Approved Faculty Senate Minutes
October 20, 2008

Attending Senators:  Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Anne Chambers, Terry DeHay, Sherry Ettlich, Emily Miller-Francisco, Paul French, William Hughes, Gerry McCain, Maggie McClellen, Donna Mills, Mada Morgan, Doyne Mraz, Peter Nordquist,  John Roden, Dan Rubenson, Kay Sagmiller, Ellen Siem, Robin Strangfeld, Steven Thorpe 

Visitors:  Ed Battistella, Mary Cullinan, Jonathan Eldridge, Christine Florence, Jim Klein, Greg Miller, Laura O’Bryon, Paul Steinle, Josie Wilson
Meeting opened 4:05pm

Agenda:

1.  Motion to approve the minutes from October 6, 2008
Corrections to the minutes were accepted.  These were:


· McClellan: 102 new Freshman in Theatre

· Thorpe: first comment in Strategic Planning Process discussion changed to read:  “I’m in favor of this, but wonder about the legal structure of the planning process.  Earlier we had the AAAC committee, an adhoc group, and then it was pointed out that the UPC had legal status for strategic planning.  Also, our previous Mission Statement was not approved at first because of legal issues.  Is this being done in such a way that similar issues won’t come up?”

· Ettlich:  first comment in discussion of absentee Senate voting changed to read:  “Calling in would probably not require a constitutional amendment, but a proxy system would.”

· Ettlich:  third comment in Strategic Planning Process discussion changed to read:  “Not all new graduate students are in Education.  We have several graduate programs.”

Rubenson:  I don’t believe I referenced the SEIU in our discussion of the Strategic Planning Process.  Was this someone else?  [No one else claimed this statement, so no changes were made.]
Motion to approve minutes with corrections made by Mraz , seconded by McClellan 


Vote: All in favor

2.  Announcements:

Siem: UPC meeting was on Friday, October 17.  As Senate representative, do I need to give a summary? 
Rubenson:  Yes, if you have something important to report.

Siem:  It appears that some of the members on UPC represent non-existing groups.

Ettlich:  This is probably due to the apportionment problem following from CAS restructuring which Senate still needs to deal with.

Rubenson:  Please note that any Senate committee can obtain a spot on the Senate agenda.

3.  Comments from President Cullinan 
· Today is the first day for Sylvia Kelley, Vice President of Development.  She arrived Friday and was at several of the events this weekend.
· Good homecoming weekend.  President’s 5 K run went well.  Won football game and inducted several people into the SOU Hall of Fame.

· Sorry to have missed the Economics presentation – heard it was good.

· Enrollment is on target and SOU will be in good shape if the state economy doesn’t fall apart.  Our strength is in our number of continuing and returning students.  We need to work on building our freshman class and on transfer student recruitment.  Good collaboration going on to build bigger classes for Fall ‘09.  Need to plan for the future as the 18 year old student population declines.  Delighted with the work done so far, but our work is not finished.  

4.  Comments from Provost Klein
Got the Master Academic Plan out on the web by the middle of the week.  Feedback has already started to come in.  Will share this information with the steering committee and discuss at Advisory Counsil.  Please send in your comments; anybody can.
Miller Francisco:  Could the PDF of the MAP have a direct link to the Senate website, so that feedback could be more direct?

Klein:  Will see what we can do.

McClellan:  Have we gotten final enrollment numbers yet?

Cullinan:  They will be out next Monday.  Cutoff is the end of the fourth week. 
5.  Advisory Council report from Terry DeHay
Meeting was held on October 13, 2008.  Discussed the items that you see on today’s agenda, including an update on branding and marketing, the Face of the Cube report, and the need to return to the MAP once campus has time to review the document.  President Cullinan also presented the plan for the CAS Dean search, including job description and membership of the search committee.  There was also further discussion of the make up of ad hoc committee for the College Hour and the need to add another teaching faculty member, as well as to clarify the committee’s charge.
6.  Student Senate report

Taylor York is the new senate pro-tem.  She will join us next Senate meeting

Informational Items:

7.  Presentation by Christine Florence on Marketing and Branding efforts
Florence provided an overview of work done so far, which includes focus group discussions regarding perception of SOU.  This information has now been aggregated.  Elizabeth Scarborough visited campus last week and tested the messaging with various campus audiences.  She will come back to campus for more open sessions soon.  

Immediate goal is a positioning statement regarding what SOU does best and for whom.  This will be for our internal use, a starting point for later outreach.  We hope that people will like it.  Will adjust it as needed based on responses, and will then add in “creative aspects” including new logo, colors, etc.

Expect public rollout of the new marketing plan in January:  banners on Siskiyou, publicity in Medford, Portland.  Also campus workshops so everyone can understand the plan and message.  A lot of this rollout will be recruitment-oriented.
McClellan: What form will the campus discussions take?

Florence: Probably open forums, scheduled throughout the day so that all can give feedback.  A lot of the branding is based on the Mission and Commitment statements.  The publicity developed will illuminate these more fully.  We made a list of seven key phrases from the Mission and Commitment statements and will develop a series of short video clips illustrating each concept.  Interviews with faculty will provide a more conceptual orientation while student interviews will focus on “What I did.”  Videos of these will be put on the website soon and comments will be solicited.  Eventually, the video clips will be accessible in many different ways throughout the webpage.
Christine then screened two short “rough cut” video clips as examples of what has been developed thus far:  student Nicole Jackson talking about “responsible global citizenship” and Professor Prakash Chenjeri on “a challenging, practical liberal arts education.”

Faculty have been excited to take part.  We’ve asked them to prepare for the interview filming by writing down the key points they intend to cover.  Ask them not to read a script but just to tell it to the viewers.  As many as wish to participate may do so.  Please send suggestions for students to include.

Discussion: 
McClellan:  Are there shorter versions of these rough cuts?
Florence: We know there are aspects that need to be fixed in these samples.  Want to edit to give them a smoother start.  Need to identify those who provided music, helped with filming, interviewing, etc. 

McClellan: Might be helpful to include pictures of those who contributed, such as Alexander Tutunov and Melissa Michaels.
Thorpe: How specific does branding get? 

Florence: Very specific.  It creates a look.  You will know when you see something from SOU.  Messaging will hit several key points rather like a 30 second elevator speech.  Everyone will be talking same language.
Thorpe: Does the message shift for different audiences? 
Florence: Brand won’t shift, but the message and how you get it across might.  Say it in all the different ways that different people care about.  Different for students as opposed to the legislature.  

Thorpe: Has legislature or OUS branded us already, or do we really get to brand ourselves?
Cullinan: I’m not aware of anything beyond “a regular university in the middle of nowhere.”  This is our opportunity to create the image we want for ourselves.
McClellan: Is this the “unpacking” of the Mission statement that Provost Battistella was talking about last year?  [Yes]
Florence: Every department and school can participate.  We want variety.  Departments can do their own videos.  Get at it from different so many different angles that it’s interesting, not only for potential students but for us too.   

Cullinan: Video clips will change all the time.  We don’t want it to get stale.

Florence: This will be an on-going process, hopefully forever.  We want to work with different employers and community leaders too.
DeHay: Have we contacted employers or others in the community to participate yet?
Florence: We want to focus on faculty before we go too far into the community, but we have ideas for people like Sid DeBoer who speaks eloquently on the value of a liberal arts education, Monty Mendenhall from Pacific Power, folks from Pacific Retirements.  Would appreciate your suggestions.
Rubenson: In my mind, branding activities are separate from promotional activities like videos.  Which of you Senators attended Elizabeth Scarborough’s presentation to hear about the themes identified?  [About eight raised hand.] It would be helpful if more people would go to hear her presentations when she comes back.  She talked about data re: how we are perceived by various constituencies, including prospective students.  There is a blurring in the way some people identify SOU with Ashland.  Is this problematic?  Can we disentangle the two?  For example: SOU = Shakespeare, hippy.  These labels apply more to the town than to SOU itself.  Hope we can create a brand that is our own?  
McClellan: Ashland is identified as a beautiful place, with access to outdoor activities.  Other schools are positively identified with their settings.  

Florence: Those connections may not be the message itself, but might be involved as the context in which we put the message.  For example, if we want to emphasize the relationships built between student and faculty,  we could discuss this in front of the Shakespeare theater or a mountain.  
McClellan: Location is a positive aspect, important to some universities. 

Discussion ensued about examples of other colleges, the various brands they have created, and the brand-difference between regional state universities and the main research universities in the California and Oregon public state university systems.

Miller-Francisco: The brand will connect back to seven selected points in the Mission statement, right?  Will you distribute this list?

Florence: Initial focus group sessions explored ideas for what aspects of SOU we have a passion for, what we want to talk about.  We want different view points.  What in the Mission statement most speaks to each of us individually?  Everyone will still have a chance to get involved, give input.

Rubenson: How about some suggestions from Faculty Senate about ways to put it out to faculty?  .  Besides all campus email, is there something else we can do to get faculty more involved or do we want to sit back and let the pros take care of this?  

McClellan: Is there a way to put the clips on the website so they could be shown departments?    Would stimulate interest so more faculty would come to the next meeting.  
Florence: Yes, we can find  a way to do that.

Ettlich: Seeing the videos would generate enthusiasm.  Need to get this on the faculty radar, since they feel overwhelmed and busy already.
Florence: When Elizabeth comes back, how can we get more participation from faculty?
Nordquist: To my way thinking, branding flies in the face of liberal education.  Brands are all about focus, while liberal education is about breadth, exploring, anti-focus.
Florence: There is a way to bring them together through coalescing our idea of what we are.  We are many different things, but we need to focus in on only a few.  The other things can still be going on, but we need to get a coherent idea of SOU into peoples’ heads. We want to make people say, ‘I think I want to be a student there, to study with that professor, or-- give them a million dollars.’
Ettlich: We have to help faculty understand the concept of  “brand”.  We tend to think of it as a logo, or a box we have to fit into.  This is probably not the right impression we should have, but this perspective doesn’t make people eager to participate.  Feels negative.

Cullinan: Important for us to differentiate SOU from other OUS institutions and California regionals.  We are not like the CSUs, or other OUSs.  Evergreen, for example, has done a good job at becoming distinctive.  People in the Pacific Northwest know what Evergreen stands for.  Somehow we need to do something so that people have a concept when they hear SOU.  We need to help people evoke what we already know subconsciously about SOU.  
Rubenson:  Years ago, party school was our brand.
Thorpe:  And an education school before that.

DeHay:  They do something radically different with curriculum at Evergreen.  I’d like us to do that too.

Cullinan: We have to show we are different from Western

Steinle: Branding is an unfortunate word; we are really doing “positioning.”  Not trying to make us into something we are not, just saying what we are.
Miller-Francisco:  A void is left if we don’t put something out there proactively, and the void will potentially be filled with something negative.  Heard that a high school counselor advised a girl against coming to SOU because “they just smoke pot there.” Party school is not necessarily something from the past.  We need a positive image.

Miller: University is tied up in the image of Ashland.  Liberal is a negative word to many people.  That is has been put in the void along with the image of hippies, pot smokers.  The advantage of a “liberal arts education” has been misunderstood.  They need to understand what liberal means to us.

Battistella: What is the default brand that we’ve fallen into?  How to overcome this with a counter- brand so that SOU will be positioned correctly.

8.  Announcement by Laura O’Bryon
Lee Ayers son died on Friday.  Memorial is being set up for next week.  Karl died in Stockton, California.  Last attended SOU in Summer 2007.  Many students, faculty and staff knew and liked him and may feel in crisis over his death.  The counseling office is prepared to offer help.  

Discussion Item

9.  Face of the Cube Report

Battistella distributed a handout specifying the Report’s highlights and provided a brief introduction.  The Faculty Rewards, Roles and Responsibilities taskforce began work about three years ago.  Members of the group were Connie Anderson, Ed Battistella, Paul French, Jon Harbaugh, Gary Miller, and Greg Miller.  Establishment of the professional faculty track prompted re-consideration of tenure and promotion guidelines. The goal was to specify what these would be across campus. At the last Senate meeting last year, we presented thereport and Senate agreed to take it up in the fall.  So now Senate needs to discuss the report and decide where to take it.

Discussion ensued:

Bustamante: What form does the external review process take?
Battistella: Could take any form. Could use Portland State’s guidelines as a model but this is just one potential example. In this model, appropriate external referee(s)  make an evaluation based on work given to them.

Morgan: USEM might be unique, but promotion from Instructor to Senior Instructor is not covered.  

Battistella:  Specifying that involves a bylaws change.  The bylaws state general guidelines.

Morgan: No articulation between Instructor to Senior Instructor is mentioned.  Would guidelines be up to the department?

Ettlich: Scholarship requirements for professorial faculty are articulated, but scholarship is not expected of USEM professional faculty.

Morgan:  Should we think of USEM as a department then?

Battistella:  Yes, but not in all situations.

.  

Rubenson: This is a tricky bylaws issue, but expectations can be customized via the Face of the Cube.  

Thorpe: In regards to points #2 (more closely aligning the FPAR process with roles and responsibilities) and #3 (adding collegiality as essential element of faculty responsibility):  Is the FPAP process a legal part of promotion and tenure?  

Ettlich: No, it just is involved in colleague and annual evaluations, and interim evaluations.

Battistella: Colleague evaluations are part of legal specifications.  Intention in point #2 was to align the paperwork for teaching evaluations and FPAR with the things we say we want faculty to do.  There was also the sense that the only difference between FPAR and FPAP is tense. Would be helpful to make the FPAReport an annual summary of what the faculty member has done.  The FPAPlan would be a formative negotiation with the Chair, a list of what a faculty member really needs to accomplish.  Someone on a three year extended contract might have a three year plan.

Goal would be to make the plan more substantive.
Sagmiller: This data stays in the office of the Chair or Dean and are not used for promotion and tenure, right?  What do we have to show that a faculty member is worthy of promotion and tenure?  The only real data that we have is a number that comes from student evaluations.  How could we get other actual data that could be used?
Battistella: Yes, the FPAP doesn’t go to the Provost, just stays within the Department.  It is between the department and the faculty member.  The FPAR does go to the Provost, but is considered confidential and so is not stored as data.  

Sagmiller: What other data sources might faculty have to prove classroom effectiveness?
Miller: Taskforce didn’t talk about this.  We felt that our first step should be to standardize the student teaching evaluation, the evidence we use already.  Questions vary across campus (except for the All-Campus Question).  It would be best to ask the same questions across campus.  Secondly, student evaluations are not confidential in every department.  We shouldn’t need them to be typed up in this era of modern technology.  But if they are just handed back to faculty to read without being typed, students fear that faculty can recognize their handwriting and some hold back on what they write. Online evaluations would be great because the data gets compiled anonymously.  We need to modify what we already have and then figure out better ways to evaluate and assess.  
Mraz: Has self-evaluation been considered?
Battistella: That should be part of a faculty member’s evaluation by the Chair.
McCain:  What is the rational for external peer reviews?
Battistella: Not all departments are doing an equal quality of review.  External reviews provide one more piece of evidence about what someone is contributing in their field.  This could be especially valuable in departments where there is just one person who has a particular specialty.  There might not be an expert in the department who would really be able to assess that person’s contribution.  But external reviews just provide one more piece of information, which would be judged again by committees further up the line.  The final decision would always be made here at SOU, not by an outside expert.  

French:  External reviews are a standard part of promotion and tenure in other institutions today.  Helps to raise the bar.

Case: Faculty in my department who have read the section “Evidence of Scholarship at the Associate and Full Professor Ranks” are universally opposed to what it says.  Criticisms include:  
· Little-to-no guidance provided on how to accomplish this level of scholarly activity.  
· These standards could be considered high or unattainable.  Could be routinely used to deny promotion or tenure, especially if the external review process adds one more layer of review.  
· Language is vague. 
· Business Department faculty could be affected more than others.  
· Faculty in the Business Department should be out talking to businesses, not writing papers no one will read.  

· We are a teaching institution, not the U of O.
· Substantial support for research like this, plus funding for release time, is needed to raise the bar.
In addition, would external review be so important for faculty in larger departments where there is overlap in specialties?

Rubenson: I’ve also experienced some ear-bending about raising the bar, especially the idea that SOU is an undergraduate institution and that there is a lack of support for research.  

Ettlich: I liked several things, including the discussion on collegiality.  This could solve some recent problems where departments have felt trapped.  Also: using just the single question on the evaluations is reliable, and we would need to be sure that any additions would also be reliable. Putting evaluations on-line would be easier.  Students wouldn’t get a letter grade until they have completed the evaluation.  Solves confidentiality issues around handwriting.  Also like the way that professional development is distinguished from scholarship.

However, I have some concerns about the external review.  Our faculty have limits on the depth of research they can do and the amount of time they have to do it.  Language doesn’t specify the quantity and depth of scholarly work that is needed. Maybe the department specifications that are going to be developed can fix this, but we need more campus discussion of the faceplate so that departments feel positive about the work they need to do on specifications.  
In addition, the review could be significantly different depending on the external reviewer's institution.  Our language is not tight enough to avoid misinterpretation if the reviewer is from a large university with much higher standards or from a very small university with little or no standards.  In the former case, a very strong individual could get a very poor external review; in the latter, a weak individual could get a glowing review.
Lastly, guidelines should not be required to be completed by December.  We need time for more discussion.  
Miller: There is a component of departments deciding what counts as scholarship involved here.  Purposely left vague by the task force so that the campus as a whole can decide what we want to go forward with.  Taskforce agrees that if we are going to raise the bar, more professional development support/funding from the  university will be needed.  I disagree that scholarship is a distraction from teaching though.  Scholarship is not just publication.  The taskforce has talked about a grandfathering system so that those on track for tenure and promotion are not derailed.  

Case: Previously, scholarly activity was defined more loosely.  This face of the cube document seems to narrowly define scholarly activity as publications in high quality, national or international publications."

French:  Music department is more performance-oriented.

Rubenson:  Departments and programs can define their own appropriate standards
Battistella: Add two points:

· Profiles of departments, and what is to be expected of department members, should be negotiated with the Provost and will depend on staffing and other factors.  Could specify different balances of scholarship/teaching/service.

· Emphasis needs to be on sustained scholarship as a criterion for promotion.
Sagmiller: I want to compliment the task force for this report.  It provides a great deal of clarification and a jump off point for discussion.  I would like to suggest two things:

· Grandfathering is critical.  People could be allowed to make a choice on which versions to use as a basis for being “graded.” Work this out with their Chair.   
· What about ranking service committees?  Some meet weekly, with lots of outside work.  Others do not.  Some involve a huge amount of work that really sustains the university, while others require only minor effort..  

DeHay: A strength is that departments will be required to define what counts as scholarship.  Without clear expectations, it’s hard for a Chair to mentor faculty.  Faculty would work out a plan connected to program and department. Might increase productivity if faculty had clear direction.
Nordquist: Congratulations to the taskforce.  I like the idea of more student involvement in evaluations. But I am worried about how to measure collegiality.  Also, it looks like we’ve added two sections (collegiality and professional development) to the three pre-existing ones of service, teaching and scholarship. Requirements are getting more unwieldy.

Ettlich: Professional development was already delineated.  Collegiality is spelled out pretty well in this report.    
Rubenson:  Could use a subjective basis for evaluating collegiality.

Miller: Collegiality is not meant to be separate but rather important within all the other components.  We had already separated professional development and scholarship for professional faculty.  

Sagmiller: Collegiality is contingent upon strong infrastructure within a department.  What kinds of infrastructure is needed to ensure good collegiality?  

Wilson: I’m impressed with the clarification on collegiality in the document  Thanks to the taskforce for their work.
Miller: Up to department.  If one person needs to carry heavier advising load, others can do Raider Registration or other tasks.  Ways to share the work equally can be found.

Nordquist: Measuring collegiality is a real problem. We need to be able to measure its lack when collegiality is not present.
Thorpe: Hard to measure incorrect behaviors.  The rub is to identify negative behaviors and make the judgment stick. Can be argued about.

Sagmiller: There are tools to measure collegiality but it is difficult.  Also: it is the responsibility of the evaluator to provide the evidence.
Miller-Francisco: Hard to know if an issue is with a faculty member’s inability or a department’s disfunction. I like the idea, but more work needs to be done on it.

Ettlich:  Problems are greater under the second part of the collegiality section.  We do have an appeal process to avoid scapegoating.  Also, we have been able to rectify situations where the problem is not the failure of the individual when we have dealt with this issue in the past, but currently departments have no clear guidelines to use.

DeHay: Has to be built into the evaluation process.  Chairs can use the list of categories to build up information over time.  Result is a pattern of evidence.  Gives language to document what is expected.  Should not wait to make these assessments until the tenuring process.

Sagmiller: Gives faculty a chance to fix problems.

Hughes: Are we supposed to decide now re: what to do?  What’s our next step?

Rubenson: We need to wrap up this discussion, but now we know that we need to discuss some issues further.  Could put this on the agenda as action item for our next meeting.  
Let’s make an informal assessment.  Can we include collegiality in some way?  (yes)  How about the scholarly/creative activity piece?  Is this a deal breaker or can we adjust the language?

.
McClellan: There will be an overall umbrella statement and then each department will define how they operationalize it? 
Rubenson: Yes

Case:  Specifications might work fine when faculty are reviewing each other’s work at a department level, but other reviewers might be using different standards to interpret the criteria.
Miller: The Provost will vet all departmental criteria.  
Klein: Once agreed upon, the provost will then have to go by the department’s definition.

Ettlich:  Department language moves all the way up.

Bustamante:  We’re developing the depth of the cube, its third dimension, without the face having been developed yet.  Developing all these dimensions at the same time makes it hard to define.  When people begin to see that the dimensions come together, they will have a better sense of how they will be applied in promotion and tenure decisions.
Rubenson: Intent is to try to move some version of this forward to the Bylaws Committee. At the same time that Faculty Senate is doing its fine-tuning, departments can also work on specifications.

Roden: Is this suggesting that each department raise the bar?

Klein: We don’t know where the bar is now.  

Roden: Then it is not raising the bar, but setting it.
McCain: Sagmiller made a good point about grandfathering in earlier rules.
Siem: Members of each department should have at least an idea of  where the bar might be.
McClellan: It’s important to have resources if faculty are going to raise the bar, together with clear direction from the Master Academic Plan (which is still currently ambiguous).  The Face of the Cube will need to take resources into account.

Mraz: What is the procedure?  Is the committee still working on this?

Rubenson: No, we have to pull them out of retirement. Continuing on:  Is the external review a deal breaker?  Could we design something that would work for the university as a whole?
Miller: We need a careful definition of comparator schools.
Nordquist: I wouldn’t send it to schools at all, but rather to working professionals.
Bustamante: External review could be a useful tool but it might be better done prior to the promotion application, maybe as part of the colleague review.
Miller-Francisco: Report recommends external review for tenure and for promotion both to Associate Professor and full Professor.  Maybe it’s more appropriate for full Professor, but not earlier?  Hard to tell what the differences between these levels are.

Ettlich: Like to see the whole thing go out to faculty for general comments.  Don’t throw the external review out all together, but pilot it.  Make it an option for a three year period for small units, and get feedback.  Then we will know where to tweak it.  
Rubenson: I’m torn between wanting to move this ahead so departments can decide what changes need to be made, but I don’t want to ram it down resisting faculty throats.  Taskforce could be asked to make some further revisions in light of this discussion, and then we could put it back on the agenda for next meeting.  We could then send out Ed’s summary and the full report to all faculty for comments.

Sagmiller: Reworking it from the comments today would be good.

Bustamante: Let’s also look at how the Face of the Cube timeline fits in with other timelines like the MAP and department snapshots, to be sure they don’t all have the same due dates.

Meeting adjourned at 5:55
