
  HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERSITY        09/10:23 
  Academic Senate Minutes         04/27/10 
 

Chair Mortazavi called the meeting to order at 4:05 pm on Tuesday, April 27, 2010, Nelson Hall East, 
Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present. 

 
Members present:  Altschul, Berman, Bolick-Floss, Cannon, Craig, Ellerd, Faulk, Flashman, Fulgham, 
Goodman, Heise, Knox, Margell, Meiggs, Mola, Mortazavi, Moyer, Olson, Paynton, Powell, Reiss, 
Rizzardi, Ryerson-Replogle, Snyder, Thobaben, Van Duzer.    

 
  Members absent:  Butler, Chapin, Gunsalus, Nordstrom, Richmond, Rodriguez, Tripp.  
 
  Proxies:  Thobaben for Cheyne, Paynton for VerLinden, Craig for Yarnall. 
 
  Guests:  MacConnie, Ayoob, Burges, Mann, S. Smith, Dewey. 
 

1. Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of March 30, 2010 
 
M/S/U (Thobaben/Craig) to approve the minutes from the March 30, 2010 meeting as written. 
 
2. Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 3, 2010 – NOT DISTRIBUTED 
 
3. Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 13, 2010 
 
M/S/P (Goodman/Cannon) to approve the minutes of the meeting of April 13, 2010.  Two corrections 
were noted.  Voting occurred and PASSED with 1 Abstention. 
 
4. Reports, Announcement, and Communication of the Chair 
 
Proxies were announced. 
 
A General Faculty Election is being held today and tomorrow.  The election of Senate officers for 
2010/2011 will occur at the May 4th Senate meeting.  Following the May 4th meeting, the President is 
hosting an end of the year reception for Senate members at 6 pm in the Kate Buchanan Room.  The 
End of the Year Faculty Social will be held on Monday, May 10, 5 pm, at the Plaza Grill. 
 
A recent publication from the Institute for Teaching & Learning at the Chancellor’s Office contains an 
article written by HSU Professor Tasha Souza.   
 
The Provost made his recommendations on program elimination to the President and the President 
communicated his decisions to the campus today.  Members of the Senate were asked if they had any 
questions. 
 
Members of the Senate thanked the Provost for his thoughtful responses and hard work.  Appreciation 
was expressed for the fact that both the Provost and the President acknowledged the work done by 
the Program Elimination Task Force, the Senate, and the Senate Executive Committee.  The level of 
detail and direction as well as the delineation of a clear timeline was noted and appreciated. 
The Provost was asked how the remaining $600,000 budget reduction will be accomplished.  He 



HSU Academic Senate Minutes  
April 27, 2010 
 

2 

responded that it will depend in part on the result of the review of Theatre, Film and Dance.  Given the 
lateness in the academic year, the Provost is waiting also to see what transpires with the proposed 
student fee and the Governor’s budget.  He plans to step back and reassess and will not plan on doing 
anything further until August or September.   
 
Chair Mortazavi noted that drafts of a Constitution and Bylaws for Staff Council will be discussed at 
Thursday’s University Executive Committee meeting.  Since he will not be able to attend the meeting, 
he asked if members of the Senate had comments they would like to share on the drafts.  He expressed 
concern that although it had been stated previously that Staff Council members would be elected, the 
documents refer to Staff Council members being “selected.”  In addition, there are references to a  
“University Senate” in the documents; currently, no such entity exists. 
 
Comments: 
 
The Staff Council representative to the Senate reported that the wording (i.e., “select”) was chosen 
based on feedback from other CSU campuses where problems have occurred in making distinctions 
between staff councils and unions.  The draft bylaws outline an election procedure even though the 
terminology used is “selection.”  The concern expressed by senate members will be passed along. 
Staff Council was thinking ahead to the possible changes in campus governance structures when it 
chose to reference the “University Senate.”   
 
It was asked if there had been any discussion about adding an administrator or a faculty member to 
the Staff Council.  There was no discussion about doing so. 
 
5. Consent Calendar  
 
The following consent calendar items from the ICC were approved without objection: 
 
09-238 NRPI 460 – Natural Resource Agency Planning - course title change to Environmental Planning for Public 
Lands and - New Description: Environmental planning processes applied by state and federal agencies to 
manage for desired ecological, economic, and social outcomes on public lands. Key themes: collaborative 
processes, community involvement, stewardship.  Request makes no substantive changes to course content, but 
modernizes course title and description. 
 
09-241 ZOOL 476 – Principles of Animal Development - change from 2-unit lecture & 2-unit lab to 3-unit lecture 
& 1-unit lab. Course description change:  Developments in field (increased emphasis on understanding genes 
and cellular and molecular biology) require increased lecture component in order to adequately address topics 
that can’t be covered in lab.  Change will also better support students entering field of stem cell research. 
 Reducing lab to 1-unit will still provide lab experience for students.  Requested change is based on evolution of 
the field and is mechanism to better serve student population entering field of stem cell biology.  Change also 
reduces WTU by 1 unit. 
 
09-343:  CHEM 107:  Fundamentals of Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) 
to conform to long-standing department practice & print catalog statements 

09-344:  CHEM 109:  General Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements 



HSU Academic Senate Minutes  
April 27, 2010 
 

3 

09-345:  CHEM 110:  General Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements  

09-346:  CHEM 117:  Nursing Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform to long-standing department practice & print catalog statements 

09-347:  CHEM 321:  Organic Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements, and add CHEM 110 as a pre-
requisite (pre-req has been listed in print catalog since ‘95/’96).   

09-348:  CHEM 328:  Brief Organic Chemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements, and add CHEM 107 or 109 as a pre-
requisite (pre-req has been listed in print catalog since ‘95/’96).   

09-349:  CHEM 341:  Quantitative Analysis  - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to 
conform with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements, and add CHEM 110 as a pre-
requisite (pre-req has long  been listed in print catalog).   

09-350:  CHEM 432:  Biochemistry - change grade mode to required letter grade (and no CR/NC) to conform 
with long-standing department practice & print catalog statements, and add CHEM 110, any calculus course, 
AND CHEM 322 or 328 as pre-requisites (pre-reqs have long  been listed in print catalog).   

 
Later in the meeting, it was requested that items 09-343:  CHEM 107 and 09-344: CHEM 109 be 
removed from the consent calendar for the reason that they are general education courses and should 
have broader discussion.  It was requested that someone from the Chemistry Department be invited to 
speak to these at the next Senate meeting. 
 
6. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community  
 
There were no speakers for the open forum.  
 
Senator Flashman apprised the Senate of changes that are being proposed to the University Center 
(UC) organization.  The UC Board has been presented with a recommendation for reorganization that 
would create a ‘sub-board’ which would oversee the enterprise/commercial side of the organization 
(i.e., Bookstore, etc.).  This board would be comprised of three vice presidents, students, and others.  
The proposal was submitted by the Executive Director of the UC and is moving rapidly along.  The UC 
Board will vote to approve or not.  If members of the Senate have questions or comments, they may be 
forwarded to senators Flashman, Rizzardi, or Fulgham – all are members of the UC Board. 
 
It was noted that the proposal differs from the one made two years ago in that the newly created sub-
board would still be under the control of the University Center, whereas two years ago it was proposed 
as a separate and independent non-profit. 
 
7. TIME CERTAIN:  4:30-4:45 – An Assessment of HSU’s Capacity to Prevent and Respond to 

Sexualized Violence (report)  
 
Professors Kim Berry and Maxwell Schnurer spoke to the Senate about this draft document that is 
serving as the basis for crafting a strategic plan to comply with EO 993.  The Sexual Assault Prevention 
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Committee is seeking feedback from the Senate on its preliminary recommendations before the report 
and the plan become finalized.  The mandate is that all CSU campuses create a strategic plan that 
includes training for faculty and staff.  Ideas from the Senate on ways to create systemic training, in 
light of budget constraints, were welcomed. 
 
Discussion: 
 
It was clarified that this training would be in addition to (and is different from) the current Sexual 
Harassment training.  
 
Is there any effort to develop online training for the entire CSU system?  It has been presented as an 
unfunded mandate, but Professor Berry said she would look into whether or not the CSU is providing 
any models for this. 
 
Demographic questions such as numbers of sexual assaults by different types of perpetrators (i.e., 
stranger, acquaintance, etc.) are difficult to answer because of the limitations of reporting.  It is 
believed that most incidents are not reported and those that are reported are most likely reported as 
‘stranger’ incidents.  The most useful numbers locally come from the North Coast Rape Crisis Team; 
they are able to chart individuals if they self-identify as HSU students.  They document about 40 cases 
per year involving HSU students; and this is clearly not the total.  College campuses are places of high 
risk. 
 
Prevention education for students is a key piece of the plan.  However, faculty and staff training is 
endorsed by EO 993.  There must be individuals on campus who know how to support students, are 
knowledgeable regarding laws, etc.  The training for faculty and staff is not an incident type of training. 
The training will be required.  It was recommended that administrators be included in the training as 
well. 
 
Will HSU’s collaboration with the North Coast Rape Crisis Team be ongoing or will HSU become more 
independent over time?  ‘Best practices’ include partnerships with existing community organizations 
with 24-hour crisis prevention and different levels of mandated reporting (and protection of the 
identity of victims).  HSU would not be able to provide comparable services.  The partnership is a good 
model and should continue. 
  
Has training been incorporated into the “new faculty” development program?   In Fall 2009, Tasha 
Souza began working with the North Coast Rape Crisis Team and the intention is to institutionalize and 
continue this training as part of the ongoing “new faculty” development program. 
 
The Sexual Assault Prevention Committee is working on obtaining outside funding and will be 
submitting a federal grant proposal for $300,000.  The grant would be for three years and would be 
used to build training and processes, develop comprehensive websites, and a strong peer education 
program.   
 
Having a single person designated as an advocate and/or point person for collecting reports, etc. was 
reported to be an effective model.   This will be investigated.  It was noted that to some degree, the 
Sexual Assault Prevention Committee acts in the same capacity. 
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Various ways of providing training for students are being considered, including having them begin 
before they arrive at HSU, training during orientation, and embedded curriculum in a required first 
year course.  Other ideas and models of ways to ensure that educational materials are effective and 
accurate are welcome.  There are some initiatives already underway. 
 
The sustainability piece of the grant is a significant part.  The three years will be used to set up 
processes that can be carried out with aa few personnel as possible.  The group is thinking creatively of 
ways to do this, including using graduate students and student internships.  Both provide lower-cost 
personnel as well as leadership opportunities for students. 
 
8. Resolution to Establish a Graduate Writing Proficiency Examination (GWPE) Revision Task Force 

(#25-09/10-APC) 
 
M/S (Goodman/Powell) to place the resolution floor. 
 

Resolution to Establish a Graduate Writing Proficiency Examination (GWPE) Revision Task Force 
#25-09/10-APC – April 27, 2010 

 
RESOLVED:   That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that a GWPE Revision Task 
Force be formed to assess current student writing competence and examine and possibly revise the GWPE.  Task 
force membership will include one faculty member of the Academic Policies Committee, the director of the 
GWPE program, a faculty GWPE advisory Board member, the campus Assessment Director, the Vice Provost, a 
student representative appointed by AS, and a professional staff/faculty member selected by the Dean of 
Students to represent Student Support Services/Learning Center; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University suggests that the task force consider the 
use of the following methods for evaluating current student writing competence:  assess a random sample of 
upper division writing samples from required senior capstone courses, utilize assessment efforts currently 
underway in departments, and mine institutional data; and be it further  
 
RESOLVED: That if the assessment of current writing competence conducted by the task force suggests that 
students attending senior capstone courses are not writing at an upper division college level, then a revised 
instrument, structure or process will be developed to assess college level writing in a manner that ensures a 
clear linkage between the exam and faculty expectations of competent college writing; and be it further  
RESOLVED: That the GWPE Revision Task Force will report their findings and recommendations to the Academic 
Senate’s Academic Policies Committee during the first week of April 2011. 
 
Rationale: There is a contradiction between the near universal passing rate of students taking the GWPE (94% 
between 2006-2008) and the commonly expressed concerns of faculty regarding the lack of competent writing by 
students in completing coursework.  It appears that one of the following conditions exists:  
 

 the GWPE does not measure college writing competence as defined by faculty in their lament about 
student performance  

 the standards for passing the GWPE or too low to ensure that all graduates are writing at an upper 
division level of college writing as required by EO665 

 the concerns expressed about student writing are not a valid reflection of student competence. 
 
The GWPE Revision Task Force will attempt to determine which of these conditions exist and propose steps to the 
Academic Policies Committee to remedy the situation.  
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Discussion: 
 

 It was asked why a task force is being established for this rather than giving it to the ICC’s 
Subcommittee on Program Planning and Assessment.  It was answered that ‘assessment’ as 
defined by the university and by the GWPE are two different things and that the Subcommittee is 
already swamped with work. 

 

 Another reason for establishing a separate task force is that there is a GWPE committee that exists 
and has a long history; these individuals need to be at the table.  The task force is being established 
to 1) determine if a problem exists, and 2) if a problem exists, to bring a proposal to address the 
problem back to the Academic Policies Committee.  

 

 Assessment is what is being discussed here; this would be appropriate for the ICC’s Subcommittee.  
Why does this need to come to the Senate rather than having the ICC set this up on its own? 

 

 Concerns about the GWPE have been raised since at least 1993.  A broad-based faculty group 
needs to take a look at the GWPE.  It was noted that the resolution as written doesn’t provide for a 
very broad group of faculty. 

 
Voting on the resolution as written occurred and PASSED. 
 
9. Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Second Majors (#26-09/10-APC) 
 
M/S (Van Duzer/Goodman) to place the resolution on the floor. 

Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Second Majors 

#26-09/10-APC – April 27, 2010 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that students 
be allowed to complete a second major on the condition that they file a major contract with each major 
program by the time they have completed 90 units demonstrating that they can graduate with both majors 
completed in fewer than 150 units.  Students who choose to complete a second major and cannot complete the 
required courses in less than 150 units may submit a request for an exception to the department chair and dean. 
 

RATIONALE:  Allowing double majors may lead to a delay in graduation.  If a double major is requested, 
a graduation plan demonstrating a reasonable process for completing both majors before reaching 150 
units will mitigate against an unreasonable consumption of academic resources caused by the second 
major. 

 
It was noted that both Resolution #26 and Resolution #27 were written in response to 
recommendations from the Graduation Improvement Task Force. 
  
Discussion: 
 

 It was asked if there should be a limit on the number of units after which students may not change 
may change majors, and if so, how many units should that be. 

 
M (Fulgham) to make two editorial changes.  Motion died for lack of a second. 
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The second proposed editorial change to the rationale was accepted as a friendly amendment: 
 

Allowing double majors may lead to a delay in graduation.  If a double major is requested, a graduation 
plan demonstrating a reasonable process for completing both majors before reaching 150 units will 
mitigate against the an unreasonable consumption of academic resources caused by the second major. 

   

 It was suggested that the limit be set at 140 units rather than 150 units.  The average student 
graduates with 150-156 units; 140 units would be a better compromise. 

 

 What kind of evidence is there that a lot of students are floating around and switching majors?  
How much money would this save? 

 

 On average, it takes 120 units for students to graduate.  Most students graduate with an average of 
150 units.  This is a resource consumption issue.  If HSU doesn’t exert its own controls on this, it 
may find itself subject to other types of controls, i.e., additional charges levied on students after 
they have reached 140 units.  Demographic predictions show that the CSU will need to increase its 
production of baccalaureates by 50% to meet future demand.  From the state’s point of view, more 
graduates are wanted, not more units. 

 

 Some students require a double-major for work positions they are going into, for example, art 
therapy with children.  Some of these double-majors require an additional 30 units.  Exceptions 
need to be made for students with special study contracts. 

 

 The request to change the limit to 140 units is reasonable. 
 

 How many units do transfer students come in with on average and does this allow them to make 
changes or add a major?  How does this policy accommodate transfer students?  Should there be a 
different policy for transfer students? 

 

 It was stated that native students graduate with more units on average than transfer students. 
 

 What is the timeline for transfer students to make changes?  It was noted that it would be the 
same as for native students; it would not be appropriate to have different regulations for different 
populations of students.   

 

 According to data from NSSE, more students plan to have a double-major than actually complete a 
double-major.  The intention to double-major may cause students to have excess units. 

 

 If students are able to petition for an extension, the lower limit may not be a problem. 
 

 According to data from IR, BA students graduate with an average of 150 units and BS students with 
an average of 160 units.  There is no difference between transfer and freshmen.  What is being 
proposed is a process which will have students identify two major contracts.  Maybe the university 
and the Senate want to discourage students from taking second majors. 
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 Are we willing to deny entry for new first time freshmen or transfer students because we want 
other students to stay and take an extra degree?  It is a question of privilege. 

 

 The Vice Provost was asked why it is inappropriate to have different standards for different 
populations of students, i.e., native versus transfer students.  She responded that it is not relevant 
in this case; the data indicates that transfer students do not need a longer period of time to make 
changes. 

 

 It there is no unit cap in place for single majors, then this doesn’t prevent students from taking all 
of the courses they want and just not declaring a second major.  It was noted that this policy is 
intended to be a ‘planning’ cap. 

 

 If the State is committed to educating students, why is that commitment limitless?  140 units is 
reasonable.  It was suggested that the Senate should take up the issue of a unit cap for all students. 

 

 The discussion has expanded beyond the scope of the resolution.  It will be possible for students to 
get extensions.  Tinkering with the resolution is not helpful at this point. 

 

 What effect will this resolution have on student diversity?  More information is needed to ascertain 
what effect this would have on older returning students, first-generation students, etc.  The Senate 
needs more information before adopting this.  It will deny access for some students to the 
education they want because they are ambitious. 

 

 This puts more pressure than is necessary on transfer students.  They have not received the kind of 
major advising that native students receive.  For the most part, the advising at the community 
college level is focused on completing general education requirements rather than preparing for a 
major. 

 
Chair Mortazavi announced that he was suspending the rules in order to introduce new agenda items 
after 5:29 pm. 
 

 The Senate needs to come to a decision.  It was noted that only 4% of the degrees awarded 
annually at HSU are 2nd majors. 

 

 The concerns expressed in regard to transfer students and diversity have been convincing.  The 
true relevant difference between native and transfer students is the relative number of units they 
have before they arrive at HSU. 

 

 The resolution deals with 2nd majors; it only effects ca. 4% of students.  Raising the diversity issue is 
a red herring.  The Senate needs to try and manage this.  Otherwise, there may be mandates down 
the road and the campus will be forced into positions it doesn’t want to be in, i.e., there will be no 
second major. 

   

 It was noted that there is a lack of evidence either way as to whether or not this would have an 
effect on student diversity. 
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 The Senate should not be threatened with worst case scenarios as a way of forcing a decision. 
 
M/S/F (Rizzardi/Fulgham) to end debate.  Voting occurred and motion FAILED with 16 Yes votes, 6 No 
votes, and 2 Abstentions. 
 
Discussion continued: 
 

 Parents don’t expect to pay for their children to go to school forever; why should we expect the 
State of California to do so?  It is time to impose some restrictions to make it reasonable for 
everyone.  The limit should be reduced to 140 units.  We need to move toward more financially 
sustainable public education. 

 

 The university has other controls which should be enforced, i.e. a time cap. 
 
M/S/P (Fulgham/Paynton) to replace “150 units” with “140 units.”  Voting occurred and PASSED with 9 
Yes Votes, 9 No votes, and 7 Abstentions.  Chair Mortazavi broke the tie with a Yes vote. 
 
Voting on the amended resolution occurred and PASSED with 13 Yes votes, 9 No votes, and 3 
Abstentions. 
 
The amended resolution reads: 

Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Second Majors 

#26-09/10-APC – April 27, 2010 
 

RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that students 
be allowed to complete a second major on the condition that they file a major contract with each major 
program by the time they have completed 90 units demonstrating that they can graduate with both majors 
completed in fewer than 140 units.  Students who choose to complete a second major and cannot complete the 
required courses in less than 140 units may submit a request for an exception to the department chair and dean. 

 
RATIONALE:  Allowing double majors may lead to a delay in graduation.  If a double major is requested, 
a graduation plan demonstrating a reasonable process for completing both majors before reaching 140 
units will mitigate against the consumption of academic resources caused by the second major. 

 
10. Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Changes in Majors (#26-09/10-APC) 
 
M/S (Van Duzer/Fulgham) to place the resolution on the floor. 

Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Changes in Majors 

#27-09/10-APC – April 27 2010 
 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that students 
not be permitted to change majors after 90 units, unless the student and his/her advisor agree that the new 
major can be completed in less than 140 units.  Students are required to complete a new major contract before 
completing additional units beyond 90.  Students who choose to change majors and cannot complete the 
required courses in less than 140 units may submit a request for an exception to the department chair and dean.  

 



HSU Academic Senate Minutes  
April 27, 2010 
 

10 

RATIONALE:  Allowing changes in majors after 90 units may lead to a delay in graduation.  If a change in 
major is requested after 90 units, a graduation plan demonstrating a reasonable process for completing 
the new major within 140 units should be required to reduce the overconsumption of academic 
resources that could be caused by the change. 

 
Discussion:  
 

 A friendly amendment was accepted to change “overconsumption” to “consumption” in the last 
sentence of the rationale. 

 

 Concern was expressed about transfer students and the number of accumulated units they have 
from a previous institution.  If they are planning to major in a science program, they basically have 
to start from the beginning after they arrive at HSU. 

 

 The Provost was asked if he would be willing to raise the issue at a statewide provost’s meeting 
regarding transfer students and the counting of units for courses that are not academically 
oriented. 

 Students are penalized by having activity courses, etc. counted.  The system should be able to 
devise a process that excludes those courses from counting as units toward degree, as well as 
counting for financial aid. 

 

 Transfer students need to be allowed more time to change majors; this is a more serious issue for 
them. 

 

 It was noted that allowing students to request an exception through the department chair and 
college dean addresses the concerns that have been expressed; it leaves the door open for special 
circumstances. 

 

 The issue is not the total number of units.  Students are already required to declare a major by 90 
units and complete a major contract.  This seems like a reasonable request. 

 

 Transfer students are not being put at a disadvantage by any of these policies.  They can only 
transfer 75 units.  Having experience at a community college prior to coming to HSU gives students 
time to think about what they want to do when they come to the university. 

 

 The resolution is poorly worded.  It is not clear when a student has permission to go the 
department chair and dean, versus working with an advisor.  The wording in the resolved clause 
was changed by friendly amendment, as follows: 

 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that students 
not be permitted to change majors after 90 units, unless the student and his/her advisor agree that the new 
major can be completed in less than 140 total units. 
 

 There are potential implementation challenges.  It was suggested that the implementation be left 
to administration and that consultation would take place during the implementation process. 
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Voting on the amended resolution occurred and PASSED with 15 Yes votes, 7 No votes, and 1 
Abstention. 
 
The amended resolution reads: 

Resolution on Conditions for Allowing Changes in Majors 

#27-09/10-APC – April 27, 2010 
  
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President that students 
not be permitted to change majors after 90 units, unless the new major can be completed in less than 140 total 
units.  Students are required to complete a new major contract before completing additional units beyond 90.  
Students who choose to change majors and cannot complete the required courses in less than 140 units may 
submit a request for an exception to the department chair and dean.  

 
RATIONALE:  Allowing changes in majors after 90 units may lead to a delay in graduation.  If a change in 
major is requested after 90 units, a graduation plan demonstrating a reasonable process for completing 
the new major within 140 units should be required to reduce the consumption of academic resources 
that could be caused by the change. 

 
11. Proposed Student Fee – Materials, Services and Facilities (Provost Snyder) 
 
Provost Snyder spoke briefly on the background of the proposed student fee.  Two years ago a 
subcommittee recommended a college-based fee; but when it came time to implement, it was agreed 
that it wasn’t the needed solution.  This proposed fee is aimed primarily at things that are unique to 
HSU, i.e. the fish hatchery, child development lab, etc.  HSU has a long list of special and expensive 
services and facilities. 
 
12. Discussion of draft request for FTF impaction Fall 2011 (Provost Snyder) 
 
The Enrollment Management Task Force has recommended impacting the first time freshmen class for 
2011/2012.  This means that everyone in the local region who is qualified (top third of high school 
students) and meets all deadlines will be admitted and there will be additional criteria for students 
from outside the area.  It will allow HSU to manage the size of the incoming class. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 


