at the risk of having students complain about having too many exams.  It is hard to know how reliable and/or accurate feedback could be given to students that early in the semester.  

· The resolve intentionally says “strongly encourage” rather than require.  And it was the expectation that in most cases this would be homework or a quiz, and not an exam.

M/S (Cheyne/Larson) to amend the second resolved clause as follows:
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that faculty be strongly encouraged to provide students, when possible, with graded feedback in every course before the census date (the last date to drop without a “W” being added to the transcript).  

Discussion of the amendment:
· It feels somewhat unrealistic that there would be any way to do this.  Even with the amendment, it seems like it is being set out as an expectation.

· Why does the second resolved clause need to be kept at all, if it isn’t going to be a policy? There isn’t a need for the second clause.

· Faculty should be giving students a clue as to how they are doing in class very early in the semester, beginning in the second week and continuing.  The amendment will not be supported unless someone can provide a realistic example of when it is impossible to provide students with feedback on how they are doing.

· It is hard to understand how it is possible, with 350 students, to give an assignment, grade it, and return it by the time of census.  Students are still being added to classes in the 2nd and 3rd weeks.  It is ridiculous to expect to be able to give meaningful feedback at that point.  Regardless of how the second resolved clause is modified, it is completely inappropriate.  
· There are courses that don’t begin before the census date and so it would not be possible to provide feedback as suggested.

· It was commented that the students on the Educational Policies Committee were passionate about including this resolved clause.  The new EO is much more restrictive of their ability to withdraw from classes and they are concerned about this.  They would like to know how they are doing while there is still time to make a decision.

· For large classes, when graded feedback is not possible, perhaps some kind of self-assessment could be done, i.e., a practice test could be posted online and students could asses themselves.

· This would be a way for students to check their progress, and doesn’t seem unreasonable.

· The Provost provided some context for why the CSU system is going down this road.  When students enroll in a class and then withdraw from it and take it again later, they are taking up a seat that can’t be filled.  This is the reason why the system is trying to limit the number of withdrawals.  What the second resolved clause does is provide a way to get around this.  Students are not going to be added past the fourth week.  The second resolved clause is an attempt to subvert the system direction.  That is okay if that is what is intended.
· It is difficult to provide substantial and meaningful assessment to students – which is what they want – by this time.  Students will not take a practice exam seriously and will not get the kind of feedback that they need to let them know if they are going to pass the course or not.  What is not reasonable is the census date – it is too early in the term.  The problem is the date, not the feedback.  A later date is needed.
· At some point students should be treated as adults; they need to assess the load they have taken and what they can accomplish on their own.  It takes a long time to build and integrate the subject matter in some courses.  Early testing is not going to provide any meaningful feedback.  Students need to learn to live with the consequences of their choices.

· Sometimes students improve dramatically over the course and after the first examination.  They don’t always know their own capabilities at the beginning of a course.  Students need to understand that doing poorly on one examination does not necessarily indicate that they will do poorly in the course.  Trying to provide an evaluation that early in the course means nothing.

· The inclusion of “whenever possible” in the second resolved clause is not appropriate.  It is always possible.  Classes begin immediately and by the second week students are already learning something.  By the second week they should be expected to show up and put up.

· Pedagogy differs vastly across disciplines.  In some courses, it may be difficult to give meaningful feedback that early.  But having heard how strongly students felt about including the resolved clause, the inclination would be to support it.

· People teaching at this institution are professionals and know how to do this.  Leave it to individual faculty members.  The Senate doesn’t need to designate and define this.  The focus should be on student responsibility.

· In some courses, students may flunk an initial homework assignment which is given to help make them understand how serious the subject matter is.  Initial feedback data is not necessarily a meaningful indicator of how a student will do in the course.  The problem is the date required for feedback it too early.
 Discussion on the 1st amendment continued:

· This clause is problematic in terms of how the students will treat it.  In the event they don’t feel they received adequate feedback, it will come to the grievance committee.  The language is too vague.  It should either always be the policy or it should be removed.

M/S/P (Cheyne/Goodman) to adjourn, with 1 Abstention.  Meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.



















