Faculty Senate Meeting

Monday, April 3, 2006

SU 313, 4:00-5:30 PM

APPROVED 04/17/06

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

Absent: Claire Cross, Sarah Ann Hones

Visitors: Barbara Scott Winkler, Mada Morgan, Susan Walsh, Elisabeth Zinser, Earl Potter, Tonette Long, Mara Affre, Paul Steinle, Michelle Behr, Jonathan Eldridge, Laura O’Bryon, Mike Corcoran, Jonathan Eldridge, Sebastian Sanzberro
I. Matt Stillman moved and John Richards seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the March 20 Faculty Senate meeting.  The motion passed with Gudrun Gill abstaining.

II. Announcements

A. Kemble Yates announced that the Career Fair is coming up a week from Thursday.

B. Kemble announced the final meet of the high school math contest.

C. Matt Stillman announced that Preview Day is this Friday.  The second round of faculty calling starts next week.

III. Comments from President Zinser

A. The Board will be setting the process for the Operating Budget Request for the 2007-09 biennium.  President Zinser provided a draft of the policy package list and asked members to let her know if they wanted further information on the process.

B. The Board meeting will also receive the first reading on a draft policy on background checks.



1. The focus is on criminal background, but also employment and 


educational background.  Criminal check is for employees in 



sensitive positions requiring special access.  



2. We will need to develop our campus policy so that it conforms 


to the ultimate Board policy.  



3. After the first reading, it will come back up in May. If anyone 


wants 
more detail, President Zinser will send the 9-page 



information document.


C. President Zinser drew our attention to the American Council on 

Education’s Solutions for our Future campaign.  



1. This national campaign was put together with the support of 


about a dozen national organizations, with financing from private 


individuals.  



2. Three TV ads are beginning to be shown during March Madness, 

and we’ll be seeing more in TV and hard copy news ads. 

3. PR officers of OUS and the institutions are working to bring this campaign to Oregon communities to create more public awareness of the funding challenges in post secondary education and the consequences of underfunding.  

4. Michelle Behr added that we can access the ads on solutionsforthefuture.org.  Our PR network would like suggestions for how/where they could be shown.

D. The Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher Education is a significant commission appointed by U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings. It is addressing educational policy issues of high consequence, such as assessment with standardized testing formats.  AAC&U has released a statement advising against standardized testing in higher education. President Zinser advised close watching of the Commission’s work because major policy direction likely will come from it.

IV. Comments from Provost Potter


A. Provost Potter extended his thanks to everyone who has done the very 
good 
committee work represented in the meeting today.
V. AC Report from the Faculty Senate Vice-Chair

A. We did not meet over Spring Break

VI. Student Senate Report from Sarah Swanson


A. No meeting since Dead Week.  They will meet next week.


B. The Student Fee Committee has been meeting, and will meet three times 
this week to finalize the budgets .  It’s been a lengthy process.


C. They will be passing some resolutions concerning the leadership center 
mural.

VII. Formation of Senate Grievance Hearing Committee


A. Kemble Yates announced that there has been a grievance filed.  

B. The Bylaws says the Faculty Senate Chair puts together the grievance 
committee.  John Richards, Lee Ayers-Schlosser, Prakash Chenjeri, Anne 
Chambers, and Dan Wilson were appointed.


C. There is also a procedure called “peremptory challenge” that allows one veto 
per side, so this list might not be finalized.  
VIII. Administrative Realignment of History and Women’s Studies (Discussion)


A. Earl Potter reminded us of the three changes: 


1. Department of History moves from Social Science to Arts and Letters



2. Women’s Studies Program will now be shared between Arts and Letters 

and Social Science



3. The new name will be the School of Social Science

B. Kemble Yates asked about the curriculum implications: what would history 
classes count for in old gen ed as opposed to new gen ed.  Also Senate seat 
implications?



1. Mike Corcoran answered: the implications for gen ed subjects line up for 

transfer students, if most universities have history as a social science.



2. John Richards said we’re not supposed to get hung up on which school 


the department is in, it’s the content of the course in relation to goals and 


learning objectives in the new program.  


3. Kemble: But what about the old gen ed?  History would still count as 


social 
science under the old catalogs.  


4. Kathleen McNeill: has the advising side been included in the 



conversation?  


5. Dan Rubenson: so it’s not an issue for explorations, but it could have 


ramifications for BA/BS requirements.  


6. Mike Corcoran: we cover that in CAPP degree audit, which is set up by 


catalog year.  


C. Director of Women’s Studies Barbara Scott Winkler stated that moving 
sideways is exactly what we want, and we are very happy to have the support of 
the Provost.  In terms of gen ed, Women’s Studies has been proposing Social 
Science and Arts and Letters classes depending on the content of the course, so 
we are well placed for the new gen ed system.  


D. Mark Siders moved and Dan Rubenson seconded the motion to suspend the 
rules and allow a motion and vote on this reorganization.  This motion passed 
unanimously.


E. Dan Rubenson moved and Sandra Holstein seconded the motion to approve the 
Organization of the Academic Division for Best Advantage proposal.  The motion 
passed unanimously.


F. Matt Stillman: How do other OUS institutions treat history?  


1. Earl Potter: Most have arts and sciences together so the structure is 


different.


G. Provost Earl Potter said that he listened to the rationale of the faculty and the 
department chairs, talked to social science folks, and became converted to the 
notion that the move of history is a good idea.  Both deans are amenable to the 
change and will work out budget and logistical issues.


H. Dan Rubenson asked Provost Potter: Most of the faculty in history will be 
retiring within the next decade.  So will they be wanting to change back to social 
science when there is a new history faculty?  



1. Earl Potter answered: “Structure is a tool of management.”


I. Kathleen McNeill observed: If they do go through the Curriculum Committee to 

become a B.A., then history majors will need a foreign language.  


2. Earl Potter: Yes, that is part of their rationale in moving to Arts and 


Letters.

IX. New General Education Proposal from Univ. Studies Committee (Action)

A. Barbara Scott Winkler spoke on the involvement of the Curriculum Committee.  

1. They met with Mada to go over the University Seminar.  

2. Students seem to be receiving them very well in comparison to the old 
Colloquium.  

3. These are courses that have been piloted for a year and refined.


4. First, they looked at the proposed structure (goals, strands, 
proficiencies).  
B. Alena Ruggerio moved and Matt Stillman seconded the motion to approve the general education structure (the goals/strands/proficiencies) as presented by University Studies. Discussion followed.
C. Mark Siders asked for a “roadmap to graduation” to make sure advisees really would be able to graduate within a reasonable number of years.  

1. Mada Morgan: lower division stays basically the same.  When the 
students move to H, I, and J integration courses, there are major and 
stand-alone courses that meet the HIJ goals and proficiencies to meet 
upper division gen ed.  

2. They are working with 83 courses total, 20 more than we’ve ever had 
for old synthesis.  This is just the first wave through.  

3. Mark Siders asked for a list of courses that fit HIJ.  

4. Dan Rubenson: in terms of timing, university studies could not bring 
us a list of courses to approve until Faculty Senate had approved the 
program first, and then they will bring forth the courses to be plugged in.

D. Kemble Yates: The biggest change is from synthesis to integration.  The University Studies committee has gone through a big process of getting courses ready for that.  This was the biggest weakness in the previous model and it was addressed.  

1. Dan Rubenson added a reminder of another significant change from 
Colloquium to University Seminar.

E. Michael Parker: the structure/design seems good, but the actual implementation might be more complicated in real life.  
F. Sue Walsh: faculty were invited to submit their courses, and they later opted to take some off the table.  So some of those might come back on the table in the next round.  

G. Paul Steinle: Siders is asking for details before principles.  We need to approve the principles first.  

1. Siders did not feel comfortable supporting the principles without 
seeing the details of execution.

H. Kemble Yates to Mark: the plan is to grandfather for next year any existing explorations course.  And then in the future they will go through the “goals” scrutiny.  Therefore, the courses that are of most relevance to lower division students are pretty solid.  This is of most importance to the first and second-year students you might be advising under the new system.
I. Paul Steinle: more than 50 members of the faculty have worked on this across the course of three years.

J. Barbara Scott Winkler: It is a long process because University Studies is being very careful to make sure the new gen ed courses meet the goals.  Some candidates for integration are in the process of tweaking.

K. Anne Chambers: Out of 83 courses submitted for integration, do they balance out nicely in the three areas H, I, and J?  

1. Mada Morgan: H is the least represented.  

2. Now the committee is asking instructors to choose ONE strand to

 focus on, rather than having a course qualify for two of H, I, or J.


L. Anne Chambers: If students must take three more explorations courses, are 
enough sections going to be offered?  


1. Mara Affre: they submitted a list to the University Studies committee of 

stand-alone lower-division courses that were excluded when we moved 

to sequences.  We have enough now, but up to 20 more will be looked at 

to increase the explorations offerings.


M. McNeill: The concern is not the goals structure, it’s the rollout.  The key to
 this working is the advising piece.  Advisors need the concrete lists in front of
 them.  Faculty will need to be trained.  At this point, are we going to have the 
time to create the materials and do the training and have everybody on board in
 preparation for end of spring and beginning of summer advising?  We are 
down to one and a half advisors in the ACCESS Center.  Do we have the 
resources to have that piece in place?  


1. Mada Morgan: Jessica Stone has put together a draft of a new “pink 

sheet” for advising.


N. Sandra Holstein: In Goal 4 on foundational strands, she questioned the use 
of the word “mastery” as opposed to “familiarity with” or something softer.  


1. Mada Morgan: the University Studies agenda is to further wordsmith 

the goals language.  Strands and goals are well thought out and put into 

practice, but the proficiency level needs worthsmithing still.  



2. The Assessment Committee will also be contributing to adding more 

precise or more general language to be able to measure the 



proficiencies.  


O. Dan Rubenson: This is a work in progress.  There are significant pieces yet
 undone.  In terms of goals and proficiencies, for example, how are labs to be 
treated?  Some faculty have interpreted what’s written currently differently than 
other faculty.  Senate would be approving a draft today.  


1. Another piece that needs to be nailed down is the administrative 


oversight.  Immense amounts of faculty time have been invested in 


creating the plan, but how we implement the plan could make or break it.  

We have not yet laid out a good plan for implementation.


P. Paul Steinle:  Yes we have a plane that can fly, and we have a maintenance 
crew.  That’s what’s different this time from our last shot at it.  Universities 
Studies committee, Assessment Committee, University Studies Director, 
Associate Provost will all be watching to make sure it doesn’t crash.  One week 
this summer with chairs on training for advising.  They have a systematic 
approach, and the process will evolve as we do it but that process will be 
supported.  The more we delay it, we slow down the possibility of moving into 
the implementation phase.


Q. Mara Affre: We now have an answer to “why do I have to take that” for 
incoming students.  Our first passengers on the plane will be working in three 
weeks in Hawaii.  We don’t just have until the summer.


R. Greg Miller: Concern about number of H integration courses.  How does that
 compare to current science synthesis courses?  It seems like a smaller 
number.  Will there be a bottleneck in H, and will we try to cure that by diluting 
what counts for H?


1. Mada: Morgan: University Studies committee broke down into H, I, 

and J subcommittees.  Faculty were crunched last term, and there are 

many more courses than just the 14 on the table right now.  


2. Miller: you will probably get more when faculty have a summer to do 

the paperwork.  


3. Rubenson: they are working with faculty to get “close but not quite 

there” courses and there are a lot of other courses that could come up 

later when faculty have more time.  


4. Miller: do H courses cross Joe Graf’s desk?  


5. [edit by Sue Walsh] There is a line for the department chair’s 


signature on proposals.  They are designed to go by chairs, deans, and 

faculty senate.


S. Emily Miller-Francisco: Remember that the aiplane we’re on now does not 
fly.  Maybe this new system isn’t perfect, and some details need to be nailed 
down, but it has a lot more potential to address the need for students to 
graduate in four years than what we have currently.


T. Lee Ayers-Schlosser: Bloom’s Taxonomy suggests verbs to articulate 
objectives.  Some faculty did not want to go through the process.  If we could 
do something to make that process not as painful as filing for a home loan, you 
will get more courses recommended.  


1. Mada Morgan: Kay has been meeting with faculty and groups and 

hosting brown bags to talk about what tweaks it would take in courses to 

meet goals.  What are some activities and exercises that would allow us 

to measure goals and proficiencies?


U. Kathy: In addition to the number of courses, are you also looking at how 
often they’re taught?  


1. Mada Morgan: it’s on the form and is going into the databank.  That’s

 never been tracked before, so this is the first time that we’ll have a 


feeling of when these courses will be offered.  This is a joint process with 

the departments.  


V. Sandra Holstein: If one of the barriers is the form, what about oral 
submissions?  You might get more people.  


1. Sue Walsh: filling out of the form and demonstrating that proficiencies 

are being met in the course are two different things.


W. Prakash Chenjeri said prerequisites might defeat the purpose of general 
education.  


X. Earl Potter: Accreditors told us our gen ed was broken.  Two years ago, we 
illustrated movement forward.  Approval of the model of 
goals/strands/proficiencies is essential to go on to move toward the rollout plan. 
 If the Senate says we’re not comfortable today, Senate needs to be specific to 
the committees about what data and details need to be given to Faculty 
Senate.  There are severe consequences for not putting in a new general 
education model.  The rollout answer has to be what will it take to get it done 
next year, we cannot delay it another year.  


Y. John Richards moved to call the question.  The motion to call the question 
passed.


Z. The motion to approve the general education structure 
(goals/strands/proficiencies) proposed by University Studies passed with one 
opposed.


AA. John Richards moved and Greg Pleva seconded the motion to approve the 
rollout plan and timetable.


1. There was a friendly amendment to grandfather in currently approved 

explorations courses as acceptable for next year.


2. Kathy McNeill proposed another friendly amendment: We charge the 

University Studies Committee to provide a list of approved HIJ courses 

so we can see sufficiency to meet the demands for next fall.  


Understanding that the numbers will increase, but we need to address 

anticipated need.  This equation would also incorporate how often these 

courses would be offered.  



a. Dan Rubenson: How does University Studies prove 



sufficiency?  That’s a function of implementation USC was not 


charged with.  The Provost and Deans can meet with 




departments and faculty to increase the offerings of courses.  


b. Paul Steinle: We can analyze demand and see if this will meet 


demand.  Analyzing demand is quite a challenge.  



c. Dan Rubenson: we’re not asking the faculty to teach more 


courses or to teach more sections, we are changing the pattern of 


what courses and how often, which will require adjustments 



across the board.


BB. Kathy McNeill: would there be additional resources needed in advising to 
do the training and preparation so the faculty will be educated and on board?  
Are the resources for the oversight director going to be in place in a timely 
manner?  


1. Earl Potter: First we need tools to support advisors and University 

Studies and Registrar are participating.  


2. Mara Affre: it’s a matter of bringing CAPP up to date as well.  


3. Earl Potter: So the people who have to do that are connected to the 

process already.  Potter said, “It is my responsibility to make sure we 

meet the accreditation requirements, and failure to provide resources to 

do that would land on my desk.  The faculty have designed models and 

courses that fit that model, and then resourcing that is my responsibility.  

Faculty Senate can ask me for a concrete plan for how the rollout will be 

resourced.  This is a dealbreaker for the reaffirmation of our 



accreditation.”  


4. Earl asked that Kemble formalize the request for a resourcing plan in 

a memo he can respond to in writing.  Earl said the rollout needs an 

advisor education element.  Kemble said if senators have requests of 

what needs to go into that memo, let him know.



5. Paul Steinle: Curriculum Administration Task Force has been working 

on this.  The dialogue of what they need has been occurring.


CC. Jean Maxwell: Continued communication would be helpful.  Way to 
structure in departments discover impacts coming on them they hadn’t 
anticipated, they need a way to communicate how they deal with it to other 
departments as they might encounter similar problems.  A troubleshooting 
forum so we can inform each other.


DD. Kemble Yates called for a vote on the amended motion to approve the 
University Studies Committee’s = recommendation on their rollout plan and 
their timeline with an amendment to grandfather explorations courses for one 
year, and an amendment for more specifics on what courses and how offered 
to meet HIJ integration.  The motion passed.

EE. Matt Stillman moved to suspend the rules and Lee Ayers-Scholosser seconded the motion to vote on University Seminar proposed courses.  

1. We can’t afford to wait two more weeks because of registration 
process in Hawaii.  

2. Kemble added that these courses have been piloted and polished.  
3. The motion passed unanimously.

FF. Dan Rubenson and Matt Stillman moved to approve the University Seminar plan including the courses shared by University Studies committee on Friday.  The motion passed unanimously.

X. Kemble adjourned the meeting without vote.

