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HUMBOLDT STATE UNIVERSITY CENTER 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Regular Meeting on Thursday, November 19, 2020 
Zoom Meeting ID: 851 3362 1955 

Zoom Link: https://humboldtstate.zoom.us/j/85133621955 
5:15 PM PST 

The Humboldt State University Center Board of Directors met on the above date online via Zoom, 
consistent with the CA Governor’s Executive Order N25-20, suspending certain open meeting 
law restrictions. Chair, Jeremiah Finley, called the meeting to order at 5:16 p.m. 

Directors Present: David Lopez, Jeremiah Finley, Marissa Miller, Jeremiah Plata, Mark 
Rizzardi, Steve Martin, Lynne Sandstrom 

Directors Absent: Jourden Lamar (excused), Eboni Turnbow (excused) 

Others Present: Wendy Sotomayor, Bridget Nichols, Roy Furshpan, Caroline Lee, Yesi 
Vides, Ruth Sturtevant, Amanda Huebner, Melanie Bettenhausen, Sherie 
Gordon, J. Wilson, Casey Park 

MINUTES: 

SUBJECT: Approval of Agenda 

MOTION: It was moved (Lopez) and seconded (Miller) to approve the agenda. 

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously. 

SUBJECT: Approval of Minutes 

MOTION: It was moved (Lopez) and seconded (Sandstrom) to approve the Minutes from the 
Board Meeting on October 22, 2020. 

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously. 

SUBJECT: Public Comment 

There was no public comment.  

SUBJECT: Chair’s Report – Jeremiah Finley reporting 

Committee Meeting Scheduling – Board members can expect that each committee 
will have a set schedule of potential committee meetings for the entirety of the 
spring semester. Historically, committee meetings have been scheduled more on 
an as-needed basis, but this change to practice will hopefully set the committees 
up for more consistency. 

SUBJECT: Executive Director’s Report – Wendy Sotomayor reporting 

https://humboldtstate.zoom.us/j/85133621955
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1az3qUb07Ha8FaBbhlDgHQqfwiSeQpRYC/view?usp=sharing
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Grade Checks for Student Board Members – As a friendly reminder to the student 
Board members, there is a minimum grade point average requirement of 2.0. Staff 
will conduct grade checks in January after fall grades have been finalized. 

Program Review – The program review by Dr. Hart was completed and provided 
to the University and UC on November 5th. Sotomayor reviewed the report with 
Dr. Meriwether and Chair Finley, has shared the report with the UC management 
team, and the review is available in the UC’s Initial Response regarding the 
Notice of Termination. It’s been determined that there was nothing significant that 
requires immediate attention. Based on the timing of the review, the UC intends 
to reach back out to the stakeholder groups who were involved in the review to 
provide feedback in the spring. The review was conducted after a large amount of 
sudden change to the UC when there was much uncertainty amongst stakeholders. 
The information in the review is valuable, and UC Managers look forward to the 
spring review to continue gathering valuable information regarding the UC’s 
performance. 

One-on-One Orientations – Sotomayor has reached out to schedule orientation 
meetings with each of the new Board members. Any Board member may email 
Sotomayor to have a one-on-one meeting to discuss responsibilities and business. 
Staff is working to compile hard copy Board Orientation Manuals which will be 
ready for pick-up after the fall academic break. 

MOTION: It was moved (Lopez) and seconded (Sandstrom) to accept the Executive 
Director’s report. 

ACTION: The motion to accept was approved unanimously. 

SUBJECT: Executive Committee Report – Jeremiah Finley reporting 

UC Bylaws – The Executive Committee met Thursday, November 12th at 5:15 
p.m. to discuss the UC Bylaws and the potential revisions that were referred to the 
Committee at the last Board meeting. The Committee recommended that the 
Board postpone further consideration of revising the Bylaws until the spring. The 
Committee then discussed practices that the Board could take on to address some 
of the concerns that initiated the discussion of revisions in the first place. 

Conflict of Interest Policy – The Executive Committee met this morning, 
Thursday, November 19th at 8:45 a.m. to review the proposed Conflict of Interest 
Policy. The Committee recommended the Board adopt the new policy that will 
replace Policy 101 and 102 and formalize disclosure forms for Board members 
and employees. 

MOTION: It was moved (Miller) and seconded (Sandstrom) to accept the Executive 
Committee’s report. 

ACTION: The motion to accept was approved unanimously. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1vs383-wYXq0hfQOsVBOjIlicPyL5jL9v/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1onVXjmtqN9B4cSp_7cE281sGzbRmyB_q/view?usp=sharing
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SUBJECT: Business Enterprise Committee Report – Casey Park reporting 

Follett Contract Update – The Business Enterprise Committee met on Tuesday, 
November 17th at 5:00 p.m. This update was not addressed at this time. 

Dining RFP & Consultant – At the November 5th Board meeting, the Board 
referred the consideration of an RFP for Dining Services and a potential 
Consultant to the Business Enterprise Committee. Director of Dining Services, 
Melanie Bettenhausen, explained to the Committee more about how the 
University Center could gain evaluation, assessment, and insight from beginning 
the RFP process. Bettenhausen shared the spectrum of potential outcomes from 
going through this process, from remaining self-operational, to completely 
outsourcing, to a hybrid model. The Committee discussed the potential for 
contracting with more local food businesses. On the topic of hiring a consultant, 
Bettenhausen reported that she has been doing preliminary scoping to see what 
consultants other similar organizations and institutions recommend. After 
discussion, the Committee recommended that the Board of Directors approve and 
allow for the initiation of an RFP process. Additionally, the Committee 
recommends that the UC engage with Envision Strategies as consultants for the 
process. 

MOTION: It was moved (Lopez) and seconded (Martin) to accept the Business Enterprise 
Committee’s report. 

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously. 

SUBJECT: Old Business 

HSU Presidential Letter September 24, 2020: Failure to Comply with Operating 
Agreement and Attachments – The University Center’s Initial Response was sent 
on November 11, 2020 via certified mail and email. There has not yet been a 
response from the University. 
 

HSU Dining Services RFP and Consultant – Director of Dining Services, Melanie 
Bettenhausen, talked to the Revised RFP timeline and the Proposal from Envision 
Strategies. Bettenhausen explained that the revised timeline should be noted as it 
is fast-paced and may be difficult to accomplish with finals week, winter break, 
and the county being in an increased risk tier due to COVID-19. If the Board and 
Business Enterprise Committee do not see this timeline being accomplishable, if 
the RFP process finds that a different service was to come to campus, it would 
likely push the date they begin work on campus later than Fall 2021. 
Bettenhausen is looking for the Board’s input on whether they take the Business 
Enterprise Committee’s recommendation to initiate the process, engage Envision 
Strategies, and the timeline. The short time period for student input was noted by 
members as well. Student members did speak to the difficulty of the timeline in 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1T2PZtBWKSavLiQ2kZ7b83uUYtYERqKWv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1T2PZtBWKSavLiQ2kZ7b83uUYtYERqKWv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/19HCY95rMO7Z64ft2lHaRia6UiMRgmtCD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CqjR9haykLsZySzDr620qWt9Ux5WAegy/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CqjR9haykLsZySzDr620qWt9Ux5WAegy/view?usp=sharing
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relation to finals and break. Managers asked for the student members to provide 
insight into the reality of student participation with the timeline as it is proposed.  
A member of the public questioned what would be the impact on student 
employees. Bettenhausen responded that during the surveys, assessment, and 
RFP, there will be no impact on the employees. If the RFP process finds that 
outsourcing is the choice of students and the Board, then the employees would 
likely be impacted when that transition is made. 

There was additional public comment advising the Board to hold off on this 
process until a consultant could safely come to campus and consider the economic 
impacts. Managers responded that due to the campus’ declining enrollment, 
Dining’s financial reality is different than when the UC analyzed the change of 
the Bookstore to outsource to Follett. Due to the campus’s mandate, the pricing of 
the Meal plans have not been allowed to increase which has additionally impacted 
Dining’s revenues. It was noted that the request here is not to outsource, it is to 
look into all the options and either redesign the current Dining self-operations, do 
a hybrid, or outsource.  A member of the public noted that Reserves are for times 
of uncertainty and crisis, like COVID-19.  

A member asked, “How difficult would it be to become a self-operated Dining 
service again if the Board did choose to outsource to an external company?” 
Bettenhausen responded that it would be difficult because contracts are typically 
made for 5 to 10 years. 

It was asked, “If students are employed by an external food company, are the 
students limited to working 20 hours each week?  Or is that employment like 
them working off-campus?” Managers responded that the UC could work 
parameters for student workers into the contract. Members spoke in support of 
beginning this process so that the UC has some in-house assessment and data to 
inform their decision-making. Bettenhausen noted that the UC did go through a 
consultation process on Dining in 2014, but that was over 5 years ago. It was 
added that we do not currently have a UC IT manager so it is difficult to get data 
at this time. It was suggested that, due to the proposed $42,225 for the 
consultants, the staff time it will take to compile the reports, and the short timeline 
for student input, that the UC should extend the timeline.  

MOTION: It was moved (Sandstrom) and seconded (Lopez) to engage with the consultants 
as recommended by the Business Enterprise Committee and move the RFP 
process forward with the stipulation that the timeline be extended to allow for a 
longer period for student input. 

During debate, members spoke to how much uncertainty there currently is around 
HSU and Dining Services and their concern about moving this process along too 
quickly. This uncertainty, paired with the downturn in enrollment and the rising 
minimum wage, has other Board members supporting the hiring of the consultant 
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to scope out what is best for Humboldt State students. It was added that the 
Associated Students Board has a collaborative fund which could be used to 
support incentives, like gift cards, for students who complete the Dining surveys. 

There was question to the motion’s vague motion and what “student involvement” 
is to be interpreted as. Bettenhausen responded to the student involvement and 
how Envision Strategies would, for example, hold a workshop where participants 
would learn about different meal plan options and give feedback on what kind of 
plan they would like to have at HSU. Bettenhausen clarified that student input 
would not be limited to just the week of December 14th, student input would be 
collected throughout the process.   

ACTION: The motion was approved with 5 ayes, 2 nays, and 0 abstentions. 

Bylaws – The Executive Committee met last Thursday night to discuss the UC 
Bylaws and recommended for the Board to postpone the review of the Bylaws 
until the Spring semester. This recommendation was made in consideration that 
there are five Board vacancies currently and that the Board should be focused on 
responding to the Notice of Termination. The Committee did discuss changes in 
practice that the Board could make to address some of the concerns that originally 
incited revisions earlier in the semester. The discussion centered on improving the 
culture to be more inviting and encouraging to student Board members.  

MOTION: It was moved (Sandstrom) and seconded (Rizzardi) to accept the Executive 
Committee’s recommendation and postpone further review of the Bylaws until 
Spring semester. 

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously. 

SUBJECT: New Business 

Conflict of Interest Policy – During the CSU Chancellor’s current Advisory 
Audit, the UC’s Conflict of Interest Statement, Policy No. 101 was noted as a 
preliminary observation. The current policy was adopted by the Board of 
Directors on October 14, 2010 using the following criteria: 

• Title 5 §42401 and §42402 
• IRS, Governance and Related Topics 501(c)(3) 
• CSU Conflict of Interest Handbook, §2B 
• CSU Auxiliary Organization Compliance Guide 

The CSU Audit and Advisory Services team noted the following: 

• The Conflict of Interest statement was also the policy; 
• Did not address training requirements for board members; 
• Did not address how to disclose potential conflicts; and 
• Did not include procedures to review disclosed potential conflicts of 

interest. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tnGmFAZAZHFouXmEwyKJGNXOAq2Mkmjg/view?usp=sharing
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It was also noted that University Center did not have a process in place to ensure 
that each board member appointed completed and signed the conflict of interest 
statement as soon as they assumed office. 

University Center worked with the CSU Audit and Advisory Services team to 
prepare this updated policy to address these concerns and ensure proper 
compliance. Through this process, the Conflict of Interest Statement for Board 
Members, Policy No. 101, and Conflict of Interest Statement for Employees, 
Policy No. 102, were combined into a single Conflict of Interest Policy, No. 
101.A. UC Conflicts of Interest Disclosure Forms will now be required to be 
completed by all UC Board Members, full-time employees and those part-time 
employees in a position to influence UC decision making. The Executive 
Committee recommended the adoption of the policy. In discussion, Board 
members clarified and confirmed that this policy would take effect on for any 
Board members that are seated in the future. 

MOTION: It was moved (Lopez) and seconded (Sandstrom) to adopt the revised Conflict of 
Interest Policy.  

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously. 

UC Building Spaces – Students have expressed interest in a more robust student 
union. Buildings around the Quad like the University Center, Nelson Hall East, 
and Nelson Hall West are the focus on the discussions that have occurred thus far. 
There have been requests from student programs for space to the University Space 
& Facilities Advisory Committee. The Dean of Students has a small working 
group that she is interested in adding more stakeholders from across campus to be 
a part of. 

The movement of the Bookstore location did arise from various Associated 
Students Presidents’ expressing interest in upgrading the student space within the 
University Center, to which campus identified the Bookstore level as an option. 
Sotomayor reported that the campus discussion on moving the Bookstore has 
been put on pause. Members gave the perspective that the UC should be open to 
hearing recommendations from students on how to use the University Center 
building. The UC is on the Quad and is the center of campus, the UC Board can 
hear how to better the center of campus and engage current students. It was added 
and supported by members of the Board and the public that it is atypical for 
Bookstores to be so far from the center of campus. Staff provided that the Student 
Access Gallery featured in the Karshner Lounge on the second floor of the 
University Center building is enjoyed by students, family, faculty, and staff. 
 

CLOSED SESSION: Conference with Legal Counsel – Potential Litigation 
(Education Code § 89923) 
As mentioned earlier, there has been no update or response from the University 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=89923.&lawCode=EDC
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regarding the University Center’s Initial Response, so legal counsel is not present 
and the Board need not enter into closed session. 

SUBJECT: General Board Comments 

  There were no general board comments at this time. 

SUBJECT: Announcements 

Wendy Sotomayor thanked the Board for their time and their work and asked if 
there are any suggestions from members on how to celebrate the end of the 
semester and have some fun. It was suggested that the next Board meeting could 
have an ugly sweater theme. 
 
On November 10, 2020 there was an announcement from HSU Advancement 
Foundation that they have purchased the former Craftsman Mall for the 
University to utilize the property within the next 5-10 years. 
 
Dining Services have put together a Fall Harvest meal. As of today, there were 
175 orders for the meals and the order form closes next Monday. 
 
HSU’s Residence Hall Association (RHA) placed top ten in the Pacific region of 
Residence Hall Associations for their programming. Darin Torres, current 
President of HSU’s National Residence Hall Honorary was recognized for his 
service. Additionally, programming is picking up within RHA.  

SUBJECT: Adjournment 

MOTION: It was moved (Martin) and seconded (Miller) to adjourn today’s meeting. 

ACTION: The motion was approved unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 7:17 p.m. 

Minutes Submitted By: 

_______________________________________________12/17/20 

Casey Park        Date 

Minutes Agreed and Accepted: 

_______________________________________________________ 

Jourdan Lamar, Board Vice Chair     Date 


