Faculty Senate Meeting

Monday, January 23, 2006

SU 313, 4:00-5:30 PM

APPROVED 02/06/06

Attending: Lee Ayers-Schlosser, Cody Bustamante, Anne Chambers, Prakash Chenjeri, Claire Cross, Daniel DeNeui, Gudrun Gill, Sandra Holstein, Sarah Ann Hones, Jean Maxwell, Kathleen McNeill, Gregory Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Greg Pleva, John Richards, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Mark Siders, Matt Stillman, Sarah Swanson, Kemble Yates, Wilkins-O’Riley Zinn

Absent: Dan Wilson, Michael Parker
Visitors: John Sollinger, Kay Sagmiller, Susan Walsh, Laura O’Bryon, Colin Bunnell-Schieck
I. Mark Siders moved, and Matt Stillman seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the January 9 Faculty Senate meeting.  The motion passed unanimously.

II. Announcements

A. Kathy McNeill corrected herself from her statement at the last meeting. The deadline for strategic initiative applications is March 1.
B. Kemble Yates said that the Presidential Search Committee has been publicly announced.  The screening committee (Dan Rubenson is a member of this one) is also getting the ball rolling.  Kemble passed his questionnaire results along to the Chancellor.

III. Comments from President Zinser (President Zinser was not able to attend)

IV. Comments from Provost Potter (Provost Potter was not able to attend due to personal circumstances.  Faculty Senate extended sympathy to the Potter family.)

V. AC Report from the Faculty Senate Vice-Chair Greg Pleva


A. President Zinser talked about the Campus Climate kickoff


B. OSPIRG textbook cost reduction activists would like to present to 

Faculty Senate


C. Dan Rubenson talked about scheduling the Gen Ed progress report to 

Faculty Senate

D. The Advisory Council discussed the process of chair election (see 

questions raised at the 1/9 meeting).  We haven’t had a chance to have 
that conversation with Provost Potter yet

E. AC discussed our website, which is in the process of being updated


F. They discussed the process of replacing Parvaneh Scoggin’s seat on 
the AC

VI. Student Senate Report – Sarah Swanson


A. ASSOU passed a resolution condemning the Budget Reconciliation

 house bill.  The legislative vote is expected in February, so students are 
lobbying to tell legislators why this is detrimental to students.  ASSOU 
encourages professors to also contact legislators and allow a “class rap” 
in classrooms to communicate the need with students.


B. The table is full at Student Senate meetings.  Tuesdays at 6:00pm.  
Student Senate is now full of dedicated student leaders.

Short Items

VII. Campus Climate Assessment survey underway


A. Kemble Yates pled with faculty members to pay attention to this survey.  
A team of faculty, staff, and students worked very hard to create this 
survey.  It is intended to discover what issues are prevalent on this 
campus in terms of discrimination or harassment that hinder our 
environment.  Please take the survey yourself and encourage colleagues 
to take it.  We as faculty have an interesting perspective to bring, as well 
as staff people and campus employees since we have been here for more 
than four years at a time.  

B. Second, please offer incentives to your students to take the survey.  
There will be a short paragraph to read to your students in class.  Kemble 
is willing to give a few bonus points in class.  There will be a mechanism 
to certify that a student took it, they will get a receipt.  


C. Claire Cross pointed out that surveys were administered last year 
(National Survey of Student Engagement and Graduate Outcomes 
Survey).  The results have not been released, because they’re waiting 
until the Campus Climate survey is done so that the results of last year’s 
NSSE don’t affect the outcome of Campus Climate survey.



1. Kathleen McNeil said we need to hear from Provost Potter about 


when the other survey results will be released.  



2. Matt Stillman speculated that Provost Potter was planning on 


forming work groups to interpret the complicated data results and 


communicate it to campus


D. Sue Rankin will give us the summary results and key observations to 
Campus Climate survey.  The raw data will not be made available to 
maintain confidentiality, but the summary data will be available.


E. Kathleen McNeil asked how to get the word out to students?  



1. Residence Halls are working on programming.  


2. An all-campus e-mail is not as effective as it sounds.  


3. ASSOU is considering a raffle incentive system.  


4. Class announcements from professors.  

F. You can take the survey as a hard copy or use the primary mechanism 
of the online survey.  The survey is expected to come out this week or 
next as a link to a website.  

VIII. Election Committee 

A. Cody Bustamante reported that most of the chair nominations are ready 
to process, but a few departments don’t yet have accepting nominees.  

B. Cody has a good slate of nominees for Parvaneh’s Senate seat, so we 
hope to have a new senator by next meeting.  


C. Who will replace Parvaneh Scoggin on the Advisory Committee?  John 
Richards moved and Zinn seconded the motion to accept Matt Stillman as 
the new AC member.  The motion passed with Matt Stillman abstaining.

IX. Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, & Rewards update


A. Greg Miller reported that the committee is working on better defining 
the role of adjuncts and how to get more adjunct security.  


B. They are also looking at broadening the definition of scholarship along 
the lines of the Boyer model and other university models.  


1. Prakash Chenjeri asked: after the summer committee work, is 


the adjunct question the only issue you’re working on?  Miller: No.  


Also working on broader definition of scholarship.  That element will 

not get lost.



2. Zinn clarified the three groups the committee is looking at:




a. regular faculty who are seeking clarification and 




expansion of definitions related to the various kinds of work
 


for which they are responsible, an issue particularly related 



to rewards (promotion and tenure)
 


b. transient adjuncts and other visiting specialists, etc., 



whose role is temporary; and 

 


c. others, often adjuncts, who have been serving the 




institution for years, and would benefit from a clearer 




definition of roles/expectations, and from ways to gain 



recognition and a measure of job security. 


C. The committee is interested in sending out a very short survey asking 
the campus to identify what do people think this committee is working on?  
D. Miller asked for feedback: the committee charge deals with adjuncts 
(34% of courses taught by adjuncts), so they need to hear from adjuncts 
especially.  But how to reach community members who only teach once a 
year to get their perspectives?  


1. Mark Siders: ask in Churchill who do we pay adjunct salaries in 


the past year and how to contact them?  Ask Chris Stanek.  


2. Claire Cross would know about summer, and Lois DeBruno in 


ECP, and Vicki Purslow at the Medford Campus.  They all keep 


separate records.  



E. Zinn: multiple issues coming up for the committee, and it is difficult to 
unravel all the threads at once.  

F. Kemble reminded us that two meetings from now, the formal report 
from the Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, and Rewards committee will be 
presented.

Discussion Items

X. Assessment Committee report -- John Sollinger


A. Last year, Faculty Senate charged the committee with overseeing 
assessment at the university, but now trying to clarify what that means.  
They have worked on vision, mission, and objectives, and created a 
memo of what they should be doing.  They have no history of what other 
committees in the past have done.  

B. They have been working on the makeup of their committee, adding 
undergrad and grad students.  

C. Some people have a misconception that their role is to assess only gen 
ed, but in reality they help with the assessment at the class, department, 
program, and institutional level.  

D. They are educating themselves, since they all come from different 
levels of expertise with assessment.  Their learning curve is high, so they 
are not ready for recommendations yet.  


E. One problem: it is important for the Director of University Studies to be 
appointed sooner rather than later.


F. Zinn asked about the assessment committee memo pg 2, Objective 1 
NSSE results show that nontraditional students are not targeted.  


1. Sollinger answered that as of now, NSSE is what we have 


available.  


2. Kay Sagmiller said that the assessment committee gets first 


access to NSSE and can analyze what’s missing and decide how to 

gather further data.  The committee knows they will need to do 


student focus group meetings to get student perceptions of 



curriculum and what engages our students.  NSSE is just the tip of 


the iceberg.  

G. Prakash Chenjeri asked if copies of assessment models are available 
for program evaluation.  


1. Kay Sagmiller answered that they are in the process of reviewing 

what are the models of effective program evaluation.  They are 


hashing out what needs to be consistent university wide, and what 


needs to be tailored to departments in a program evaluation.  


Sollinger: the accreditation task force could be setting up a 



template for departments.  Faculty are working on rubrics for writing, 

for example, that could be used in classrooms and 




programmatically.  



2. Greg Miller said that U of Colorado and U of Wisconsin can be a 


big help to frame discussions on the assessment work they did.  



3. Sagmiller responded that there is so much information out there 


on the web, they are trying to narrow it down to the programs that 


are consistently referenced in the literature as 4-5 models they will 


focus on that are both excellent and similar to our institution.  


Models are coming out that are good at evaluating liberal arts 


outcomes.  


H. The accreditation team might have suggestions for the process of 
accreditation complimenting the assessment team so they can “double 
dip”  




I. Assessment committee had originally had accreditation in the front of 
their minds, but they were told to step back and work on creating the 
culture of assessment.  

J. Sagmiller reminded us about the retreat with the Curriculum Committee 
and the Core Curriculum Committee to talk about whose jurisdiction is 
what.  



K. They are struggling to make information easily accessible to faculty in a 
way that would help them, rather than adding to their workload.  

L. Kemble reminded us that the University Studies and Curriculum 
committees are both reporting to Senate at the next meeting.  

Action Items

XI. Revised Sexual Harassment Policies and Procedures


A. Kathy McNeill moved and Lee Ayers-Schlosser seconded the motion to 
approve the draft of the sexual harassment policy and procedures.  At the 
end of discussion, the motion passed unanimously.


B. Laura O’Bryon mentioned that the training component will be added in 
two parts: policy review and a developing training element.  There will be 
training for all employees, but also tiers of training for leaders.  

C. Greg Miller asked for clarification about whether or not this document 
addresses student complaints about other students.  What else is on 
campus for that?  


1. Laura O’Bryon answered that their first option would be to come 


to Dean of Students.  Policies in Student Handbook in the Code of 


Conduct, but this document does define the procedures that the 


Dean of Students would follow (referenced on pg 1 of the 



document).  


2. Colin Bunnell-Schieck added that if the student to student 



violation happened off campus, it was out of our jurisdiction these 


policies would not apply.  


3. Kathleen McNeill pointed out under Appendix A pg 2 under 


Confidentiality, third paragraph: if Affirmative Action officer learns of 

incident, the AAO can conduct an investigation and possibly take 


action.  

D. Attention has been paid to packaging: three different elements to this 
document, first definitions and policies, then a reader-friendly “how to get 
help” appendix, then a global complaint form.  There will also be a one-
page flyer that will be all over campus that identifies contact points.  This 
document will also be on the web.  Quarterly reminders will go out that 
sexual harassment is not tolerated at SOU, and where to go for help.  

E. Cody Bustamante asked: what was the biggest controversy or hardest 
issues to resolve in the committee?  



1. Kemble’s answer was confidentiality.  Exercise of judgment is 


critical and information will be divulged on a need-to-know basis, 


but because legally we have an obligation to follow up these reports 

even if the reporting person would prefer strict confidentiality.  
F. Daniel DeNeui asked about Appendix A, Section 3 Formal Sanctions.  It 
leaves open a wide range of sanctions, is that acceptable?  


1. Kemble replied that if the range were too small, legally you would 

be in trouble.  Colin: our legal counsel has reviewed this document.  

This policy is also not in conflict with the contract.


G. Zinn observed that on pg 5, University Officials should be moved up to 
Formal Sanctions or given its own subheading.  Colin responded that the 
DA investigation would be a separate process from the campus process.  
They will reformat for clarity.

XII. Revised Conflict of Interest Specific to Consensual Relationships Policy


A. Dan Rubenson moved, and Dan DeNeui seconded the motion to 
accept the Conflicts of Interest Specific to Consensual Relationships 
policy.  The motion passed unanimously.


B. Only small changes since the draft we last saw in Faculty Senate.  
C. Mark Siders asked about the policy on pg 3 Reporting a Consensual 
Relationship, a person must do both A and B, both report the power 
inequality and remove it?  Yes.  



D. Sandra Holstein repeated that prohibiting a consensual relationship 
with a power differential will not hold up in court.  


1. Laura O’Bryon countered that the university counsel approved 


this.  


2. Kathy McNeill added that the opinion of the courts has shifted 


historically.  


3. Kemble Yates said that this effort might make people more 


aware of the policy and the consequences across campus, which 


could be a good thing even if the court situation were questionable.  
E. Dan Rubenson asked, would this policy apply to people who are 
married but there is a power differential?  


1. No, that is covered under nepotism.  


2. Alena Ruggerio asked, what about domestic partners?  


3. They are not covered by nepotism policy, they are covered by 


consensual relationships.    


4. Laura O’Bryon observed that yes, this domestic partner issue 


should be tackled by the OUS nepotism policy, but it should be a 


separate issue from the documents currently before us, and it must 


be corrected at the OUS level.  



5. Kemble added that OUS benefits to domestic partners is a 


progressive policy, but the nepotism policy for domestic partners is 


lagging behind.
Adjournment  Alena Ruggerio moved and John Richards seconded the motion to adjourn.  The motion passed without vote because everybody left. (
Minutes submitted by

Alena Amato Ruggerio

05-06 Faculty Senate secretary

