
   HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERISTY       11/12:14 
  University Senate Minutes        04/24/12 
 

Chair Van Duzer called the meeting to order at 4:02 pm on Tuesday, April 24, 2012, Nelson Hall 
East, Room 201 (Goodwin Forum).  A quorum was present. 

 
Members Present:  Abell, Alderson, Aronoff, August, Blake, Bruce, Ciarcia, Cromatie, Dye, 
Eschenbach, Gold, Johnson, Marschke, Moyer, Nordstrom, Ortega, Pierce, Richmond, Saner, 
Shellhase, Snyder, Thobaben, Van Duzer, VerLinden, Virnoche, Yarnall, Young, Zerbe.  

 
  Members Absent: Kelly, Shaeffer. 
 

Guests:  Bolick-Floss, S. Smith, Goodman, Ayoob, Lee, Burges, Koesterer, Mullery, faculty 
members from the School of Business. 

   
  Proxies:  Thobaben for Mortazavi, Marschke for Zerbe (before 5:00 pm). 
 

1. Announcement of Proxies 
 
Proxies were announced. 
 
2. Approval of and Adoption of Agenda 

 
Senator Moyer requested that agenda item #13 (Resolution on Revision of the ICC Constitution) 
be moved to the first item under ‘Old Business,’ due to it being time sensitive.  There were no 
objections. 

 
3. Approval of Minutes from the Meeting of April 10, 2012 [distributed electronically] 
 
M/S/P (Gold/Aronoff) to approve the minutes of the April 10, 2012 meeting as written.  Motion 
passed with 1 Abstention. 
 
There were no objections to continuing the distribution of the draft meeting minutes 
electronically. 
 
4. Reports, Announcements, and Communications of the Chair 
 
The end of the year forum with the University Faculty Personnel Committee will be on Friday, 
10:30-12:00. 
 
 
5. Reports of Standing Committees, Statewide Senators, and Ex-officio Members (Written 

reports are included in packet) 
 
President Richmond reported that Cal State Online is moving forward with an RFP for a partner 
that can provide money and services to strengthen the program.  The RFP process will be 
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complete in about two months.  He noted that he is encouraged by the program’s 
developments. 
 
6. Consent Calendar from the Integrated Curriculum Committee (ICC)  
 
The following Consent Calendar items from the ICC were approved without objection: 

11-337:  FILM 305:  Art of Film:  Beginning to 1950s 
11-339:  TFD 330:  Intro to Performance Design 
11-340:  TFD 190:  Studies:  Theatre, Film and Dance 
11-341:  TFD 390:  Acting/Movement Studies in TFD 
11-342:  TA 121:  Make-up 
11-343:  TA 494:  Senior Seminar 
11-344:  TFD 515:  Acting Styles 
11-345:  TFD 521:  Mask-Making and 3-Dimensional Makeup 
11-346:  TFD 531:  Graduate Scenic Design 
11-347:  TFD 532:  Millinery  
11-348:  TFD 533:  Graduate Lighting 
11-349:  TFD 537:  Technical Direction 
11-350:  TFD 538:  Projection Design 
11-351:  TFD 539:  Audio Production 
11-352:  TFD 542:  Dramatic Genre & Style 
11-353:  TFD 543:  Plays & Playwrights 
11-354:  TFD 544:  Historical Perspective in Theatre 
11-355:  TFD 548:  Introduction to Graduate Studies 
11-356:  TFD 550:  Audio Production II 
11-357:  TFD 551:  Graduate Direction 
11-358:  TFD 565:  Film Seminar 
11-359:  TFD 372:  Cinematography II 
11-360:  TFD 573:  Cinematography III 
11-361:  TFD 577:  Cinema Production Workshop 
11-362:  TFD 615:  Graduate Studies in Acting 
11-363:  TFD 630:  Introduction to Scenography 
11-364:  TFD 631:  Graduate Seminar in Scenic Design 
11-365:  TFD 633:  Graduate Seminar in Lighting Design 
11-366:  TFD 634:  Rendering Techniques 
11-367:  TFD 636:  Graduate Seminar in Costume Design 
11-368:  TFD 637:  Graduate Seminar in Technical Design 
11-369:  TFD 638:  Architectural History and Period Styles 
11-370:  TFD 648:  Critical Analysis of Theatre, Film & Dance 
11-371:  TFD 649:  Play Development Workshop 
11-403:  ENVS 230:  Environmental Problem Solving 
11-453:  ENGR 466:  Earthquake Engineering  
11-454:  ENGR 461:  Environmental Geotechnology 
11-455:  CS 232:  Python Programming 
11-470:  Environmental Resources Engineering 
11-203 Program change M. S. in Biology 
11-208 Program change to BS in Biology and associated OAA#11-209 and OAA#11-211 
11-472:  CRGS 491:  Mentoring - allow unlimited repeats of the course 
11-228 Environmental Science – Environmental Policy Option Program Change: 
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11-304  PSCI 295 Political Research and Analysis  
11-315 Program Change Political Science BA 
11-305 PSCI 470 Internship.  

7. TIME CERTAIN:  4:15-4:30 PM – Resolution on Revision of the HSU Policy for the 
Protection of Human Subjects in Research (#38-11/12-EX)  

 
M/S (Thobaben/Gold) to place the resolution on the floor. 
 
Resolution on Revision of the HSU Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research 
#38-11/12-EX – April 24, 2012 
 
RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University (HSU) endorses the attached 
revision (February 2012) of the university’s Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research 
(2007); and be it further 
 
RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University recognizes and supports the need 
for campus-wide educational opportunities to inform faculty, students, staff, and administration of the 
changes in the Institutional Research Board’s procedures and the need for compliance with Federal 
regulations, California State University, and HSU policy. 
 
RATIONALE:  The primary purpose of the policy is to protect human subjects involved in research.  The 
policy exists to both support research endeavors and to protect the campus, and individuals on campus 
involved in research, from any adverse outcomes.  The February 2012 revision of the policy has been 
widely shared and vetted campus-wide. 
 
Notable changes to HSU’s current policy (2007) include: 
  

• Moving the responsibility for granting exemptions from department chairs to the Institutional 
Research Board (IRB) 

• Increased membership for the IRB 
• Updates and changes to reflect current Federal regulations and new requirements for training 
• Clarification of responsibilities throughout the process, including faculty responsibilities for 

overseeing student research 
• Creation of an online request process. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Senator Thobaben gave the floor to faculty from the School of Business.  Professor Sleeth-
Keppler shared comments and concerns, specifically on Appendices A and B of the revised 
policy.  Federal guidelines for IRB include two specific tests for determining when an individual 
needs to make contact with IRB:  1) whether or not what is being undertaken is systematic 
research and 2) if it is systematic research, whether or not it is “about” human subjects.  These 
two tests are not included in the decision-making process identified in the Appendices.  Not 
including them makes the policy overly broad and it will restrict student involvement in service 
learning projects and a number of other activities that are not necessarily contributing to 
systematic research or would be disseminated as generalizable knowledge about human 
subjects.  He urged the Senate to delay voting on the policy until these two tests (from the 
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Federal guidelines) can be put back into the policy.  He noted that there is a chart 
accompanying the federal guidelines.  This would help reduce the confusion about what 
activities fall under the policy. 
 
Professor Koesterer, current chair of the HSU Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects in Research was invited to present the revised policy. 
 
The overall intent of the policy is to 1) protect human subjects and 2) protect faculty and 
student researchers and ultimately the university.  California has some specific regulations that 
Federal regulations do not supersede. 
 
Proposed changes to the policy include: 1) a new training system that will bring HSU into 
compliance, 2) new provisions for how records are stored and maintained, 3) further 
clarification of staff and faculty responsibilities, and 4) a shifting of all decision-making 
regarding exemptions to the IRB and a reduction in the number of full board reviews that are 
required. 
 
It is recommended as a practice that someone other than the investigator make the 
determination regarding exemption.  The IRB is comprised primarily of faculty members, with a 
staff member and one member form outside the university, as required.  While having the IRB 
make all decisions regarding exemptions goes beyond the federal guidelines, it provides 
centralized oversight on campus. 
 
The IRB has tried to streamline the process as much as possible.  Currently it is turning 
proposals around in 10 business days.  It was noted that on other CSU campuses it takes 
significantly longer. 
 
Data collection involving questions about alcohol use or marijuana use or any illegal activity 
requires informed consent.  Other examples of potentially illegal or harmful activities include 
use of Megan’s Law information (which is publically available but has its own legal disclaimer) 
and requests by business classes for potentially sensitive information (financial records).  These 
are all activities that require IRB review. 
 
Discussion: 
 
• Students are required to undergo a 3-5 hour training to participate in a class project.  What 

happens if questions are changed after they have been approved?  The IRB process is too 
long and onerous and it hampers the educational process. 

 
• The process should be considered part of the educational process; this is how research is 

done in the real world. 
 
• The idea that any activity that solicits information from an individual must go through the 

IRB is a huge waste of time and money, especially if the activity doesn’t involve research. 
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• The process seems overly onerous and a bureaucratic nightmare.  There are also 
inconsistencies between the appendices, for example in regard to oral histories. 

 
• The policy applies to data collection.  If left up to individuals to make decisions on 

exemptions, mistakes will be made, yet it is the institution (HSU) that is liable, not the 
individual.  If the campus needs to have a broad policy, then it is necessary to ensure that 
the process put in place will provide a quick turnaround. 

 
• The policy is so broad it may be opening up ‘Pandora’s box;’ we may end of with a mired 

down process. 
 
• The policy is for data collection and research efforts only. 

 
• The Senate is not ready to vote on this today.  It needs to take additional time to consider.  

It was suggested it be delayed to Fall 2012. 
 
M/S/F (Marschke/Moyer) to continue discussion beyond the time certain period.   
 
M/S/F (Pierce/Aronoff) to postpone the resolution until Fall 2012. 
 
M/S/P (Bruce/Ortega) to postpone further discussion to the next Senate meeting on May 1, 
2012.  Motion PASSED with 1 Abstention. 
 
8. Approval of the Final Graduation List for Spring 2012 [distributed electronically] 

 
M/S/U (Yarnall/Thobaben) that the University Senate of Humboldt State University accept the 
final graduation list for Spring 2012 and recommend the graduation of all persons whose names 
are on that list subject to the provision that any student whose name is on the list and who has 
not fulfilled the requirements for graduation will have her or his name removed from the list 
and that student shall not graduate. 
 
Voting by tenure and tenure-track faculty only occurred and the motion PASSED unanimously. 
 
M/S/U (Yarnall/Thobaben) to make this an emergency item for immediate transmittal to the 
President. 
 
OLD BUSINESS  
 
9. Resolution on Creating More Inclusive Membership of the Academic Policies Committee 

(#32-11/12-Constitution & Bylaws Committee) – 2nd Reading 
 
Senator Young explained why there are two versions of the resolution in the Senate packet.  
Once a motion [resolution] has been presented to the body, it belongs to the body.  Any 
suggested changes should come to the body [the Senate] in the form of amendments.  The 
Constitution and Bylaws Committee has proposed an amendment to the resolution.  The 
second version of the resolution contains the amendment. 
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M/S (Young/Marschke) to amend Resolution #32 by changing “and one non-MPP staff 
member who is either a staff Senator or is nominated by the Staff Council” to the 
following:  “and one non-MPP Staff Senator. If no staff Senator is available, nominations 
will be requested through the Staff Council.” 

  
Voting on the amendment occurred and PASSED. 
 
Voting occurred and Resolution #32, as amended, Passed by a 2/3 majority with 1 Abstention. 
 
The amended resolution reads: 
 

Resolution on Creating More Inclusive Membership of the Academic Policies Committee 
#32-11/12—Constitution and Bylaws Committee – April 24– 2nd Reading 
 
RESOLVED:   That The Constitution and Bylaws Committee recommends to the University Senate that 
the Bylaws and Rules of Procedure of the University Senate be amended in the following way so as to 
include a staff position among the membership of the Academic Policies Committee. 
 

2.3 Academic Policy Committee (APC) 
 

2.31 Membership (10) 
 

2.311 Ex officio: The Chair elected by the Senate, the Vice-Provost and Dean of Undergraduate 
and Graduate Studies, and the Registrar or designee 

 
2.312 Appointed: two faculty senators and three faculty members at large Four faculty 
members appointed by the Appointments and Elections Committee of the Senate, and two 
students appointed in accordance with procedures established by the Associated Students 
Council., and one non-MPP staff Senator.  If no staff Senator is available, nominations will 
be requested through the Staff Council. 

 
Rationale:  The Academic Policy Committee (APC) currently has no position for a staff representative 
within its membership.  Adding a staff member will ensure that another important electorate is 
represented and will provide important input to the APC in their decision making processes.  The 
Academic Policies Committee has reviewed this issue and concurs. 
 
10. Resolution on Altering the Status of the Appointments and Elections Committee to a 

Standing Committee of the University Senate (#33-11/12-Constitution & Bylaws 
Committee) – 2nd Reading 

 
Voting occurred and Resolution #33 PASSED by a 2/3 majority. 
 
11. Resolution on Guidelines for Adding Online Version of Existing Face-to-Face Programs 

(#30-11/12-ICC) – 2nd Reading 
 
Senator Moyer explained that the changes made to the guidelines were based on feedback 
from the previous Senate meeting.   
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Q:  Is there a difference a program and a course, and if so, why do the guidelines refer to 
programs?  A:  WASC requires the change proposal if more than 50% of a program is being 
changed.  While it is still under the discussion, in general, the ICC has concluded that while 
moving a single course online requires different pedagogy, courses that undergo other types of 
pedagogical changes are not required to go through this process.  That is why the guidelines are 
for programs rather than courses. 
 
Voting on Resolution #30 occurred and PASSED with 1 No vote and 2 Abstentions. 
 
12. Resolution on Academic Program Discontinuance Procedure (#31-11/12-APC) – 2nd 

Reading 
 
Senator Marschke explained the changes to the procedure made by the committee.  Other than 
shortening the time required for the process and some other minor changes, it is still largely the 
same policy.  The committee considered making it a PREP-based policy, but instead decided to 
use the PREP process only for the beginning of the process, and then allow departments the 
opportunity for due consideration if objections occur to a proposed discontinuance. 
 
Q:  Is there an updated flow chart?  A:  Not yet; it will look about the same with the timelines 
changed. 
 
It was noted that there were concerns with the tone of the first flow chart.  Suggestions for 
changes to the flow chart were welcomed. 
 
Voting occurred on Resolution #31 and PASSED with 1 No vote and 1 Abstention. 
 
13. Resolution on Revision of the ICC Constitution (#35-11/12-ICC) – 2nd Reading  
 
Senator Moyer reviewed the changes made since the Senate’s first reading of the revised 
Constitution.  Changes were made in response to Senate feedback; there were no substantial 
changes. 
 
Voting occurred and Resolution #35 PASSED Unanimously. 
 
14. Resolution on Guidelines for Approving New Degree and Credential Programs at HSU 

(#36-11/12-ICC) – 2nd Reading  
 

Senator Moyer noted that language a change was made to the guidelines to support cross-
college programs.  In addition, the ICC recommended that completion of the second step of the 
process be reported to the full ICC, to provide adequate consultation with the full ICC. 
 
Q:  Do self-support programs go through a similar process?  A:  Yes, if it is a new program it 
does.  Since many of the programs being created by Extended Ed. involve both online and 
classroom courses, they go through both processes. 
 
Voting occurred and Resolution #36 PASSED Unanimously.  
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15. Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for 
Retention, Tenure, and Promotion (#37-11/12-FAC) – 2nd Reading 

 
Senator Virnoche reviewed the changes the committee made to the proposed revision of 
Appendix J, which were based on feedback from the Senate.   
 
M/S (VerLinden/Ortega) to amend the resolution by adding the following two resolved clauses: 
 

RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University directs the Senate 
Executive Committee to transmit a letter of intent to the Committee on Faculty RTP Criteria and 
Standards outlining the specific expectations and criteria by which department/unit standards 
shall be evaluated; and be it further  
 
RESOLVED:  That the five year periodic review cycle of existing department/unit RTP standards 
would begin on the effective date of approval of those standards. 
 

Discussion: 
 
• Rather than include specific dates in Appendix J, the committee responded to the request to 

clarify when the review cycle would begin by amending the resolution. 
 
• Q:  Why is the Senate Executive Committee directed to transmit the letter, rather than the 

Senate? A?  The committee did not have strong feelings about this; it was suggested in the 
name of efficiency, i.e., it might be easier for a smaller body to draft the document. 

 
M/S/P (Abell/Ortega) to re-word the first clause in the amendment to state that the Senate will 
draft the letter of intent.  Voting occurred and the amendment PASSED. 
 
Voting on the amendments from the committee occurred and PASSED. 
 
Voting on the amended resolution occurred and PASSED with 3 Abstentions.  The amended 
resolution reads: 
 

Resolution on Revision of Appendix J:  Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, 
Tenure, and Promotion 

#37-11/12-FAC – April 24, 2012 – 2nd Reading 

RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that the attached 
proposed revision to Section IX of Appendix J, “Faculty Personnel Policies and Procedures for Retention, 
Tenure and Promotion” (HSU Faculty Handbook) be forwarded to the General Faculty for a vote of 
acceptance or rejection; and be it further  

RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University recommends that if this revision is 
passed by a vote of the General Faculty, it will become effective for the AY 2013-2014, Retention, 
Tenure and Promotion (RTP) cycle and will be applicable to all RTP candidates, subject to the provisions 
outlined in Section IX; and be it further 
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RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University will transmit a letter of intent to 
the Committee on Faculty RTP Criteria and Standards outlining the specific expectations and criteria by 
which department/unit standards shall be evaluated; and be it further  
 
RESOLVED:  That the five year periodic review cycle of existing department/unit RTP standards would 
begin on the effective date of approval of those standards. 
 
RATIONALE:  In its letter dated March 4, 2011, The University Faculty Personnel Committee raised several 
concerns regarding the application of department/unit RTP standards outlined under Appendix J, Section 
IX. An Academic Senate Task Force was struck and reported to the Senate on December 5, 2011. No 
action was taken was taken by the Academic Senate, and the report was forwarded to the University 
Senate for consideration.  
 
The Faculty Affairs Committee reviewed these issues and consulted with the UFPC in the development of 
this new policy. The proposed revisions to Appendix J, Section IX make several important changes in an 
effort to address the concerns expressed by the UFPC. They provide a mechanism for the approval of 
department/unit standards in limbo since the dissolution of the previous task force. They provide a 
mechanism to revise existing standards. They also charge the Committee on Faculty RTP Criteria and 
Standards (to replace the dissolved task force) specifically with ensuring department/unit standards are 
not overly complex or prone to misinterpretation, a central concern expressed by the UFPC.  
 
In the attached proposed revisions, deletions are noted by strikethrough and additions are underlined.  
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
16. Resolution on Academic Progress Rules for Undergraduate Programs (#39-11/12-APC) – 

First Reading [distributed electronically] 
 
Senator Marschke distributed a handout of a revised attachment to the resolution. 
 
M/S (Moyer/Ortega) to place the resolution on the floor. 
 

Resolution on Academic Progress Rules for Undergraduate Programs 

#39-11/12-APC – 24 April, 2012 – First Reading 

RESOLVED:  That the University Senate of Humboldt State University recommends to the President 
that the attached Academic Progress Rules for Undergraduate Programs, dated Spring 2012, be adopted 
and immediately implemented.   
 
RATIONALE:  The purpose of this policy is to allow departments to create rules for identifying at risk 
students who are not making sufficient progress in their undergraduate academic programs for the 
purposes of intervention.  Students so identified will be required to meet with academic advisors to 
develop a plan that will lead to successful completion of the existing program. If it is determined that 
successful completion of the existing academic program is not achievable, then the student will be 
dismissed from that program and guided to a more appropriate program.   



HSU University Senate Minutes  
April 24, 2012 
 

10 

Senator Marschke introduced the resolution and explained the intent of the resolution:  to help 
programs that are full from avoiding having to declare impaction and at the same time help 
students get through programs successfully and on time. 

Discussion: 
 

• This will help move majors through programs that are thinking about impaction or that 
want to control the size of their programs.  More broadly, it should be used to help 
students choose a major they will be successful in earlier in their careers.  It should 
provide guidelines for students and advisors on how to progress through the chosen 
major.   

 
• Concern was expressed that this may have a disproportionate effect on 

underrepresented students unless there is a way to monitor the effects.  For example, 
will this lead to having significantly fewer African American students in Biology? 
 

• Majors are tracked very carefully (by gender, ethnicity, etc.).  The guidelines are 
intended to provide a way to encourage students to be successful in the major.  
Identifying students who need help doesn’t necessarily mean that they will be 
dismissed. 

 
• Other institutions have successfully used this method.  It would be good to know what 

kind of institutional data will be available to support this.  It could be a process that 
helps students finish and/or finish more quickly. 

 
• All plans go through an approval process, including vetting by the ICC, because they 

involve curricular matters. 
 

• This can be a powerful took to encourage students to be successful.  Concern was 
expressed about the wording in section I.A – it is possible that milestones set by 
departments may not be consistent with graduation requirements. 

 
• Q:  If a student is having a difficult time getting through a program and is dismissed, 

wouldn’t it cause a greater delay in the student’s graduation?  A:  Ideally, the milestones 
would help identify concerns early enough so this could be avoided.  
 

• There are rules in place that don’t permit students to change a major once a certain 
number of units are accumulated.  This policy needs to be designed so that if students 
are dismissed, it needs to be early enough in the process to allow them to change 
majors. 

 
• There need to be tools in place that provide warnings, e.g. currently students can only 

repeat so many units in their major but no warning is in place to indicate when they are 
close to that number. 
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• A DARS upgrade is underway that should provide a dashboard to help manage advising 
loads more effectively; it was estimated that it will be available next January. 

 
• The policy allows departments to set their own rules.  It also makes it optional for 

departments to create a plan.  It was suggested that departments who choose to 
implement the policy present it in a more positive way, i.e. not emphasize the dismissal 
process. 

 
• Milestones should be set by the departments, but the dismissal process should be more 

standardized.   
 

• Concern was expressed that having department plans go through the ICC and the Senate 
for approval will hinder the process and become a bureaucratic nightmare. 

 
• Setting the milestones and enforcing them are curricular activities and thus need to go 

through the ICC and Senate.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:17 pm. 
 


