Approved Faculty Senate Minutes
January 5, 2009

Attending Senators:  Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Anne Chambers, Terry DeHay, Sherry Ettlich, Paul French, Bill Hughes, Gerald McCain, Maggie McClellan, Emily Miller-Francisco, Mada Morgan, Doyne Mraz, Michael Naumes, Peter Nordquist, Dan Rubenson, Kay Sagmiller, Ellen Siem, Robin Strangfeld, Steve Thorpe 
Absent:  John Roden, Donna Mills, Jody Waters, Greg Pleva, Taylor York (student representative) 

Visitors: Peg Blake, Mary Cullinan, Jon Eldridge, Brian Fox, Jim Klein, Greg Miller, Paul Steinle, Matt Stillman, Sue Walsh
Agenda:

1.  Approval of minutes from Faculty Senate Meeting on December 1, 2008

Moved by Mraz, seconded by Naumes.  All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.
2.  Announcements: None

3.  Comments from the President Cullinan:
· Happy new year to everyone.

· I will give a brief State of the University address on January 15th from 5-6:30 in the Rogue River Room, followed by wine and cheese. The reception is an opportunity to welcome Sylvia Kelly, our new Vice President for Development. I look forward to seeing everyone there.  
· The Legislature is getting back into session.  We are going to see a difficult year.  The Governor’s  budget was exceptionally good for us, and our goal is to keep as much of it as possible during the Legislature’s session.  We need students, faculty, and staff to all be saying the same thing and thus will draft some discussion points we can all use regarding priorities and goals.  Hope to have these talking points available at the Advisory Council meeting next Monday and will definitely have them available to pass out to everyone on the 15th.  We will get through this next budget crunch if we all work together.  We need to be as coordinated as we can be.  
· Our planning process is ongoing now on a number of fronts: Academic Affairs this Friday, Facilities planning in January, the branding process (there will be more info in next couple of weeks).  Planning also going on in IT, Library, Budget and Student Affairs. We also want to have a strategic plan for the whole university that reflects the plans of each area but also provides a broader perspective.  We will pull together ideas from all groups and then have a Strategic Planning Retreat on Jan 29th, at which we need a Senate representative.  From that meeting we will create a draft that we can take to different groups on campus.  This overall strategic planning process is intentionally a few steps behind the MAP process. 
· 2009 will clearly be a different year, in terms of the economy and the Legislature’s decisions, but I trust that it will be an excellent year for us.  We are in a better position to weather storms than we were a few years ago.  We continue to be optimistic and open to suggestions.

4.  Comments from Provost Klein:
· Happy new year.  
· I wrote an email about campus plans for the Presidential Inauguration.  Inadvertently not sent out yet, but you can expect to receive it soon.
· MAP summit is this Friday. Will be about a 4 ½ hour meeting. From this, we will produce a 3rd draft and then solicit comments online and through open forums.  At the end of the next feedback period, will produce a final draft to be used for formal consideration, hopefully before spring break.  This will be a five year plan (2009-2014). The meeting on Friday will offer a nice hot Italian lunch and we still have room for volunteers.
· The Master of Arts and Sciences in Interdisciplinary Studies is currently being considered by the OUS Provost’s Council.  It will then go to the State Board.  We will know if it is approved by the first Friday of February.  

Questions and discussion

Thorpe: This is a 5 year plan as opposed to the 2 year funding plan .  How will these match up?
Klein: Annual updates will provide flexible overlaps.  The MAP will at least get us going, so we are not just riding the biennial budget wave, but will have more stability through a longer term plan

Thorpe: Is this the result of OUS direction, or the Legislature’s? 
Klein:  Accreditors, but the main reason is that it is the smart thing to do.

Cullinan: OUS wants each institution to have a strategic plan; the Legislature is not looking at each school individually.  Accreditors will be delighted when they come back in April because we did not have enough planning in place before.  The new accrediting process will involve more of an annual update format.
Klein: Any plan should be dynamic.
Nordquist: We are interested in saving effort.  If accreditation review could be part of the strategic planning process, then we are saving effort.

Klein: If we are doing everything as we should, the accreditation effort will write itself.

Cullinan: We won’t be going through a big accrediting push every 10 years in the future, since the system is changing to require regular updates along the way instead.
Ettlich:   Is it going to be a reasonable amount of work each year?

Cullinan:  I hope so.

Rubenson: They’ve never asked for a reasonable amount in the past, I don’t know why they would start now.

Eldridge:  We are supposed to be doing some accreditation work every year so that we don’t have a huge 10 year push. Remains to be seen if it plays out that way.
5.  AC Report from Terry DeHay:
We discussed the agenda items up for discussion today, possibilities regarding apportionment of Senate seats, and the academic program review process.  

Information Items

6.  Academic Program Reviews:

Provost Klein provided an overview of the review process as set out in the draft plan document.  Annual department snapshots will provide a yearly review of departmental goals and whether they were achieved, and will feed information into a longer-term process of data collection.  There were too many questions involved in the previous APR.  This new plan looks at the basics we really need to know and specifies how we will coordinate with the external accreditation reviews required of some departments.  
Doing this every five years seems to fit well with the Master Academic Plan.  The review involves all majors and stand-alone minors whereas the snapshots are department-based.  There needs to be alignment between program goals and university goals, enrollment trends, summary of reaction to last review, and advising.  Also student learning: how the discipline has changed since last review, how the program services needs of other programs, and data on student achievement.  Recommendation and implementation plans are really the key.  The cycle for the first year is slightly different than for subsequent years.

We are trying to link budgeting to program recommendations.  It is reasonable to expect that if program plans are approved, there will be resources available to carry them out.  Last page of handout shows when each department will be reviewed; the Deans decided on the rotation.  We will provide a data set to help the programs designated to start this month.  

Rubenson:  Generating data sets for all programs each year would be helpful.  
Ettlich: Training is not indicated on the calendar: Will there be training and when is that happening?

Klein: Hopefully by the end of this month.

Ettlich: Some leeway re: the June deadline might be needed for the first programs to go through the review,  since we are not going to have the background that later programs will have.
Nordquist:  Page 4, point 2, part d:  should the wording be outcomes (rather than goals) to be consistent? 
Klein: Yes. 

Nordquist:  Re: substituting an external accreditation, why would it matter that it be without stipulations/conditions?

Klein:  Could remove this. I don’t have a good answer for why it is there.  Some of this is copied from other universities.
Thorpe: It is going to be hard not to have stipulations.
Rubenson:  “The accreditation is achieved” might be sufficient.

Ettlich:  Are we going to delete point 4 entirely, or just the last four words? Do you want to get back to us on that?
Cullinan:  Some part of point 4 might need to be retained.
Thorpe: Deans are in agreement with this?  (Yes)
Sagmiller:  Has this been to CAS Chairs Council?  (Not yet)

Nordquist: Re: page 3 wording “Plans are planned” probably should be “changes are planned”?  (Yes)
Sagmiller: An external accreditation review could satisfy SOU requirements?
Klein:  Would still have to go before the SOU committee.  The SOU review process covers more than the  external accreditation does.  The implementation plan would still need to be approved here at SOU.
Siem:  This is covered in Part 2: the substitution may be approved, partially approved, or not approved

Klein:  Yes, there is a petition process involved.

Mraz:  Are all of the points of equal weight?  University Seminar has a huge population of incoming freshman.  Not a lot of determination as to who is coming in.  How much does lack of control over the qualities of the incoming group weigh compared to other aspects?  Some things on the list seem more important to this level than at the Junior/Senior level, others less important.
Klein: There is not a prescribed weighting.  Every program will be different.  This is a review process, not a grading criteria. Allows flexibility.  

Ettlich:  Flexibility is also allowed in the depth of analysis of various areas? 
Klein:  Yes.

Naumes: Are all programs listed?  (Yes)  
If there were a hardship, could years be swapped?  (Yes)
Mraz: Any recommendations on the process to be followed?  

Klein: These reviews should foster a department conversation.  Best to get all involved in articulating the core values of the department and how these align with Mission.  This process offers a structured forum to advocate for what you need.
Rubenson: Moving forward with this would be facilitated if we could have a university-wide conversation about what is really expected from academic programs.  Just solid productivity aspects, or participation in other things like Honors, CBL, ….as well?  Where should departments be focusing their energies, etc.?  

Cullinan: We’ve seen this process happen most effectively when student learning outcomes are discussed in departments.

Rubenson: Agree that this is valuable, but there needs to be an external discussion beyond that too.  

Klein:  Is anything missing that you would like to see included?  

DeHay: Training component is going to be important, so that information trickles down to all department members.

Rubenson: Chairs and program directors who are not in the hot seat this year should also be invited to training sessions.

Klein: Yes.

7.  Proposals for Senate Seat Apportionment:

Rubenson:  Reapportionment is needed because of the change in structure of the university. Used to be that a certain number of senators were needed from each school but now that three schools have been collapsed to form CAS, we need a new way to apportion senators.  The bylaws committee worked on this and produced a recommendation, but I originally had asked them to provide an analysis of possibilities rather than just a single recommendation.  We need to have an open discussion on different ways to solve this problem and develop a proposal out of that.  Sherry Ettlich, Chair of the Constitution Committee, has put together information to pass around.  One issue involves how we assign Senate seats.  Another issue involves Senate committees:  what should their composition be when representation keyed to the old school system is stipulated?  I invite Sherry or anyone else to jump in to the discussion.
Ettlich:  Our committee met last year and brought a proposal forward to the Advisory Council last June that never made it to Faculty Senate.  Brought another proposal forward in November 2008.  Our strongest concern is how to easily identify appropriate subgroups and hold elections promptly.  An on-going problem in the recent past is that at-large senators are often not yet seated by the June Senate meeting and thus get excluded from some roles and assignments, even though they often are experienced faculty.  So we want to make sure the election process can be completed in a timely fashion.  A second issue is communication.  We need a good flow of information between Senate and departments, so everyone stays informed and can participate.  A third issue is that we need a broad range of disciplinary and departmental voices.  If one department is filling two seats, the range of participation is diminished. We recognize that disciplinary differences color our perspectives, even though senators don’t just represent their departmental constituency. 
We looked at the possibility of every single department having a representative on Senate, but very large departments having the same representation as very small departments is problematic. So we returned to trying to balance seats with departmental size.  The Department model we finally developed spreads seats out across departments, with some grouping of smaller departments, in relation to the size of each department.  We also considered using disciplinary codes but this required a much more complicated election process, even though the result was a distribution very similar to the departmental one. We also looked at all seats being at-large, but this would not guarantee breadth.  Also looked at a model based on geographical proximity in campus location.  But we kept coming back to the departmental model because it would allow the most efficient election process while still addressing the other areas of concern.
Rubenson:  Point of clarification: the spread sheet with “Department Model” at the top specifies (on the far right) the number of senators that each department or grouping would have.  
Ettlich:  Second sheet is the old school model: 5 seats from Arts and Letters, 5 seats from Science, 5 from Social Science, plus one or two more seats for the other Schools.  This provides less guaranteed breadth.
Sagmiller:  Regarding total number: some departments with 8 full time faculty = 1 rep.  Others get less? 

Ettlich:  How many seats each unit would get involves decimals.  Webster’s model adjusts divisor to take account of rounding, to produce the correct grand total.  Same units got the same apportionment of seats whether head count or FTE was used, which I thought was good since it provides less room for argument.  

DeHay:  Have to also look at who wants to be a senator.  If no one from a department steps up, that seat reverts to at-large and increases the complication of the at-large election process. We don’t want a big 
at-large election again. 
Ettlich:  At-large election process would be no different because all seats will be voted on at one time, even though the total number of at-large seats may be larger if a department opts out.

DeHay:  Clustering of seats results from faculty interest.  Seems that this model is trying to force interest by apportioning more strictly.

Ettlich: Possibility of an at-large election encourages the participation of the energetic.
Rubenson: Departments may not have anyone who actually wants to serve but they may ask someone to do this anyway rather than lose the seat. People who don’t really want to be on Senate might hurt the caliber of the work accomplished.
Bustamante:  I’ve been on Election Committee for three years, and I can believe that you will end up with people who don’t want to be here.  Department model encourages everyone to consider being on Senate and creates the broadest representation before letting participation default to the usual suspects.  At-large seats are open to everyone.  
Nordquist:  If a department didn’t want to put someone up one year, they could let the seat go at-large but be eligible to put someone forward again next year.  This doesn’t seem like undue pressure.

Bustamante:  How many models are we looking at now?  Are there just two choices?
Rubenson:  There are the two choices, or we could go with something totally away from model, some possibilities which Sherry mentioned.  

Ettlich:  The data is drawn out of the HRIS system– every faculty member has what is considered their home department. The Department model would be based on each faculty member’s designated home department.  Elections would run more smoothly.  Using disciplinary codes would be more difficult (first 2 digits accord with major academic subdivision, but some codes have very few people)  In the Department model, however, each department could hold elections internally and report back by a deadline.  

Bustamante:  The election process would be a lot like what we do for department chairs?  (Yes)
Ettlich:  We structured our recommended model on the basis of departments rather than programs because we have too many programs to have one representative from each on the Senate.  Some programs are very small.  There will certainly be some subdivisions that have more people interested than available seats, but also probably some with less people interested than available seats.  Hopefully this model will encourage people to participate.
Bustamante:  Also encourages identification with the CAS structure we have now adopted.

DeHay:  We have to be clear that senators are not just representing their departmental territories. They are supposed to be thinking more broadly, as well as identifying with their own departments.  This should not be about defending territory.  

Rubenson: Departmental model may encourage senators just to represent their constituencies.  

We need to shift the discussion now to the related issue of committees.  For some, by-laws stipulate membership, but for others it’s just been traditional that representation from each of the old schools now within CAS must be included.  

Ettlich: We looked at two options regarding this last spring.  One was the use the old seven school model with some fine tuning.  Another option – which we are leaning toward – is to reserve three of the seats for CAS but stipulate that no two members on a committee should come from related disciplines.  

Morgan:  Can we go to the committees themselves to find out what mix would work best?  Might be better to know what the committee needs are.  
Ettlich:  Do we need all of the committees that we have?  Do they need to be the size they are now?  Is there overlap?  When this all stalled, we lost momentum on the committee composition issue too. 

Rubenson:  We need to talk about both Senate elections and committee appointments at the same time.  Once we finish with one, we are going to be looking at the other.

Nordquist:  Committees being apportioned based on the old school model seems like we are taking a step back.  A red flag for me.
Morgan:  In the past, the Committee on Committees could not always find stipulated representatives for some committee positions.

Ettlich:  There is more flexibility in the new school model.

Rubenson:  Tricky issue, because it’s valuable to have different perspectives around the table.  Even though the administration moved away from having three schools, inclusion of the different ways we look at things is important.  Three representatives from CAS with “no two from related programs” doesn’t solve this problem.  
Ettlich:  There is as much difference within Arts and Humanities itself as between Social Science and Humanities.  We could solve this problem by allowing the Committee on Committees to have more power to give instruction to committees about appointments.  By-laws themselves don’t need to nail it down in such detail. 

Rubenson:  I don’t know that they do.

Bustamante:  How many of the committees have specified representatives using the old school model?
Morgan:  Five: University Studies, Faculty Personnel, UPC, Tech Council, Assessment.
Rubenson:  Curriculum Committee is not listed that way in the by-laws.
Bustamante:  With so many committees, it is confusing.  Some are specified in by-laws, some are not.  How has this system evolved?

Morgan:  Primarily from the old school structure, at least for Assessment and University Studies. I don’t know about the others.  

Sagmiller:  We need to take a closer look at the nature of the committees. One item that has come up repeatedly in conversations about faculty review and tenure is that some committees are very heavy in workload while others are not.  There is no process for weighting committee service, and it can take away from time to publish and do research.  Maybe we need a taskforce to assess how we are organizing ourselves.
Rubenson:  Committees that don’t meet frequently are often not Senate committees, so they wouldn’t fall under this discussion.
Ettlich: We need to decide how to apportion the Senate first and let this structure trickle down to the committees.
Sagmiller:  So we need to pick one model out of many possible?  (Yes)

DeHay:  How does the department model “trickle into” a solution for representation on committees?

Nordquist:  How many schools are there: 3? 7? 4½ ?  Need to consider Ettlich’s suggestion regarding related disciplines. The question is: how to draw related disciples together?  
Ettlich:  Several years ago it was determined that there were too many faculty on various Senate committees.  At that time, six was determined to be the "magic number” of members and most committees were reduced to that size.  That has been enduring and even now most committees are six.  Perhaps this is not really the perfect number, since it is an even number.  Would be wonderful if we could talk to committees and hear what would really work.  Workload and style of functioning could be used to decide this.  

Rubenson: Let’s continue our conversation on this at the next meeting.  We are over-time for this topic and need to move to other items on the agenda.

Ettlich:  Any interest in the report the committee wrote?  (Yes.  This was distributed)

8.  Posthumous Degrees 
Stillman (representing Academic Policies Committee): This proposal is designed to supply a policy where we currently have none.  Need to have a policy on this issue.  This one would bring us in line with other universities and is modeled after common west coast models.  The policy gives both structure and enough wiggle room so the President and Provost can make the appropriate determination when a situation occurs.  We needed to decide how stringent we should be. Academic integrity issues are obviously involved, so the committee felt some stringency was necessary.  

Chambers:  The policy covers just those courses the student was actually enrolled in at the time of death, not potential courses they might have enrolled for in the future, had they lived, right?  (Yes)

Blake:  The policy allows us to acknowledge the student was here, without compromising academic integrity.  A certificate of recognition could be presented to students further away from completion, whose families would appreciate having recognition that being a student was part of the person’s life.  No certificate like this currently exists either.

Naumes:  How many people would we be talking about?
Blake:  I’ve had three requests in the last 12 months.  Only one would have met these requirements.  Most institutions award maybe one posthumous degree per year.

Stillman: The policy just provides a model where one does not exist now.  

Rubenson:  This will be an action item next time.  Let’s now move on to consider the two items we talked about at the end of last year: the proposals regarding transfer barriers and catalog year policy.  

9.  Transfer Barriers Proposal from 

Stillman:  I would be happy to answer any questions for the Academic Policies Committee.   Mada Morgan also has background on this.
Ettlich:  The copies sent out with the agenda include the changes made last time?
Stillman:  No. The copies you have in front of you do not reflect the changes proposed last meeting. 

Ettlich:  But we are voting on the altered version (reading “minimum 11 quarter credits” under Sciences requirement)?
Stillman:  Yes

Morgan:  Move to approve the proposal, with change to read “minimum 11 credits” (not 12) for the Sciences category and its double asterisk note.  Seconded by Ettlich.

Vote:  Approve transfer barriers proposal, with slight amendment requiring 11 quarter 


credits in Sciences.  All in favor.  None opposed or abstaining.
10.  Catalog Year Policy Proposal

Ettlich:  Moved to approve the option in the Catalog Year Policy proposal preferred by Admissions (option #3/pg.1 and option #2/pg. 3).  Seconded by Nordquist
Sagmiller:  Regarding option #3: where it says that “it is the responsibility of the student to monitor…and request a re-evaluation of University Studies course work,” would requests go to you, Mada?
Morgan:  No, normally to the Access Center.  It will thus create some more work for the Access Center.

Sagmiller:  We need it to be easy for faculty to understand this, so they can advise accurately.  Will need some faculty training workshops.
Rubenson:  Faculty will find it easy to go on the computer and call up the list of approved courses.
Morgan:  I will support the motion, though you know I have expressed some concerns in the past, because the number of affected students is minimal. 

Vote to approve the Catalog Year Policy options favored by Admissions.  All in favor, none 
opposed or abstaining. 
Meeting adjourned:  5:45 p.m.
