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Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m. on Tuesday, April 7, 2009, Nelson Hall East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present.

Members Present:  Arizzi, Bolick-Floss, Cannon, Cheyne, Craig, Faulk, Goodman, Gunsalus, Harrington, Haynes, Holschuh, Knox, Kornreich, Larson, Lether, Marshall, McElwain, Mortazavi, Moyer, Nordstrom, Perryman, Powell, Reiss, Richmond, Rizzardi, Virnoche, Yarnall, Zoellner.  

Members Absent:  Bond, Butler, DeBoer, Flashman, Gleason, Pereira, Schwetman, Shaeffer.

Proxies:  Knox for Holschuh (1st half), Holschuh for Knox (2nd half), Virnoche for Kornreich (1st half), Marshall for Thobaben, Craig for Yarnall (end of meeting).  

Guests:  Weissbart, Burges, Ryerson-Replogle, MacConnie, Ayoob, several students. 

Approval of Minutes from the Meetings of March 3, March 10, and March 24, 2009
M/S (Zoellner/Perryman) to approve the minutes of the meeting of March 3 as written.  Motion PASSED with 1 Abstention.

M/S (Cheyne/Harrington) to approve the minutes of the meeting of March 10 as written.  Motion PASSED unanimously.

M/S (Reiss/Larson) to approve the minutes of the meeting of March 24 as written.  Motion PASSED with 2 Abstentions.

Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair
The election of senate officers for 2009/10 will occur at the last meeting of the senate, which will be on May 5.  Positions to be elected are chair of the Senate, vice chair of the Senate/chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, secretary of the Senate/chair of the Educational Policies Committee, and two faculty members of the Senate Appointments Committee.  Senators were encouraged to talk to colleagues about serving.  Nominations will be taken from the floor for these positions.  

There is no senate meeting next Tuesday.  

Proxies were announced.
Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members

Educational Policies Committee (Chair Moyer):  The Educational Policies Committee is working on developing policy for Directed/Independent Study courses.  As no policies presently exist, this is proving to be a substantial task.  
Statewide Senate (Cheyne):  There will be an interim meeting this week.
CFA Chapter (Haynes):  CFA held its spring assembly in Sacramento last weekend. The local HSU chapter will hold an all members meeting in the UC Banquet Room to discuss the upcoming elections and the delayed May revise – two important issues that affect faculty.  Bargaining is at impasse.  The first mediation meeting will be this upcoming Monday.
President’s Office (Richmond):  President Richmond and the vice presidents met with the Cabinet for Institutional Change.  The group is working hard on ways address issues raised by WASC and others.  A retreat on the budget process was held with consultant David Maddox and a set of recommendations on how to deal with his proposals is being developed.  A tentative list of prioritized proposals will be discussed with the University Executive Committee and made available to the Senate and the entire campus.  Susan Hackwood, Executive Director, California Council on Science and Technology and Dr. Elizabeth Ambose, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Scholarship and Research are guests on campus today and are having conversations with individuals about sources of money and possible collaborations that could HSU could engage in to bring in additional resources to HSU for support for faculty scholarship.

Interim Provost Snyder was excused while the President discussed the possibility of appointing the Provost to a permanent position.  Because of the unusual circumstances HSU is in, it has been recommended by some consultants that the interim provost be appointed to a permanent position, without undergoing a national search process.  The President cited additional reasons, including that it is felt that the current searches underway for permanent dean positions will be more successful if there is a permanent provost in place and the cost for a national search for a permanent Provost has been estimated to be $50,000.  The President does not intend this to be a precedent-setting decision and is willing to write a letter to the senate and to the faculty stating that.  The President asked that senators and other faculty provide comments in writing, and in particular, provide him with their compelling reasons for not taking this route.  He is not interested in removing faculty the decision-making process.  At the same time, it is important to move forward in the best interests of the campus.  More information is known about the current interim provost than would be known about any candidate through an interview process.

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)

General Faculty President John Powell read his report on “HSU Priorities.”  The report is available online at:  http://www.humboldt.edu/~jwp2/genfacpresreport409.htm.

Continued Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio members 
Academic Affairs (Snyder):  The budget looks bleak and there will probably be another budget reduction.  The Chancellor is serious about not going over the 2% enrollment targets.  HSU was a little below this year and was a little above last year on enrollment target.  It looks like it will be up considerably next year and so will have to struggle with not going over 2%.  The legislature is threatening that unless enrollments are brought under control, the enrollment targets will be whatever the current enrollment is and there will be no additional money.  The Access to Excellence indicators are available online.  They are detailed in terms of what needs to be done for performance indicators.  The campus will need to choose some of the indicators and will be expected to report on progress in eighteen months.  It would be good if the process of choosing indicators is broader rather than narrower.  Engagement is needed and the provost hopes that relevant groups will look at the document and put it on their agendas for discussion.

M/S (Goodman/Lether) to disregard the sign-up sheet and procedures for the open forum [and allow an additional speaker].

Open forum for the campus community cont.

Che Berry, transfer student from Los Angeles spoke to the Senate on the issue of the increasing  cost of living in Arcata.  The high cost of living is forcing students to live farther from campus, and outside of Arcata.  The campus should help to advocate in the local community for reasonable rents for students.  Rents are being raised as landlords try to compensate for the bad economy.  Students will not remain at HSU if they cannot find affordable housing.  Students from southern California and African American students find communities outside of Arcata less than welcoming and there have been incidents of racial slander.  This affects the campus’ retention rate and it would behoove the campus to pay more attention to what happens to students outside of campus.
1. Resolution on Issues Related to Withdrawing from Courses (#19-08/09-EP) – Continued from March 24 (see page 2 of the agenda for summary of action taken on 3/24)
The resolution was placed back on the floor:  
Senator Cheyne yielded the floor to students from the Educational Policies Committee.  The students advocated for the resolved clause pertaining to graded feedback.  Students would like to have some kind of assignment early in the semester that indicates the type of work expected from the professor.  It is not expected that it would be a representation or predictor of their  course grade, but would indicate the quality and amount of effort expected from the instructor and the type of assignments that would be given.  This feedback will help students gauge how the course fits in with their workload for the semester, and whether or not they need to cut back on units.  It is a student’s right to know how difficult a class will be before he/she can no longer drop it.  New and more restrictive policies, increased tuition costs, and other factors make this very important for students.  The resolved clause is just a recommendation, it is not binding.  

The students were asked what their experience with syllabi was, since faculty members usually provide a fairly detailed syllabus for the course.  It was noted that in general, even very detailed syllabi don’t give specific information about what the teacher is looking for in terms of effort, how much time students are expected to put in to the class, or how they will be graded.  Students only get this information through meaningful graded work.  Faculty are responsible for the quality of education.  In courses across campus, the majority of actual assignments aren’t 
due until after census.  Without feedback, it makes it hard for students to be successful in classes.

It was suggested that students should speak to instructors if they have these types of questions.  It was noted that adjunct professors often don’t have the time to speak to students and even full-time professors who have the time only provide generic answers.

Students are being persistent about this because the CSU policies are becoming more stringent.  Limitations on repeating courses are making students less competitive grade-wise.  It makes a difference for students trying to decide how many units to take.  They may need to take fewer units of more work is required for a particular course.  

Discussion of the resolution resumed with an amendment on the floor from the previous meeting:
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:
· Adding the words “whenever possible” is not a solution.  It still puts the burden on the faculty.  Educational institutions are not a commodity; they are institutions of higher learning.  The burden should be on the student.  Students should be responsible for asking professors questions.  Part of learning is treating education in an adult fashion.  IUPCs have been known to misinterpret things.  The entire clause should be rejected and another one put in place that puts the burden upon the students.

· The amendment adds a disclaimer that allows for the possibility that in some classes it will be impossible to provide feedback this early.  Students don’t necessarily know how to be proactive about their education.  It is not realistic to expect that they will arrive on campus and know how to assert themselves.  Students coming out of high school still have much to learn about how to be a student.  

· Instead of advocating against the Executive Order, which is considered draconian, students are trying to work with the campus to make this work; this resolved clause was offered as a possible way to accomplish that.

· This is partly a function of students having more complicated lives, with jobs, etc.  However, the amendment is not supported.  It makes this a rule with no guts, and is leading to arguing about what is possible and what is not possible.  What the students want is communication about expectations and evaluation standards.  Instead of having a resolve about getting                             

something graded back, have a resolve about providing communication in regard to expectations and evaluation standards.

· One graded assignment is probably not adequate to provide enough information to the students in terms of what they need.  An adequately written course outline should provide that grading criteria.  Experience has shown that students often don’t read the outline.  The outline is the standard that is provided to the students.  Syllabi should provide student with information to make an informed decision about a course.
· Even if students receive the grading scale, it does not necessarily provide information on how hard a professor grades.  Students need actual feedback that is meaningful.

Discussion was interrupted for the next time certain agenda item.
2. TIME CERTAIN: 4:45 – Resolution on the Academic Planning and Curriculum Process (#14-08/09-Virnoche (Revised) – Continued from March 24 (see page 2 of the agenda for summary of action taken on 3/24) 
Discussion of the resolution resumed with an amendment on the floor from the previous meeting:

M/S (Flashman/Powell) to amend Section 2 of the ICC Constitution regarding membership as follows (change in italics): (Three faculty members from each college including 1 Chair of the College Curriculum Committee and 2 at large)

· The purpose of the amendment is a desire for the continued existence of the college curriculum committees.  However, it now requires colleges to have a curriculum committee, rather than leaving colleges to make a choice.  The amendment is not supported.
Voting on the amendment by a show of hands occurred.  The amendment FAILED with 2 Yes votes, 16 No votes, and 6 Abstentions.

Discussion on the original resolution:

· Disappointment was expressed with the current proposal as it has come forward.  Issues raised previously, particularly from CNRS, have not been addressed satisfactorily.  Concern was expressed about the process by which documents will be sent forward to the ICC.  There was no change made to the proposal to address the concerns that there is some kind of formal process required at the college level.  The second issue that is not adequately addressed is the issue of voting.  Colleagues are concerned about having anyone other than faculty as a voting member of the ICC.
· The voting piece in the ICC Constitution was left as it was based on previous Senate discussion and a straw poll which indicated that senators supported having all members of the ICC be given the right to vote.  If a senator wants to propose an amendment, the section on voting is in the first paragraph on page 7 of the ICC Constitution.

· Frustration was expressed with the inability of the Senate to move the document forward.  The planning committee responded to and addressed concerns that have been expressed.  There are members of the Senate that will continually find something to argue about.  The Senate needs to conclude this discussion and move forward.  After hearing the compelling arguments from staff, it was good to see that the committee included staff as voting members.  However, concern was expressed that the deans were voting members.  

· Faculty in CNRS are not trying to halt the process, but many colleagues cannot vote for it as it stands.  Rather than have it go to the faculty and be voted down, changes should be made.  Curriculum is currently formulated by the faculty.  Concern was expressed about altering the process for budgetary reasons.  

· Some of the strongest feedback heard from faculty colleagues regarding the ICC Constitution is that voting on the ICC be limited to only faculty members.  Without this change, it will probably not be approved by the General Faculty.

· At a previous Senate meeting, when the Registrar spoke eloquently about voting members and there was discussion about the process of shared governance, a number of minds were changed.  If that conversation were held throughout the university, a lot of minds might be changed in the same way.  Without that happening, concerns about this not being passed may be valid, and perhaps the Senate should be less idealistic and address the concern.

· The previous discussion about voting rights was not persuasive.  Individuals should be valued and giving someone the right to vote gives a sense of value.  However, there are other ways to show value.  Staff want to be listened to and recognized for their expertise; it is not about who gets to vote or not.  Curriculum is a faculty concern and it should be kept that way.

· In all of the committee and subcommittees of the proposed ICC, faculty members are the majority.  Why is the Senate concerned about giving other people a vote?  If faculty cannot come to a consensus among themselves, then that is a different problem.  We can show our support for our staff and support personnel in many ways.  But the bottom line is that giving them a vote demonstrates that value has some substance.  This is a non-issue; the faculty already has the majority vote on the committees.  This is only a recommending body.  It is delusional to imagine that the faculty truly owns the curriculum.  Give everyone the vote.

· Rather than give the faculty too many reasons to vote against this, the Senate should just have an amendment to vote up or down and get it over with.
· Recalling the speech at a previous Senate meeting about staff voting, it was stated that what turned the body in favor of voting rights for staff was the result of an emotional response.  Nonetheless, we should give it a try.  The ICC will go through an evaluation process and it can be changed.  Senators were urged to vote for the resolution, even if they don’t agree that staff should be able to vote.

· For some, the reason for supporting everyone’s right to vote on the ICC was not an emotional response; it just makes sense.  The curriculum does not belong to the faculty; it belongs to the institution (faculty, staff, administration, students).  Coming at this from a perspective of the curriculum belonging to the institution, it makes sense for everyone to have voting rights.  It gives everyone status, and we should continue to move in that direction.  The Senate should go ahead and vote on this and give it a try.

· A commendable feature of the proposed ICC is that it is a Senate committee and everything will go through the Senate.  The current UCC is a university [sic] committee and makes recommendations both to the administration (Provost) and to the Senate.  There has always been a strain trying to determine which recommendations went where.  Having everything go through the Senate, a body whose voting composition is pretty much all faculty, is a safeguard.  Senators were asked to think about being in a position in a group without full membership and being told “don’t worry, we’ll listen to you and take your opinion into consideration.”  Ask yourself how you would feel in that situation – it is not simply an emotional issue.

· Allowing staff and administrators to vote is not a gesture of appreciation; it is an acknowledgement that the curriculum cannot be mounted without them. There are a lot of moving pieces and parts of curriculum and a vast majority of them are not things that the faculty addresses.  It is understandable that the faculty thinks of curriculum only in terms of what they do – but there is much more to it.  The ICC is a place to have conversations among all individuals, from the beginning of the process.  It will improve efficiency and reduce workload.  Curriculum is a very complicated enterprise.

· It can be difficult to be on a committee without having a vote.  However, it is the faculty who are concerned about the intellectual quality of the curriculum.  Others have concerns about cost, the catalog, etc.  Concern was expressed that these issues are being raised to the same level as the faculty concerns.

· There are probably numerous reasons for not doing this, but we should give it a try.  There are problems with collegiality on campus and someone has to make the first step, to put something at risk for the sake of the university as a whole.  It is like the prisoner’s dilemma – no one is willing to act for fear of the other players and the winning strategy is tit for tat.  The faculty should be willing to make the first step.  It would be a good thing for everyone.
M/S (Reiss/Craig) to amend Section 9 of the Constitution as follows:
9.  Decision Making Processes and Voting
The ICC is a consensus building body facilitated by the Chair of the ICC.  The ICC makes recommendations to the Academic Senate.    In cases where more than one ICC member is in disagreement on an item, the Chair of the ICC will call for a vote.  Only faculty members of the ICC may vote.  .
Discussion of the amendment:

· This amendment sounds like faculty do not trust the integrity of the staff to have the best interests of the institution in mind.  It communicates distrust.  When everyone is allowed to participate in the decision-making process, there is a sense of ownership in the outcome.  Allowing meaningful participation by others, in addition to the faculty, creates institutional integrity.  This institution lacks integrity.  What HSU needs more than anything is commitment to institutional integrity, not more distrust on the part of the faculty.
· Only individuals have integrity; an institution cannot have integrity.  We don’t want to communicate distrust with this or have staff members think that is the intention of this.  Curriculum is the purview of the faculty; it is the responsibility of the faculty to create, develop, and write curriculum and forward it through a process.  Faculty members go into the classroom and deliver the curriculum.  It is the faculty’s responsibility and no one else’s, including administration, staff, and students.  That is why faculty only should vote on these issues.

· It would not be a good situation for a staff member to be put in the position of having a tie-breaking vote – it puts that person in a very difficult situation.  Different sets of privileges come with different statuses.  The right to vote goes with the responsibility.

· It is an emotional issue; we are hearing the same arguments that tenured faculty have had with lecturers over the years now being used with staff.  The overlapping circles on the ICC organization chart illustrates that the idea of curriculum belonging only to the faculty is being stretched far beyond past beliefs.  Not being able to vote does make a difference.

· The amendment is detested and should be voted down.  Is the faculty so afraid or insecure in its position that it needs to worry that the paltry number of votes from staff and administrators will overrule the faculty on the committee?  The ICC still must report to the Senate.  It is silly to denigrate any members of the group without first giving this a chance and seeing how it works.  If needed, this can be changed later after the trial period.

· Allowing staff members to vote on the ICC is not abrogating responsibility; it is delegating responsibility.  This is a Senate standing committee and final decisions still will come through the Senate.

M/S (Virnoche/Cheyne) to end debate and vote immediately.  Motion PASSED with 19 Yes votes and 4 No votes.
Voting on the amendment occurred and motion FAILED with 5 Yes votes, 18 No votes, and 1 Abstention.

M/S (Zoellner/Cheyne) to end debate and vote immediately on the main motion.  Motion FAILED for lack of a two-thirds vote, with 14 Yes votes, 7 No votes, and 3 Abstentions.

Discussion on the main motion continued:

· The curriculum needs to be built so it will be best for the program.  Fear and concern was expressed that as budgets shrink, there will be more competition for new curriculum coming from the faculty.  If the process of starting a new curriculum doesn’t get beyond the starting block, it won’t make it to the Senate.  There may be people with voting rights on the ICC who don’t fully understand why a new program is needed.  The argument about voting rights is not about disenfranchisement; it is about wanting to see that the curriculum is built first and foremost.

· It was noted that all new curriculum proposals will go through the ICC and will be forwarded to the Senate to make a recommendation. Proposals go all the way through the pipeline to the Senate and each group discusses it.  Nothing will be prevented from proceeding beyond the starting block at any point.
· Since the proposed ICC is going to the General Faculty for a vote of approval or rejection, clarification was requested as to whether or not future changes to the ICC Constitution will require a General Faculty vote.  It was stated that the reason for sending the document to the faculty for a vote initially is because of the substantive changes being made to the existing curriculum process.  Future changes will not need to go the General Faculty for a vote.

Voting on Resolution on the Academic Planning and Curriculum Process (#14-08/09-Virnoche (Revised)) occurred and PASSED with 21 Yes votes, 2 No votes, and 1 Abstention.
M/S (Cheyne/Kornreich) to adjourn.  Meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

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

Not discussed.
4. Resolution on Draft HSU Intellectual Property Policy (#05-08/09-FA (Revised)) 
[The resolution will be distributed electronically. The draft policy is available online with senate packet materials; a hard copy was provided in your October 21, 2008 senate packet.]

Not discussed.


















