
  HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERSITY       11/12:03 
  Academic Senate Minutes        10/04/11 
 

Chair VerLinden called the meeting to order at 4:01 pm on Tuesday, October 4, 2011, Nelson 
Hall East, Room 102 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present. 
 
Members present:  Beyer, Ciarcia, Dixon, Fiore, Ellerd, Flashman, Goodman, Heise, Kelly, Mola, 
Mortazavi, Moyer, Nordstrom, Powell, Snyder, Thobaben, Van Duzer, VerLinden. 
 
Members absent:  Blake, Craig, Richmond, Shaeffer, Whitlatch, Yarnall. 
 
Proxies:  There were no proxies. 
 
Guests:  Burges, Grenot, M. Comella, Mullery, Nagatsuka. 
 
1. Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of September 20, 2011 
 
M/S/U (Mortazavi/Powell) to approve the minutes from the meeting of September 20, 2011 as 
written. 
 
2. Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair 
 
The President is absent due to scheduling conflict with another meeting and event. 
 
Jay VerLinden, Bob Snyder, and Rollin Richmond will be working together on a plan to re-
structure campus committees (reducing, combine, dissolving, etc.).   If you are interested in 
being involved with this work and/or if you have specific input to share, please contact Chair 
VerLinden. 
 
Recent faculty appointments to the Intercollegiate Athletics Advisory Committee were 
announced. 
 
Two more faculty members are needed to serve on the Faculty Awards Committee – one 
previous award recipient and one faculty member at large.  Names should be forwarded to the 
Senate Office. 
 
3. Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio Members 
 
Academic Policies Committee (Van Duzer):  A revised Distance Education policy may be ready 
for the next Senate meeting.  The Committee continues to work on other issues it has been 
charged with. 
 
Academic Senate CSU (Mortazavi):  The CSU Online Campus is closer to becoming a reality.  
Several campuses, including HSU, have contributed money to fund it.  A job announcement for 
an executive director has been sent out. 
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General Faculty (Powell):  Nominations have been received for the General Faculty election for 
new senators and General Faculty officers; the ballot is being compiled.  There were no 
nominations for the General Faculty Secretary/Treasurer and so a separate election will be held 
later.  The election is scheduled for Oct. 17-20. 
 
Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC) (Moyer):  In addition to approving numerous curriculum 
proposals, the ICC approved a matrix to be used for approving DCG course proposals.  The 
matrix is designed to be simpler and more user-friendly than what is currently in place. 
 
Associated Students (Bryan Kelly):  AS has only 15 committee appointments left to make.  
College mixers are being held this month.  AS is working on a diverse range of initiatives and 
projects. 
 
Staff Council (Fiore):  The Council is developing procedures for electing senators for the 
University Senate and for filling vacancies on Staff Council and campus committees.  A door 
decorating contest was held last week for Homecoming with great success.  It will become a 
yearly event. 
 
Administrative Affairs (Nordstrom):  A national search for the Vice President for Advancement 
has begun.  Professor Mary Glenn (Anthropology) is serving on the committee.  VP Nordstrom 
will report on the process as it moves along. 
 
4. Consent Calendar from the Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC)  
 
A question was raised in regard to item 10-458 ENGR 326 and whether or not a related 
curriculum proposal had been approved.  It was stated that it had been approved. 
 
The following curriculum proposals were approved without objection: 
 
10-458  EGNR 326:  Comp Mthds for Env Eng III   
10-459  Philosophy Minors 
11-024 PSYC 320 Behavior Analysis 
11-025 PSYC 242 Intro to Psyc Research Design & Methodology 
11-026  ENGR 416:  Transport Phenomena  
11-027  ANTH 303:  Human Biology and Evolution   
11-043  Economics Individually Designed pathway.  
 
5. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 – Open forum for the campus community  
There were no speakers for the open forum. 
 
6. TIME CERTAIN:  4:30-4:45 –  Humboldt State Fact Book 2011 – informational presentation 

by Jacque Nagatsuka, Director, Office of Institutional Research and Planning 
 
Q:  Why is the Senate having a presentation on the Fact Book?  A:  The Senate Executive 
Committee (SEC) has talked about having a more interactive process with administration and  
 

http://www.humboldt.edu/irp/downloads/FactBook/2011_Fact_Book.pdf
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requesting reports, data, etc.  It was thought there were things that were interesting in the Fact 
Book. 
 
Presentation: 
 
Most institutions have a ‘fact book’ that is used more for external purposes.  It is a rich source 
of data about the institution for prospective students, parents, etc., but it doesn’t go very deep.  
Senators were encouraged to take a look at the Leading Indicators Report (75 p.) when 
possible.  It is available online and has more in-depth data. 
 
Different parts of the Fact Book were highlighted and discussed, including the CSU Graduation 
Initiative Goals, changing demographics at HSU, and first- and second-year student retention 
rates.  Other facts noted: 
 
• The demographics at HSU are changing rapidly, including the geographic origin of first-time 

freshman – the number of local students is decreasing 
• There are fewer graduate students and more transfer students 
• There are large gaps in retention rates between first-year male and female students and 

between second-year Underrepresented Minorities (URM) and non-URM students 
• HSU is attracting more students of color, but the faculty is not proportionally representative 
• Students who leave HSU without graduating do not necessarily go on to another college. 
 
HSU has fallen out of the top ten western schools ranking in US News and World Report.  This is 
a concern which needs to be addressed. 
 
Q:  Is IR figuring out how to come up with explanations/hypotheses for the declining 6 year 
graduation rate?  One hypothesis could be about the quality of student experience at HSU.  A:  
The Leading Indicators Report includes information and a lot of data is being collected on why 
students leave.   
 
7. TIME CERTAIN:  4:45-5:00 – GEAR (General Education and All-University Requirements) 

Assessment Plan for AY 11-12 – informational presentation by Cindy Moyer, Chair, 
Integrated Curriculum Committee 

 
ICC Chair Moyer handed out an example of a completed GEAR SLO Assignment Inventory for 
the fictitious and ever popular Department of Egyptology.  A copy of the blank form is included 
in the senate packet and is available online.  The goal is to have a complete inventory in a year.  
It is hoped that there will be sharing of ideas among professors and that departments will have 
face to face meetings with productive conversation or find alternatives (interfacing via email, 
etc.) if it is not possible to hold meetings.    
  
There is concern that there are General Education (GE) courses for which there are no learning 
or assessment activities connected with student learning outcomes; the inventory will help 
identify these gaps. 
 
A workshop on how to create assignments and projects will be offered on January 21, 2012.  
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Attendees will be paid and lunch will be provided.  Faculty are encouraged to attend, especially 
if the department was unable to hold any meetings this fall. 
 
The sample inventory form was reviewed.  The committee is not looking for exhaustive detail, 
such as specific exam questions. It would rather have general statements.  All courses should be 
on one form.  A different form should be used for each Area. 
  
This is not intended to be assessment.  It is a step towards meaningful assessment occurring in 
the future.  This form is much less work than originally proposed.  The committee also feels it is 
more meaningful that what was originally proposed. 
 
As the ICC subcommittee on assessment develops further plans, it will run them by the Senate. 
 
Q:  Where will the information be stored and how will it affect other aspects of the course 
approval system.  A:  This information is being requested for approving all new GEAR courses.  
Currently there are no plans to go back and revise course descriptions.   
 
It was noted there are significant issues in regard to teaching new professors what a GE course 
contains. 
 
It would be helpful to send a specific message to all departments with a link to the form and the 
student learning outcomes.  A link on the form would also be helpful. 
 
Q:  How does this translate to the WASC assessment recommendations and to student grades?  
A:  Grades don’t translate to outcomes assessment, e. g., a student may pass a course without 
passing the student learning outcomes.  This is an excellent first step in terms of the WASC 
recommendations as it is connecting assessment to the curriculum. 
 
If would be useful to have a general template (for GE) in the department policy file for training 
new faculty. 
 
8. Resolution on Responsibilities for the Transition to a University Senate and new General 

Faculty Governance Structure (#05-11/12-EX) – First Reading 
 
M/S (Goodman/Moyer) to place the resolution on the floor.   

Resolution on Responsibilities for the Transition to a University Senate and new General Faculty 
Governance Structures 

#05-11/12-EX – First Reading – October 4, 2011 

Resolved: That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University charges the Senate Executive 
Committee to oversee the transition from the current Academic Senate to the new University Senate 
and the new General Faculty governance structure; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That following the election of General Faculty officers and faculty senators for the University 
Senate, the Senate Executive Committee will form and charge a temporary task force to develop a 
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transition process, including timelines and needed actions, and recommend decisions to the Senate 
Executive Committee; and be it further 

RESOLVED:  That the Senate Executive Committee will report on progress and invite discussion at each 
senate meeting until it is replaced by the Executive Committee of the new University Senate, and be it 
further   

RESOLVED:  That the Senate Executive Committee will maintain full communication with the Senate and 
any task forces or other University persons or committees working on the transition regarding 
developments and issues.  

Rationale: There are many tasks to be done in implementing the new governance documents.  The Chair 
of the expanded Faculty Affairs committee which drafted the new constitutions and bylaws has 
suggested that other work of the Senate may suffer if all transition decisions are made either at the full 
Senate or at the Senate Executive Committee.  A task force supervised by the Senate Executive 
Committee may be able to save work and reduce the number of decisions to be brought to the full 
Senate.  Communication with the full Senate will allow the Senate to step in where there is a need.   

Discussion: 
 
The General Faculty Nominating and Elections Committee has begun work on a timeline and list 
of things that need to be in place for the new University Senate. 
 
It appears to be a step in the right direction and it is hoped that the proposed committee will 
give the Senate a draft plan as it goes along.  Senate members can be emailed and asked for 
comments as needed. 
 
M/S/P (Mola/Thobaben) to waive the 2nd reading.  Voting occurred and motion PASSED with 1 
no vote. 
 
Voting on resolution #5 occurred and PASSED with 1 abstention. 
 
9. Resolution Regarding Appendix J, Section VIII:  Procedures for Peer Review Committees 

(#02-11/12-FA) – First Reading 
 
M/S (Dixon/Mola) to place the resolution on the floor. 
 

Resolution Regarding Appendix J, Section VIII: Procedures For Peer Review Committees 
#02-11/12-FA – First Reading – October 4, 2011 

 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the procedures 
for Peer Review Committees, cited in Appendix J, “Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for 
Retention, Tenure and Promotion,” Section VIII.A.3.g) be modified as follows: 

Copies of recommendations made by higher level committees and administrators shall be sent 
to lower level committeesprevious review levels. 

And be it further 
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RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that this modification 
be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote during the 2011/2012 academic year. 

RATIONALE:  Currently copies of recommendations are not sent to department chairs who have written 
recommendation letters.  This change aligns the distribution of recommendations with the distribution 
of candidate rebuttal statements which are sent to previous review levels, including department chairs  
who have written recommendations letters.   

Discussion: 
 
Is there any reason to think the statement might be interpreted differently than intended? 
 
The proposed change to the language just makes it consistent with the language used 
elsewhere in this section of Appendix J. 
 
It was suggested that it be changed to state “sent to all lower level committees and 
administrators.” 
 
It was noted that it would then not match the language used previously in Appendix J. 
 
This is an implementation matter and only affects the staff in the offices that are responsible 
for the letters. 
 
The problem can be dealt with without changing Appendix J. 
 
The resolution needs to be re-written since what it is intending to do is obviously not clear to 
everyone. 
 
10. Resolution to Establish a Task Force to Address Issues with Department/Unit RTP Criteria 

and Standards (#03-11/12-EX) – First Reading 
 
M/S (Powell/Moyer) to place the resolution on the floor. 

 
RESOLVED:  That the Academic Senate of Humboldt State University establish a task force to address 
issues regarding the development and implementation of department/unit RTP criteria and standards in 
Appendix J, and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:  That the membership of the task force will include:  a member University Faculty Personnel 
Committee, a faculty member of the Faculty Affairs Committee, a member from each College Personnel 
Committee, and the AVP of Faculty Affairs, and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:  That the task force be charged with addressing the following issues: 

1. Lack of clarity for approval process of department/unit criteria and standards 
2. Absence of periodic review of department/unit criteria and standards 
3. Standards that are overly complex and prone to misinterpretation 
4. Lack of consistency across department/units 
5. Re-consideration of “equal and compensatory” language in Appendix J. 
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And be it further 
 
RESOLVED:  That the task force review the issues, recommend whether or not to continue the use of 
department/unit RTP criteria and standards, and propose revised Appendix J language commensurate 
with the task force’s recommendation.  Recommendations shall be forwarded to the Senate Executive 
Committee by Monday, November 28, 2011. 
 
RATIONALE:  In Spring 2011, the University Faculty Personnel Committee identified a number of issues in 
regard to the requirement in Appendix J for department/unit criteria and standards for the retention, 
tenure, and promotion (RTP) process.  The new requirement in Appendix J was approved by the General 
Faculty in 2006/07 for implementation in 2007/08. 
 
 Discussion: 
 
Q.  What are the concerns and how has this come about?  A.  It was explained that not all 
departments have written standards and that some departments have forwarded “implausible” 
standards which are raising serious issues as they go forward in retention, tenure and 
promotion (RTP) cases.  The task force is meant to address both current standards and to look 
at the issue of inconsistency in interpretations of standards. 
 
It was noted that it would be helpful for the Senate to see the memo from the University 
Faculty Personnel Committee (UFPC) which is a lengthy and detailed letter outlining the issues. 
 
It was recommended that the fifth issue (Re-consideration of “equal and compensatory” 
language in Appendix J) be removed from the list.  It is not an issue raised in the UFPC memo.  If 
it is left in, then the rationale clause needs to address it.   
 
While it is not explicit in the UFPC letter, a lot of the problems in dealing with the different 
standards and criteria extend from this change to Appendix J.  Therefore, it is an underlying 
issue.  The changes made to Appendix J in 2007 have been in place now for three years and it is 
reasonable to evaluate how they are working. 
 
There seems to be a belief on campus that research has become so important on campus that 
there is no time for service.  This issue has been added because of this perception.  There is a 
need to collect data on the unintended consequences of the changes to Appendix J. 
 
The establishment of the task force is supported.  College personnel committees are facing 
many issues with the departmental RTP criteria and standards and there needs to be some 
standardization. 
 
There is confusion in the roles played by various committees and administrators in the RTP 
review process; clarification is needed.  The process can’t avoid dealing in some way with the 
‘equal and compensatory’ language. 
 
The timetable seems unreasonable (too short). 
 
Should the task force report to the new University Senate? 
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Specific problems with the departmental RTP criteria and standards have existed for the past 
three years and need to be dealt with.  The issues are affecting current RTP candidates.  Adding 
the re-consideration of “equal and compensatory” to the task force will lengthen the timeline 
and re-focus the effort, to the detriment of the specific issues that need to be addressed as 
soon as possible. 
  
The timeline is too short.  Since the recommendations won’t affect anyone currently in the RTP 
process, they should go to the new University Senate. 
 
It was stated that the changes to Appendix J came to the faculty as a “package” which included 
an agreement that departments would establish their own standards.  It feels like a “bait and 
switch” to impose a different set of criteria.  It needs to be looked at as a package. 
 
It was suggested that if a task force of knowledgeable and thoughtful people were to examine 
the issues it could help departments put together better criteria.  The task force could articulate 
what the issues are. 
 
There are departments which have passed criteria they would like to update/change.  There 
currently is no process for revising criteria once they are approved.  There are very specific 
problems that need to be addressed.  If the equal and compensatory language is going to be 
included, then evaluation of the Boyer model should also be included.  It would be better to 
address the latter separately. 
 
M/S (Goodman/Mortazavi) to adjourn the meeting.  Voting occurred with 6 yes votes and 5 no 
votes.  Chair VerLinden voted and created a tie.  The motion FAILED. 
 
11. Discussion of Developing Guidelines for Collegial Evaluation of Classroom Teaching – Chip 

Dixon, Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee 
 
Appendix J clearly states that evaluation of teaching effectiveness is based primarily on peer 
evaluation.  The Faculty Affairs Committee has discussed a recommendation to develop 
guidelines and/or template for collegial evaluations.  When the SEC discussed the matter, it 
became apparent that departments varied in how they provide collegial evaluations; some 
provide two separate letters, with classroom observations kept separate, and some 
departments combine everything into one letter.  The Committee felt it was premature to 
develop guidelines if there is not a common type of letter being written. 
 
Senators were asked to send feedback to senator Dixon for the Faculty Affairs Committee. 
 
It was suggested that this topic of discussion come back to the Senate. 
 
Meeting adjourned 5:50 pm. 


