
Faculty Senate Minutes DRAFT 
Monday, May 06, 2019 

SU 313, 4:00-5:30p 
 

Present: Melissa Anderson, Deb Brown, Enrique Chacón, Brian Fedorek, Carol Ferguson, Paul 
French, Andrew Gay, Marianne Golding, Justin Harmon, Cynthia Hutton, Dennis Jablonski, 
Marc Koyack, Laurie Kurutz, Charles Lane, Jesse Longhurst, Tiffany Morey, Anna Oliveri, 
Aprille Phillips, Mark Siders, Chad Thatcher, Precious Yamaguchi, Kemble Yates 
 
Absent: Paul Condon, Linda Schott 
 
Guests: Dave Carter, Greg Perkinson, Jody Waters, Lee Ayers, Kristin Hocevar, Devora 
Shapiro, Jackie Strenio, John King, Craig Switzler 
 
Meeting called to order at 4:00 
 
1. Approval of Minutes from 04/22 

○ Kurutz moved to approve the minutes; Ferguson seconded.  Brown, Chacón, 
Fedorek, Ferguson, Golding, Harmon, Hutton, Jablonski, Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, 
Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, Siders, Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates voted to 
approve; none opposed; Anderson, French, and Gay abstained. Motion passes. 

[Note: No President or Provost reports were given at this meeting because both gave up their 
time since the agenda was full and the Senate had asked for a report from Greg Perkinson] 

2. AC Report – Marianne Golding 

○ [Before AC report Jablonski asked if there was video from the PLC Expo. Walsh 
responded that it was streamed, and the papers are on the website, but she will 
have to check if there is video also.] 

○  Waters attended the AC meeting to report on the decisions of the 
Commencement committee. The awards for teaching, for service, and for alumni 
will be announced at the ceremony but the recipients will not be called up on 
stage. This decision was made to shorten the ceremony. 

○ The Committee on Committees sent messages to professional track faculty on 
committees to confirm that they wanted to maintain their committee seats since 
the new CBA has ramifications for professional track faculty service. If they want 
to continue in their roles on committees, they will need to talk with their chair and 
then with the provost about how it will work with their teaching load.  



 

3. IFS Report – Donna Lane 

○ Gay introduced D. Lane saying that she is currently president of IFS, and that 
SOU is hosting the next meeting May 16-17. One of our IFS seats is now open 
and faculty will be receiving information about nominations and an election in the 
hopes that the new senator could be seated at the IFS meeting. 

○ D. Lane stated that Belcastro [the other senator] has done a wonderful job and 
her time is up so a new person is needed to take the seat. What IFS does is 
make sure the faculty voice is reflected when it comes to new educational policy. 
Candidates should be prepared to write testimony sometimes--as everyone saw 
with the NWCCU changes, it can be a race to get statements together.  

○ The provost’s office has funded travel for IFS senators to attend meetings on 
other campuses. Meetings are usually noon on Friday to noon on Saturday and 
are fun but there is work involved too.  Sometimes something comes up and IFS 
has to write some testimony really quickly. IFS senators try to prepare in advance 
as much as they can. They track the bills as they are going through as well. 

○ Walsh thanked D. Lane and Belcastro for their service. They’ve done a great job 
and made good use of their time and travel, often sitting in on Provost Council 
meetings and other groups meeting in Salem or elsewhere. 

○ Belcastro added that IFS is a great way to get “the big picture” on what is 
happening across other institutions, and they also work closely with community 
college partners and with the HECC. There are also a lot of subcommittees. IFS 
senators represent SOU and faculty in general and also usually take on one 
additional subcommittee. It’s a hefty but rewarding service opportunity. 

○ D. Lane mentioned that one of the subcommittees she has been involved with is 
on student evaluations, and since she’s also on the SOU task force on 
evaluations, it’s been great to get the feedback from colleges across the state to 
bring back. She stated that she thought the task force will be presenting the 
results in a few weeks. Anderson confirmed this.  

○ D. Lane stated that IFS is a good communication line with other institutions--Gay 
might ask her to ask what others are doing on a particular issue, which can be 
helpful--we don’t always have to “reinvent the wheel.”  

○ Belcastro added that IFS senators are automatically part of the Legislative Action 
Committee at SOU.  

○ C. Lane added that he feels IFS is an extraordinary institution that has changed 
with the times. It has very bright people on it doing very careful thinking and has 
a bigger impact than you might think. You come in contact with faculty, the 
HECC, business leaders in the community, legislators. 

○ A brief discussion of how fun IFS is ensued 
○ Ayers added that on IFS you get to meet an incredible group of people; for the 

HECC this is the conduit to the faculty at the institutions; when that voice is not 



represented, they feel that disconnect that they don’t want to happen.They have 
done big things, like the Oregon Transfer model; wrapping their heads around 
outcomes and transferability. 

○  D. Lane added that SOU has really good representation now with Ayers on the 
HECC and Walsh on Provost Council; we’re getting the word out that we are 
doing good things here 

○ Gay will get nominations and forward them to the Elections committee so a ballot 
can get out right away. 

 

4. New Graduate Curriculum Proposals (Discussion Only) 

○ Waters stated that the proposals were discussed, vetted, and received a 
unanimous vote; people from programs are present for questions 

○ Ferguson asked for clarification about which proposals are being discussed. Gay 
clarified that what was being discussed were the new graduate proposals, for 
discussion only.  

○ Belcastro clarified that there are new concentrations, new courses, course 
modifications, and catalog changes.  

○ Gay and Waters further clarified that what was newly coming forward was a 
proposal for some new courses and some catalog copy. The other items are 
separate and could be voted on since they came forward last time. 

○ Ferguson noted that some courses were for adult learning, and asked if it was a 
new concentration, and was answered that it was, and likewise for courses 
dealing with curriculum and instruction in STEM education--a new concentration 
with new courses. She asked if they are all online, all seven weeks, and all with 
Academic Partnerships, and was again answered that they were. She also asked 
if graduate faculty and/or new hires were teaching these courses, which was 
confirmed. She also asked about the retiring faculty teaching courses. King 
explained that Roni Adams has a post-retirement half-time contract; when she is 
done, they will need to hire someone to teach those courses. 

 

5. Motion: Graduate Curriculum Proposals (Introduced 04/22) 

○ C. Lane moved to approve changes; Kurutz seconded.  Anderson, Brown, 
Chacón, Fedorek, Ferguson, French, Golding, Harmon, Hutton, Jablonski, 
Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, Siders, Thatcher, 
Yamaguchi, Yates voted to approve. None opposed. Gay abstained. Motion 
passes. 

 



6. Motion: University Studies Proposals (Introduced 04/22) 

○ Kurutz moved to approve University Studies proposals; Ferguson seconded. 
○ Jablonski said he reached out to the faculty member and to Vidmar and Ayers, 

with his question about the sociology course. They understand where he is 
coming from and took his point about the course description. 

○ Ferguson asked about Intermediate Topics in Rhetoric: Environmental Writing. It 
is an H strand and she asked for clarification about how it is an H strand, and 
what other courses could count for the H strand with this same course number. 

○ Ayers explained that English has a number of “Topics” courses that have the 
same number, but with different titles. The approval just applies to this specific 
title and not to anything else with this number; any other course topics with this 
number could apply for approval under this umbrella but would still have to get 
approved through the usual process. The hope is to work with English to find 
some other way to distinguish these courses, because the current system is 
confusing to DegreeWorks. 

○ Ayers also explained that the course looks at science, technology, and society in 
an interdisciplinary way and how these complement each other. Ferguson asked 
for clarification about which goals were primary. Fedorek found the 
documentation and noted that the application noted Goal 1 and Goal 3 as 
primary and read the relevant goals. 

○ Anderson, Brown, Chacón, Fedorek, French, Golding, Harmon, Hutton, 
Jablonski, Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, Siders, 
Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates voted to approve. Ferguson opposed. Gay 
abstained. Motion passes. 

 

7. Motion: Proposed Changes to Faculty Bylaws: 1.312 (Introduced 04/22) 
○ Yates motioned to approve proposed changes. Fedorek seconded. 
○ Fedorek asked what the process was—specifically when faculty would know if 

changes were approved and accepted. 
○ Gay noted that he signs the changes and then the provost and president sign 

them, and then senate needs to update its own bylaws. Fedorek noted that the 
only access he has is via the website, and Gay noted that for a while the changes 
weren’t being published before he realized that senate had to publish the 
updates. Ferguson stated that it would be helpful for faculty to know when they 
were in fact updated. Fedorek suggested that a date stamp might be helpful, so 
that faculty could see how and when bylaws changed. 

○ Yates asked about the history of senate bylaws, and said that an archive of 
bylaws would be useful. Gay suggested that the senate chair could download the 
current bylaws once a year and put them in an archive. Ferguson said that in the 
past CBAs were archived by the library.  Anderson stated that she did not know if 
it was currently being done, but that library does keep an archive of printed 



University records as well as electronic records. Mary Jane Cedar Face, the 
librarian in charge of Special Collections and University Archives, would be the 
person to contact about this.  

○ Ferguson asked about the date included in the proposed changes, which she had 
just added because there was no date. Discussion ensued about what date might 
be appropriate given service expectation changes in the new CBA and the 
complications this causes for filling committee seats. The date was left as is, “no 
later than the first week of May.” 

○ Anderson, Brown, Chacón, Fedorek, Ferguson, French, Golding, Harmon, 
Hutton, Jablonski, Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, 
Siders, Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates voted to approve. None opposed. Gay 
abstained. Motion passes. 

 

8. Motion Proposed Changes to Faculty Bylaws: 5.351 (Introduced 04/22) 
○ Yates motioned to approve changes; Yamaguchi seconded. 
○ Kurutz stated that she had consulted with her colleagues and they wanted to 

know if there was going to be extra work for adjuncts or term-by-terms with this 
process. They wanted to know when the evaluations would happen and who 
would be doing them. 

○ Longhurst stated that there was great consternation among Education faculty 
because they have up to 50 adjuncts. This would be a significant load for their 
chairs and coordinators, and the licensure issues also make this complicated. 
They can’t always fold certain classes into the department, and they also hire 
expert faculty at a distance, which would make evaluating them difficult. 

○ Gay asked if Education adjuncts did a teaching demonstration before hiring. 
Longhurst explained that it depends; many of them are recently retired and 
already known. Adjuncts are also informally evaluated and/or observed from time 
to time, but the distance faculty can be difficult to observe. 

○ Anderson asked if there were 50 adjuncts every year, all new, and Longhurst 
said that the number of actual adjuncts is lower if you don’t include field 
supervisors, and there is fairly high turnover but some are continuing.  

○ Fedorek suggested that the bylaw change didn’t say that adjuncts had to be 
evaluated by the chair, or even that it had to be a formal evaluation. Longhurst 
said that the distance issue is really a complicating factor; she supported the 
concept, but it would be difficult to implement. 

○ Yates said that the problem of evaluating adjuncts was important, and worth 
figuring out. 

○ Jablonski suggested that there is some flexibility in the term “evaluation” that 
might make it more practicable for Education faculty.  

○ A discussion ensued about what could count for evaluation--student evaluations, 
midpoint check-ins, and other methods that might be easier to administer. 



Longhurst brought up equity issues--how would it be fair if people were evaluated 
by different means? 

○ Anderson, Chacón, Fedorek, Ferguson, French, Golding, Harmon, Hutton, 
Jablonski, Koyack, Lane, Morey, Oliveri, Siders, Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates 
voted to approve. Brown, Kurutz, Longhurst, and Phillips opposed. Gay 
abstained. Motion passes. 

○ King noted that the state often builds flexibility by allowing us to define how we 
meet an objective; we could let the program define it. 

○ Fedorek added that we don’t have to go with the formal “evaluation” connotation; 
we could just refer to it as feedback.  

 

9. Motion: Proposed FPAR Task Force Charge (Introduced 04/22) 

○ Oliveri moved to approve motion for FPAR task force; Longhurst seconded 
○ Ferguson asked if Gay would put a call out to all faculty about the task force, and 

Gay confirmed this.  
○ Anderson, Brown, Chacón, Fedorek, Ferguson, French, Golding, Harmon, 

Hutton, Jablonski, Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, 
Siders, Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates voted to approve. None opposed. Gay 
abstained. Motion passes. 

 

10. 4:45p Motion: Proposed Post-Tenure/Promotion Review Task Force Charge (Introduced 
04/22) 

○ Gay noted that post-promotion language was included; bullet #2 was added, 
asking if should there be different expectations for those that are promoting vs 
those that are promoted 

○ Yates moved to approve the task force; Fedorek seconded. 
○ Ferguson asked if there would be a call out to all faculty for this task force as 

well; Gay answered that Yates and Jablonski had both volunteered already but 
otherwise he is sending it out to all faculty. Ferguson asked what would happen if 
they got 16 volunteers, and Gay suggested that Golding would figure it out. 

○ Discussion ensued about the makeup of the committee; only fully promoted 
faculty and only 3 of them were in the charge 

○ Golding suggested a friendly amendment to “at least 3” instead of only 3. Gay 
inserted this language in the proposal. 

○ Anderson, Brown, Chacón, Fedorek, Ferguson, French, Golding, Harmon, 
Hutton, Jablonski, Koyack, Kurutz, Lane, Longhurst, Morey, Oliveri, Phillips, 
Siders, Thatcher, Yamaguchi, Yates voted to approve. None opposed. Gay 
abstained. Motion passes. 



 

11. Proposed Changes to Faculty Bylaws: Academic Policies Committee & SSC 
Involvement (Discussion Only) 

○ Carter stated that the committee meets twice a month, and numerous times they 
have not had a quorum.  

○ The committee wants to have feedback from one person in each division plus the 
library, so that they would have a better understanding of how policies affect 
different groups across campus. Now it’s just any six people on the committee. 

○ Oliveri asked if SSCs felt they had time in their schedules to serve on the 
committee. Carter said he did not know, but he wanted it to be an option. Gay 
noted that the part of the proposal about SSCs came from them directly. 

○ Walsh said she thought the SSCs appreciated being included and felt it was a 
good use of their time.  

 

12. Section 4 Faculty Bylaws Discussion Re: Interdisciplinary Programs – HCA Faculty 

○ HCA faculty had requested a chair, which brought up all kinds of interesting 
issues; the bylaws aren’t clear, especially with interdisciplinary programs 

○ Shapiro explained that the faculty had written up a list of what needed to be done 
as chair duties; the kinds of things that go along with creating a new program, in 
its beginning stages 

○ The HCA faculty has been doing great collaborative work; they need curricular 
changes now that they really know who they are; they have unique advising 
needs 

○ The coordination of community internships wouldn’t be the chair’s job; they would 
be focused on curricular issues; on coordination with faculty across campus 
doing this interdisciplinary work; with GSWS Shapiro has seen how an 
interdisciplinary program can function. 

○ Shapiro handed out some documentation about the work that needed to be done 
and how it mapped onto the description of a chair in the bylaws 

○ Gay stated that he understood that the faculty volunteered to defer the election of 
a chair until next year 

○ Shapiro explained that HCA needs faculty leadership right away; the person 
could be appointed now as an interim; but they do need a full election by end of 
next year; they don’t expect the new hire to come in and be chair right away; 

○ Ferguson clarified that faculty want to elect a chair from the faculty working in the 
program already; Shapiro confirmed this. Ferguson asked where the dispute 
was--she wondered if it was over having enough time, or if it was that they were 
newer faculty. Shapiro confirmed both were issues, but there is a lot of 
preparatory work that needs to happen next year; also work to be done getting 



everyone ready to move forward, and also they will be hiring a new person at the 
junior level who will also be getting used to teaching and other things 

○ Fedorek asked how many of the 7 HCA faculty are new, and Shapiro said that 6 
of 7 were new. Fedorek asked how it worked in GSWS, and if HCA wanted a 
chair or program coordinator. Shapiro said going forward they would like a chair 
but in the interim it could work with a program coordinator 

○ Siders stated that they only had 38 majors and wondered if any other programs 
with only 38 majors had chairs. Shapiro noted that some programs with no 
majors had program coordinators. Siders then asked if they could be joined up 
with another program 

○ Hocevar noted that the faculty are spread through several different programs, it is 
not obvious which already-existing program would be a natural fit to serve in the 
chair role for HCA.  

○ Kemble stated that the number of majors shouldn’t be a factor; the program will 
grow; there may be even more work for a coordinator with faculty coming from 
different programs etc. He felt that there should be faculty leadership for 
curricular issues and that there is a need for this.This issue started in the 
Elections committee when they asked for an election and it appeared there were 
some concerns about it. 

○ Walsh stated that she did not have concerns about the proposal, she just did not 
know what a chair would be doing. What Shapiro et al. provided is helpful, and 
she can see the need for leadership. 

○ Hocevar said the faculty see a need for leadership and need structure. 
○ Gay stated that this is going to come up again because we will have more 

interdisciplinary programs. There is nothing in bylaws about that; do we want to 
put in our own language for when a program gets a chair; maybe rotating chairs 
for interdisciplinary programs instead of a three year term; these are some things 
that are relevant for the senate to consider. 

○ Jablonski asked if HCA has a current coordinator, and was told it was Switzler, 
and asked if he was doing chair duties. 

○ Gay explained that the title Switzler was given doesn’t match what he is doing. It 
is a different role. Fedorek read the description and it was noted that Switzler is 
doing something important, but different. 

○ Jablonski noted that they had mentioned co-chairs, and asked who they might 
be. Shapiro responded that they are currently imagining Shapiro and Gibbs as 
co-chairs of HCA.  

○ Longhurst asked if the bylaws have to be changed to have an election 
○ Anderson noted that interim chairs can be appointed by division directors 
○ Gay noted that we can run an election according to bylaws as they are 
○ Walsh noted that program coordinators are appointed. She also noted that as we 

do more interdisciplinary work, there are interesting questions to have around this 
issue. 



○ Anderson noted that if the program grows a lot and has a lot of faculty with partial 
appointments, the elections could get complicated. Those complications could 
require bylaws changes at some point. 

○ Jablonski asked who was doing chair duties now; Shapiro noted that Switzler 
was trying to do some of them, but other things were not moving in the direction 
they need to go; there are a lot of things that haven’t happened. 

 

13. Tuition Advisory Council Report – Greg Perkinson 

○ Gay noted that the meeting was going past 5:30; anyone who needed to could 
go, but Perkinson would be reporting on budget issues related to tuition, not on 
Tuition Advisory Council as in the agenda  

○ Perkinson said that he had done lots of presentations on this topic, and thanked 
the senate for inviting him 

○ Ideally state funding goes up, tution goes down, but it’s not a reality; states are 
defunding higher ed or reducing funding; 

○ Perkinson showed graphics depicting the funding situation in Oregon 
○ Perkinson said our mantra is “stop the shift” of costs from the state to students 
○ The rest is budget basics. In current year of execution we are very operational; 

moving forward we get more strategic in nature 
○ Perkinson showed more graphics as a primer on spending; 83% of what we 

spend is on labor, classified, admin, faculty + OPE; he explained the breakdown 
of those expenses and mentioned that a later graph shows the retirement costs 
rising 

○ Perkinson showed another graph showing the total of funding, PUSF is majority 
of funding, based on Student Success Completion Model which disfavors us 

○ The past five years revenue exceeded expenses, which is good. Before that 
there were some bad years where expenses exceeded revenue 

○ If state funding goes down, tution has to go up in order to balance 
○ He showed another graph demonstrating how our funding is spent 
○ He showed another graph about the governor’s proposed budget, which falls far 

short of what is needed, because it is flat (as expenses increase) 
○ Perkinson discussed other proposals to increase the amount in the governor’s 

proposed budget; they are better but not good 
○ Perkinson mentioned PERS expenses, and how sharply they are increasing, and 

how we have to account for it somehow 
○ Ayers noted that the HECC recommended even more than the presidents to 

invest in innovation etc. Perkinson said SOU provided line item information about 
how that extra would have been spent 

○ Perkinson explained the cost drivers of increases in the next fiscal year 
○ Perkinson discussed the current deficit and the role of enrollment in this 
○ Perkinson noted that our discretionary spending is 7 cents on the dollar. 



○ We can work the revenue side with new students, and by keeping the ones we 
have 

○ Perkinson showed a graphic of enrollment numbers; for next year applications 
are down but confirmations are up; we are projecting enrollment 1% down for 
next year compared to this year 

○ Fedorek asked about the funding model; Perkinson explained it heavily favors 
(and weights) STEM fields and medical fields, not the liberal arts. It also 
penalizes transfers; we lose in that area too. 

○ French asked why the model penalizes us when we provide what employers 
want; Perkinson stated they are working on redefining the model using recent 
data 

○ Gay asked where we would land on tuition and where cuts would be made 
○ Perkinson said that if the state adds 80 million to the governor’s proposed budget 

they are looking at a 12% tuition hike, with 1 million in cuts 
○ Ayers said they have a revenue forecast coming out next week, and asked what 

they would do if the budget stayed at 40 million over the proposed budget. 
Perkinson said in that case they are still recommending around 12% but with 
more cuts 

○ Faculty help by continued advocacy 

 

14. Announcements/New Business 

○ Golding: There will be a language round table during SOAR; at 12:30 on 
Tuesday, send your students 

○ Anderson: LNAP is this week, featuring an oral presentation skills workshop 8-10 
in LIB 113 

 

Meeting adjourned at 5:50 pm 


