Approved Faculty Senate Minutes
May 4, 2009

Present:  Cody Bustamante,  Al Case, Anne Chambers, Terry DeHay, Dennis Dunleavy, Sherry Ettlich, Paul French, Bill Hughes, Gerry McCain, Maggie McClellan, Emily Miller-Francisco, Donna Mills, Mada Morgan, Doyne Mraz, Michael Naumes, Pete Nordquist, John Roden, Dan Rubenson,  Ellen Siem, Steve Thorpe, Jody Waters
Absent:  Kay Sagmiller, Robin Strangfeld, Taylor York (student representative)
Visitors:  Mary Cullinan, Jim Klein, Craig Morris, Jonathan Eldridge, Paul Steinle, Jennifer McVay-Dycke, Prakash Chenjeri, Dan Morris, Deb Myers, Rene Ordonez, John Bowling, Laura O’Bryon
Meeting was called to order by Dan Rubenson at 4:06 pm
1.   Approval of minutes from April 20, 2009

Motion to approve by Naumes ; seconded by Thorpe. Correction noted: Gerry McCain was present at last meeting
Vote:  Approved with correction.  Abstentions from Mraz, Nordquist, Mills; none opposed.
2.  Announcements:

Dunleavy:  Congratulations to everyone who got promotion and tenure.
Mraz:  Oregon Writing and Literature Advising Committee will be meeting at SOU on Friday, May 15.  All interested are welcome to come by.

Ettlich:  Next week, the CAS seminar will feature the Kieval lecturer, a Math historian speaking on the work of Sophie Germain.  He will also present lectures on Thursday afternoon and Friday morning.
Rubenson:  Might be good to have an end of the year Senate social gathering with adult beverages, off campus, after our meeting on May 18th or June 1st   Send me an email to let me know which date you prefer.  

3.  Comments from President Cullinan:
· Received a positive draft report from the North West Accreditation Commission visitor following-up on issues from last year’s evaluation.  While we need to continue our efforts in assessment, evaluation and budget planning, we are in good shape.
· Swine Flu was an issue last week.  WSU closed Friday and Monday.  Our crisis management team is doing an excellent job of preparing SOU for something like this.  Were able to test the plan they had developed last week.  We are prepared if something were to happen.

· SOAR is only two weeks away, May 19th-21st.  Hope all will participate.
· Thanks to everyone who helped with the Ways and Means Committee hearing last week.  Our message got through effectively.  
· Tomorrow I go to Salem to meet with legislators, then on to the OUS Board meeting later in week.  

4.  Comments from Provost Klein:  
· A follow-up: the Northwest Commission wants us to look more closely at supporting two areas: course-level (versus program-level) assessment and institutional research.    
· Kathy Dyck is here as a consultant to the CAS budgeting process and has been providing helpful input.
· Held “what if” planning sessions today to prepare for dealing with possible interruptions to classes and  commencement due to flu outbreak.  

· SOAR :  please be understanding of student absences due to presentations. A great opportunity for them.

· Will be putting out two position notices next week:  Faculty Director of Assessment and Faculty Director of Teaching and Learning.  

Questions:

McClellan:  When will we be notified about SOAR scheduling?
Cullinan:  Schedule notification by Friday, plus website information also ready soon.
Rubenson:  What backfill will be available for the Director of Assessment or Teaching/Learning positions?  Replacement available beyond the adjunct rate?
Klein:  Backfill arrangements will be negotiable.
5.  AC report from Terry DeHay:
Discussed the following topics:

· Agenda items for today’s and subsequent meetings, including whether By-laws Section 5 is ready for attention as an action item this week.  No suggestions had been received at that time for language changes, so it seemed appropriate to make it an action item and notify the faculty at large.

· Distance Education Handbook draft: appropriate channels for approval and evaluation of on-line courses, proposed online policies and procedures in relation to overall university policies/procedures.

· Moving forward with the election process for new Faculty Senate members

· Need to identify a slate of candidates for Faculty Senate officers and encourage expressions of interest and nominations from faculty. 

Questions:

Naumes:  When are we going to hold department chair elections? Is everyone up for election?

Ettlich:  All chairs except those elected in the last two years.  Provost’s Office could provide you with a list.  

Case: Faculty Senate Elections Committee has already asked Mary White for this list. 
Morgan:  Also please note: everyone should have received the all-campus email from the Committee on Committees showing positions on Faculty Senate committees that need to be filled.  Please return your prioritized preferences to Robin Strangfeld as soon as you can.

6.  Student Senate Report from Taylor York:
None
Information Items

7.  Master Academic Plan draft:
Klein: Some of the MAP steering committee members are here today:  Dan Morris, Donna Mills.  Dave Harris, Vicki Purslow, Peg Sjogren were also on the committee.  This is the fourth draft of the MAP.  New components include the Vision statement, Goal 5 re: operationalizing the plan, plus minor wording revisions.  
Questions:  

Dunleavy:  Re: support for course assessment: what’s envisioned and where is this described?
Klein:  Covered under Goal 2, Quality of Academic Programs (page 4).  Could involve having a workshop on an instructional day before school starts, a keynote speaker who talks about assessment, etc.
Ettlich:  We already do an incredible amount of assessment for our math courses.  Is this going to layer more assessment on top of that, or fine-tune what we are already doing?

Klein:  I don’t know what you do specifically for Math but in general we want to address such items as how to use rubrics for grading, match learning outcomes with assignments, and so on.  Goal is to relate existing assessments to learning outcomes. 
DeHay:  We all assess all the time in our classes.  Is the issue that we need to use certain kinds of rubrics to satisfy larger data collection requirements?
Cullinan:  The most important thing is to have clear course goals and to make these assessable.  

Ettlich:  I was thinking we were going to have to do a pretest and a post test.

Klein:  Some disciplines are easier to assess  than others.

Dan Morris: Are we talking about assessing the course or students in the course?  These are not the same things.
Klein:  A bit of both.  The issue is student learning and how to demonstrate it.

Morgan:  When University Studies approves courses as meeting general education requirements, we insist that the primary goal being met should be on the syllabus.

Naumes:  Somebody once pointed out that Math and Biology courses follow a sequence, but other disciplines (such as Psychology) have a less hierarchical structure.

Klein:  We have been criticized for not having demarcated expectations in 100, 200, 300-level courses clearly enough from each other.  We are looking at addressing these issues now.  

Naumes:  None of that is necessarily available to faculty.  Will there be a template to gauge our courses against?

Klein:  Curriculum Committee will be looking at this.  Some departments are mature in this, others are not. Want to get everyone up to the same level.  

Thorpe:  I had heard that levels of courses were driven by OUS decisions and system course requirements?
Klein:  First time I have heard that. 
Naumes:  Pressure to emphasize our upper division course offerings, since we get more state revenues for them. 

Nordquist:  Goal 1 includes “enroll more Latino/a students”: what constitutes a Latino/a student? How will we count them?

Klein:  Usually means American-born, Hispanic family background. 
Eldridge: Count them by self-identification, just like we do now.

McClellan:  How is yearly assessment folding into the every-five-year assessment, to make that easier?

Klein:  By tracking differences between students in Freshman and Senior years.  Assistance to departments to connect annual assessments with longer-term ones.  Disciplinary needs differ, processes need to be appropriate.
Hughes:  I’d like to ask Pete’s question a different way:  why do we have a plan to recruit 20 Latino students?  Why not targeting other groups? Data shows that socio-economic situation is more important than ethnic self-identification. 
Jon Eldridge:  We have a huge number of students that are low income and who face other socio-economic issues.  They make up a large part of our campus.  Anything we do must be sensitive to lower economic background.  Re: diversity of campus: the 13% of our students currently identified as “persons of color” is not a bad ratio for Oregon, though we would like it to be higher.  Latino students are a subset of these: but this is the only sector that we don’t retain at our usual level, and it’s also under-represented in terms of our regional population (southern Oregon and northern California). There are students out there who we should be serving, and some we should be serving better.  Obviously, we want to encourage students from all backgrounds to be successful at SOU.  We applied for a grant targeted to Latino student outreach/success.  Demographics show we are failing in this area more than in others.

McCain:  Could this section be re-worded to say that we seek to attract more “multi-ethnic minorities, especially Latino”?
Waters:  Or “under-served” or “under-represented” generally?  This would broaden our scope.

Klein:  This is the one population that we are not serving as well as other groups.  Could be re-phrased to be more inclusive.

McCain:  We don’t want the other underserved minorities to misunderstand our goals, to think we are looking toward Latinos only and not including them.

Hughes:  Might use more general wording as under Goal 4: “increase the diversity of faculty/staff hires.”  Concerned about putting in writing something that is so targeted.  Could open us up for legal action if we are not smart about wording.  We know who we need to reach at any given time, so why be so specific?  It’s not about race. We face the challenge of how to get Latino students to come to SOU in a tight budget situation.  Fairly ambitious for this part of the state.  Economic downturn will have disproportionate effect on this population, making people go elsewhere where work is available.  Many of these students can’t go to college unless we give them a full ride.  

Waters:  If we have specific metrics, we should mention them in the context of the grant, but keep our larger goals more general.
Hughes:  We should try to recruit more Latino/a students but this wording does not fully articulate what we really need to be doing.

Mraz:  Re: page 2, point on recruitment and retention: what is the thought about first generation students?
Morgan: We have a Compass grant that targets first generation students.  We first need to identify these students and then see what the most important services they need to have provided.  

Nordquist:  On page 2 regarding academic calendar modifications: is there a way to add language with more metricality?  

Klein:  Our hands are tied by OUS.

French:  Regarding page 3, developing additional agreements  with international partner institutions focused on South and East Asia:  does this mean developing more foreign language studies or broader cultural programs on these areas?  Are we going to start teaching Mandarin, for instance?
Klein:  This goal is focused on student recruitment.

Dan Morris:  We are going to start teaching Chinese on campus starting in fall through a partnership with St. Mary’s High School but this is not necessarily related to the MAP goal.
DeHay:  Re: page two, ”consider establishment of an Army National Guard ROTC program in collaboration with the Army Gold program”: we got rid of that in the past  I hope that we would have a campus discussion on this.  Has been an important issue at SOU in the past, and also nation-wide. 

Mills: The Army Gold is through the University of Oregon, just taught here on our campus.

Discussion ensued including the following points:  
· National Guard is seeing a reduction of officers, so they are looking to getting students involved with officer training programs. 
· ROTC is not on our campus yet. 
· Past concern re: ROTC focused on the lack of compatibility between military and campus policies. General agreement was that campus discussion is needed about this issue.  

McClellan:  In order to fulfill all the goals, ongoing faculty development is essential. Should be a separate goal.  Some universities actually use offers of professional development to attract new hires.
Ettlich:  Professional Development has been interpreted in many ways.  We call some of the on-campus training opportunities for faculty “professional development.”  However, this use needs to emphasize participation in professional conferences.
Chambers:  Re: the Vision statement section: suggest wording addition to include graduates’ contributions to community as well as workplace.  Also would like to see clarify wording in the Vision third bullet point

Email any further comments to Provost Klein.  Committee will consider them and re-edit the MAP again.  Will revisit this document again next meeting.
Discussion Items:

8. Campus Theme
Rubenson: You received two documents from the group working on this.  Prakash Chenjeri and Dan Morris are here today to answer questions about the concept and the theme proposed, and to receive feedback.  
Discussion:
Mraz:  Re: campus-wide theme, in Examples section, point #1: Why target all USEM students but not all math students or other specified groups of students?

Dan Morris:  Idea was that students could easily read an article or a short text during (or prior to) USEM that could be common among all those students. Hoping to get campus engaged in a universal activity. Envision voluntary engagement, not mandated for every course. Goal is not to dictate everything that happens on campus.   
Ettlich:  Liked the basic idea but when I read the proposal, words like every and all raised my hackles. I was concerned about putting us in a box.  Wording should be softer: may and could.
Morgan:  We are not reinventing the wheel.  Many campuses do this kind of things.  This would create a commonality to bring the campus together, which is widely recognized as valuable.  Implementation can be done in many different ways and is open for debate.

DeHay:  Are you asking for an endorsement on this?
Dan:  Wanted endorsement so it can be worked into courses and plans for next year. Wording can still be revised.
Motion to waive two week rule by Waters; seconded by Morgan

Vote to waive two week rule:  Approved with abstentions from Siem and DeHay; none opposed

Motion by Ettlich to endorse the concept of a year-long campus theme, with that theme being Tocqueville Imagining America, with the understanding that participation is optional and is not required for all faculty or courses.  Seconded by Mraz

Discussion ensued, including the following points:
· Need to encourage involvement without forcing it down anyone’s throat.  This could be done via publicizing endorsement but making its optional nature clear, inviting and encouraging faculty/student participation via speakers, reading discussions, film series. Faculty development opportunities might be possible.

· Could decide to continue on having annual themes in future if the university community is interested.
· A campus-wide theme promotes the sense of SOU as a coherent learning community.  Especially helpful to first generation students.  

· Having a theme facilitates students seeing themselves learning alongside faculty, which is valuable.
· This particular theme has been accepted in the Chautauqua series too.   

Vote to endorse the concept of a year-long campus theme, with that theme being Tocqueville 
Imagining America, with the understanding that participation is optional and not required for all 
faculty or courses.   Approved.  None abstaining or opposed
9.  Curriculum:  New courses from many departments:
Rubenson: We have a small number of new courses that require Senate action.  Approval not needed for other actions taken by the Curriculum Committee. Discussion or questions?
Nordquist:  You will notice that information on votes has not been provided as was requested at last Senate meeting.  I apprised the Curriculum Committee of this request, but they disagreed.  Members felt that the Faculty Senate should formally instruct them to provide this information, and that the President must communicate this instruction directly to the Committee via email.  

DeHay:  Why is USEM 225 suspended if the number has been changed?

Nordquist:  This is just a prefix change.  Having Writing as the prefix will be helpful to transfer students.

Motion to suspend the two week rule by Ettlich; seconded by Naumes

Vote to suspend the two week rule:  Approved.  None opposed.  Abstention by DeHay
Motion by Ettlich to approve new courses approved by the Curriculum Committee on April 9 and April 23, and recommend to Curriculum Committee that USEM 225 be deleted rather than suspended. Seconded by Waters.
Vote to approve new courses approved by the Curriculum Committee on April 9 and April 23, and 
recommend to Curriculum Committee that USEM 225 be deleted rather than suspended.  
Approved.  None opposed or abstaining
10. Graduate Council:  Graduate Certificate in Management of Aging Services:
Rubenson: We talked about this some time ago but now we need to vote on it. No changes of substance, simply clarifications.
Waters:  Request that you remove COMM 340 because this course will not be taught in the next biennium.  

Naumes:  Psychology courses are being offered.  

Motion to suspend two week rule by Ettlich.  Seconded by Mraz.
Mills:  Editorial note:  HE prefix needs to be added to 362 for the Community Health class.
Vote to suspend two week rule:  Approved.  None opposed.  Abstaining: DeHay.
Motion by Ettlich to approve the Graduate Certificate in Management of Aging Services with three corrections noted (Principles of Marketing number corrected to 330, HE added to 362 re: Community Health course, and COMM 340 deleted). Seconded by ?

Naumes:  Psychology courses included are not intended to be on-line.  Is this an on-line or a hybrid program?  
Ordonez and Bowling: Will amend catalog copy to include the word hybrid.  All required courses will be offered on-line.  Some electives will be taught on-line, others not.
Naumes:  Approval of this certificate does not imply that psychology courses must be offered on-line. 
Vote to approve the Graduate Certificate in Management of Aging Services with three corrections 
noted (Principles of Marketing number corrected to 330, HE added to 362 re: Community Health course, 
and COMM 340 deleted).     Approved.  None opposed or abstaining.
Action Item:
11.  Constitution:  By-laws Revisions, Section 5.000
The efficacy/appropriateness of sending all-faculty e-mails was questioned in the context of the collegiality issue.  Naumes humorously suggested that we stifle some campus emails.

Ettlich:  I have received suggested changes that would require this to come back as an action item in future.  These include:
· Section 5.120 re: search process.  Input from administration noted that HR has the responsibility of reviewing the committee selection and making suggestions if needed.  Perhaps the simplest way to change this language would be to say: The chair is responsible for initiating the search and leave off the rest of the sentence. 

· Section 5.241 re: terminal degree: replace Criminology with the department’s correct name, Criminology and Criminal Justice.
· Sections  5.374 (c) re: evaluation report:  what we ask them to review should be updated to include collegiality so that this section matches the list in 5.372.

· Correct USEM to read University Seminar.
· Re: the collegiality debate:  have received some constructive comments.  A collegiality section could be included with each of  the other four categories, but that would likely introduce more detailed criteria and leave less flexibility for departmental "slices."  Alternatively, the wording of the collegiality section could be edited to emphasize the importance of healthy debate and address other recent concerns.  The committee is willing to go back and make further revisions but we need clear direction on what to do.  We cannot vote on this today.   
Mraz moved to ask the Constitution Committee to make the kinds of edits Ettlich described. Seconded by Mills.

Discussion:  

Morgan:  If we do ask the committee to revise this, is anything jeopardized by the time lag?

Ettlich:  It would be nice to have it completed by the end of the term.

Rubenson:  Senate needs to give the committee specific instructions.  Once revisions are made, could be re-considered as an action item at the next Senate meeting in two weeks.    

Ettlich:  Final version has to go out to all faculty one week before the Senate votes on the item.  
McClellan:  How will it be helpful to send this back to the committee?

Ettlich:  Specific instructions would be given to the committee re: content of the revisions desired.  For example, in the Section 5.131:  the process listed is different than what is currently being done. 
Rubenson:  Need to leave this section as non-specific as we can, so long as it can flex with changes as they develop.

Ettlich: Read off a possible wording change involving the department chair getting the process started and checking in with the appropriate person in Churchill re: current procedures.  Real concern is with collegiality.
DeHay:  Re collegiality: in Section 5.228 (b) could add a clause specifying the desirability of encouraging and sustaining a climate of healthy, productive debate.  

Hughes:  Two concerns emerged from email discussion: a) that collegiality not be used subjectively and arbitrarily to deny someone tenure and promotion, and b) that it not stifle academic freedom/debate.  The first concern is not really an issue.  If someone wanted to do this, they could find a way to get around it.  We are looking to stimulate academic progress, not stifle it.

Waters:  We need to remember that we previously voted to accept this revision.
Ettlich:  Then I recommend we not infuse collegiality throughout the other sections, since that puts more constraints on departments.  I’m not sure all email commentators actually read the wording in the bylaws.
Waters:  Putting collegiality into each section offers more opportunities for the abuse we are worried about.

DeHay:  We can add some safe guards to avoid that.

Nordquist:  I still have issues about measurability of collegiality.  

Miller-Francisco:  Four separate issues exist re: collegiality:  use as a weapon, subjectivity, potential to stifle academic freedom, and dampening of healthy debate.  These are separate points.
Ettlich:  I was taken aback by comments about not being able to make subjective decisions.  We use subjectivity constantly, and other sections of the by-laws involve it too.
Waters:  Cannot make collegiality a quantitative scale of 1-7, but we can try to address this fear.  

Nordquist:  Would like the degree of subjectivity to be consistent across all four categories.  

Rubenson:  Can’t do this perfectly, since the category of teaching effectiveness has a quantitative measure written in.

Thorpe:  Some say that any subjectivity is undesirable but we always use it.  At the time of hiring we assess candidates’ fit: does this person “fit” the department?  During tenuring: do we want to work with this person for the rest of our teaching career?  People need to acknowledge this.  

Ettlich:  If “fit”is is not included in the bylaws, you can’t turn someone down on this basis.

McClellan:  My department does not believe that collegiality should be one of the requirements.  I realize that we did vote on this before.  However, there are many things that we make decisions about that in retrospect do not seem appropriate.  With further reflection, research into what other institutions do, plus obvious lack of support from younger faculty, my department developed a strong negative feeling about including collegiality as a criterion. How can you assess it?  Collegiality can be addressed at many levels during evaluations.  

Watters:   “Lack of support from younger faculty” is a massive over-generalization.

Rubenson:  We have discussed these issues before.  We don’t need to go over them again.  We specifically voted last time to fix, not to purge.
French (to McClellan):  Do you think the changes discussed would alleviate concerns from your department? 
McClellan:  I can’t say.  Would have to process them.
Naumes (to Ettlich and Hughes):  Do you now have enough direction from Senate so the Constitution Committee can word smith this? 
Hughes:  Yes, and people can email us further suggestions.

McClellan (to Nordquist): Re: your email suggestion to put this to an all-faculty vote. What feedback did you get? 
Nordquist:  I got only one response and it was a negative.  

Naumes:  Wasn’t sure that faculty are well enough informed on this issue to be able to vote; thus I did not respond.

Rubenson:  The Constitution and By-laws specify the conditions for an all-faculty vote, and we have not proceeded to this situation.  Motion on the table is to send this bylaws section back to the Constitution Committee for revision.
Vote to ask the Constitution Committee to make the kinds of edits Ettlich described: approved.  
None opposed.  Abstaining: Nordquist, Ettlich, McClellan, McCain, Miller-Francisco.
Waters:   Appreciate the work done by the Constitution Committee. Hard job, hard work; we need to thank them.
Rubenson:  It’s a tough issue and it is OK that we don’t all agree, but it’s good to move forward despite lack of unanimity. This will be an action item on the next Senate agenda if the Constitution Committee can move quickly enough to produce a revision.
Adjournment at 5:59 p.m.
