Faculty Senate

Monday, February 5, 2007

Su-313, 4:00 – 5:30 pm

APPROVED 2/19/07

Attending: Lee Ayers, Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Anne Chambers, Claire Cross, Terry DeHay, Daniel DeNeui, Linda Hilligoss, Sandra Holstein, Sarah Ann Hones, William Hughes, Julie Kochanek, Jean Maxwell, Kathleen McNeill, Gregory Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Michael Parker, Greg Pleva, Alena Ruggerio, Kay Sagmiller, Matt Stillman, Daniel Wilson, Kemble Yates

Absent: Gudrun Gill, Nick Young, Brian Greig

Visitors: James Main, Mada Morgan, Mary Cullinan, Geoff Mills, Younghee Kim, Kip Sigetich, Charles Lane, Laura O’Bryon, Mara Affre, Jonathan Eldridge, Barbara Scott, William Greene

I. Lee Ayers moved and Matt Stillman seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the 1/22/06 meeting of the Faculty Senate.  The motion passed unanimously.

II. Announcements

A. Alena Ruggerio asked for a volunteer to take minutes at the next Senate meeting 
on 2/19 because she will be presenting at a conference.  Kay Sagmiller volunteered, 
and the crowd wildly hailed Kay as a hero. 

B. Lee Ayers reminded us that the lock-in applications went out recently.  The lock-in 
will occur February 23rd.  

1. The SWAT team and seven agencies will be on campus.  Involved are several police offices, the DEA, and Forensics Lab.  

2. There are 100 student slots for participation, including 25 students from RCC.  3. Faculty can also participate.  

4. The lock-in is a simulated event encompassing 10 different activities like a virtual reality “shoot don’t shoot” and “felony hot stop” and “what happens if you’re taken hostage” and “defensive tactics class” and “cell extraction,” “CSI fingerprinting,” “DEA canine drug recognition,” “motivation and persuasive interviewing,” and “DUI class” where you learn sobriety testing.  They also offer the Oregon Physical Ability Test.  

C. Kathy McNeill announced that UPC will be sponsoring a student work session 
Tuesday 3:30-5:00 to provide feedback on the proposed budget plan.  It will be similar 
to Friday’s work session with faculty and staff.  A summary report of that first work 
session is forthcoming.  

III. Remarks from President Cullinan

A. President Cullinan spent a few days in Corvallis at the Board of Higher Education 
meeting on the Oregon State University campus.  

1. They had a meeting with the presidents to think about legislative strategies.  2. The presidents of the regional campuses will be meeting this coming Monday in Salem.  The Governor’s proposed budget is under attack and we are working to keeping the regional funding.  Most of us don’t qualify for the other pieces of the budget, such as enrollment growth and student-to-faculty ratio.  

3. Provosts met also, and Provost Potter has moved our curricular items forward to the next level.  

4. At the Board meeting, Oregon State presented on their mission, values, and goals.  Each campus has been asked to tell the Board who they are and what they do, and connect back to the Board’s performance measures to each campus.  SOU will be presenting in May.  

5. President Cullinan reported to the Board about our process of retrenchment.  They were given pages from our provisional plan and walked through what we’re doing.  They accepted the report, and they are being supportive of the retrenchment process.

IV. Remarks from Provost Potter (Out of Town)

V. Student Senate Report from Nick Young (not present)

VI. Approval for Bachelor of Arts or Science Degree in Elementary Education (Action Item) 

A. Matt Stillman moved and Kemble Yates seconded the motion to approve.  After the 
discussion documented below, the motion passed unanimously.

B. Terry DeHay: Is this more than market driven, is it really a better program?  
1. Geoff Mills: We don’t have the research to say.  It is a DIFFERENT program 
with different students.  
2. Younghee Kim: We have a longer time and multiple settings for field 
experiences in this plan.  Students will be able to decide if this is really what 
they want to do, and they will understand different aspects of education like 
preschool and special education.  They will have more exposure early on.  The 
child development area will have a stronger background of understanding.  

C. Kemble Yates: 2 positions funded first 2 years, and then 3 positions the second 2 
years.  
1. Geoff Mills: Adjuncts will be used the first year for the equivalent of 1.0 FTE. 
 If this is as successful as RCC thinks this is going to be… RCC is hiring one 
full-time person temporary one year to work on this.  In the second year as it
 ramps up, we will need more people to work in the program.  The plan is to run 
it as a self-support program (there is no General Fund support), which has been 
successful so far.  

D. Yates: Will Math Education Methods and Science Education Methods, for instance, 
be taught in house or farmed out to the departments?  
1. Linda Hilligoss: Currently we have one class for Math and Science Methods. 
 This class would be taught through the Education Department.  It is not a 
content class, but teaching strategies of instruction.

E. Kathleen McNeill: Will students in this program need to do it as a cohort, or will 
these classes be offered often enough for multiple jumping-on point?  
1. Younghee Kim: Classes will be offered on a once a year basis.  It will not be 
based on the current cohort model because we will be having a lot of 
nontraditional students and transfer students.  We envision there will be a group 
of students taking similar classes at the same time, but we need to be open 
because many of them enter and graduate at different times.

F. McNeill: Have you considered students who don’t have transportation can they 
participate in their required classes?  
1. Kim: Currently we utilize a lot of distance education including online and 
weekend meetings.  We have some classes they can take at RCC.  So about 
2/3 of classes in the child development strand will be taken online or on the 
weekends or evenings.  The fourth year will require students to be on campus.  

G. Jim Main: Will you be requesting carry-forward money at the end of the budget year
 for program startup?  
1. Geoff Mills: My hope would be for reinvestment in self-support programs.  But 
that will be discussed within the broader SOU budget picture.

VII. Accreditation Update from Charles Lane

A. January Questions: 

1. Do we really have to do this given everything else right now?  Yes.
2. Are they still planning on coming in late October?  Yes.
3. Will they delay this?  No.
4. Do they clearly understand what we’re going through right now?  Yes.
B. Northwest Commission said that as long as we plan on opening our doors in the 
fall, we are going to have some plan and method of operation, and the question
 still remains, do we understand what we’re doing and can we explain that?  

C. Lane will be going up to the Northwest Commission meeting on Friday, February 
23.  

D. We can also expect a certain amount of preparatory correspondence this month about the October visitation.  
E. We can see by position (not name) the makeup of the visitation team.  There will be different people on the team assigned to corresponding parts of our structure.  

F. Timeline: 

1. The plan has us at the moment working with the nine principal standard 
authors during winter term to draw the self-study work together into one 
document.  By the end of this term, the standard authors will be satisfied that 
they have enough information and it is organized point by point.  
2. April 1 all teams will sit down together to create one document to turn over to
 Lane May 1 and then to the President June 1.  
G. In this process, we are really doing well, with a few hiccups.  Lane has been nudging some folks along, they are 95% done and are moving towards 100%.  All things considered, Lane is pleased with where we are at this point.  

H. Everything is going to be changed so dramatically and so quickly from where we 
have been, so how do we address that?  This year we’re working up the data and our 
operations continue during the year.  You add an addendum to the report (or a second 
report) that speaks to what we’re doing this year that will be a “report on the report.”  

I. Our success so far is because people have so generously stepped up.  But “if you’re
 not talking to me, I’ll be talking to you.”  Good work under trying circumstances.

J. Michael Parker: The last time the accreditation visitation team had some concerns 
and they checked up on us in ensuing years.  Will that happen again?  
1. Charles Lane: Yes.  But the interim and follow-up visits that used to be a
 rarity have become a practice.  We have a five-year interim report structured 
into the process anyway.  They will have their commendations and their 
recommendations, and they’ll follow up on that.  We probably won’t be 
surprised by what they have to say.  

VIII. IFS (Inter-Institutional Faculty Senate) Update from Lee Ayers and Dan Wilson

A. A political science professor from OSU and the OSU Government Liaison talked 
about the political environment.  
1. When Measure 41 and 48 were voted down, did that represent a sea 
change?  No, but we might be in a cycle where the populace is coming out of 
the me-first priority into the community-first priority.  
2. It was significant that Marion County voted Democrat, and if they continue, 
this is key.

B. Credit Transferability and College NOW.  
1. ATLAS is the statewide version of CAPP.  
2. They discussed the AAOT and the OTM, there is a movement to change 
those.  We need to decide whether our courses fit the state-agreed goals and 
proficiencies.  
3. College NOW is college credit taught in high school by high school teachers. 

a. There is some concern about the check on quality.  They end up on a 

transcript as a college class and they might not be prepared for success.  
b. A study group will pursue the CollegeNOW quality question, at 
minimum getting it transcripted that this was a College NOW course 
taught by a high school teacher.  
c. Lee Ayers: It is in the best interest of the student for them to be 
successful, the issue is the way things are being transcripted.  We are 
looking at the best ways to get students the most bang for their buck, but 
we need to make sure students are well prepared for college.  

C. Kay Sagmiller: What sense do you have about why the state is going towards 
requiring an articulation of course content rather than proficiencies?  
1. Ayers: That has not yet been spelled out.  The Chancellor has asked IFS, to
 prevent the legislative body from mandating general education, to define that 
through AAOT and OTM.  

D. Anne Chambers: Is this [College NOW] the same thing as 2+2 that RCC has with 
high schools or is this something else?  
1. Ayers: It is different.  And then you have the AP stuff.  
2. Chambers: What’s in it for the community colleges?  
3. Ayers: $15 per credit hour.  
4. Wilson: And students look positively at the community college.    
5. Parker: Wouldn’t it be nice if Higher Ed would just be supported?  
6. Barbara Scott: We do have Advanced Southern Credit, which is the same as 
2+2.  RCC is offering their 2+2 credit at no charge because there is a lot of 
money involved, it’s how the community college get reimbursed from the state 
for credits.  We at SOU provide it at $25 per credit.  Each department at SOU is
 responsible for ensuring the integrity of that credit.  Some departments work
 closely, but that varies by time investment by department.

E. Barbara Scott: What about if those credits are transcripted through SOU, will it say 
it was taken at the high school?  
1. Ayers: There is less concern about that.  We have not experienced those 
students not being successful in a major.  
2. DeHay: But if the students are not prepared in a writing class, then they 
might not be successful in all their classes.  
3. Wilson: 50% admitted at OUS are not ready for MTH 111 (the number is 
larger at SOU).

4. McNeill: I understand the need to ensure the integrity of the coursework, but 
for some students, they have completed all their requirements by the beginning 
of their senior year.  So there is a gap that AP classes fill, and that allows them 
to be productive.  
5. Wilson: the AP courses are not in question, because there are more control 
and measure mechanisms.  

F. Wilson: Spellings Report.  
1. This is a federal Department of Education report trying to specify learning 
outcomes and proficiencies statewide.  This will be an issue in front of our 
legislative representatives.  We have an interest in not having how we do 
business dictated by this federal report.  The Spellings Report is negative about
 accreditation.  
2. Ayers: The report is available in PDF.  It takes the perspective that 
accreditation looks at one set of outcomes, but maybe that is not the set of 
outcomes that is quite right.  The question is evidence-based practice, to prove 
how do we know that we’re getting what we pay for?  We want to be the ones 
able to say that as educators, this is what we should be measuring.  If we’re 
going to identify general education, let the faculty decide what that should be. 
3. Charles Lane: Ms. Spelling, Secretary of Education, is not a fan of the current 
accreditation process.  There are 6 regional bodies, and we are with the 
Northwest.  Ms. Spelling has created a national mandate with No Child Left 
Behind.  There is a thought, given how unhappy she is, that there might be a 
similar thing for Higher Ed.  The six accrediting bodies need to have something 
that speaks to our region, and then at the state level, and then down to the 
campuses.  There is thinking at the national level that we need a NCLB-like 
mandate for outcomes and practices.  

4. Sagmiller: Ironically, when outcomes-based education was first floated, 
conservatives tarred and feathered the person who suggested it.  Yet now 
those same conservatives are calling for a K-20 national mandate outcomes-
based.  

5. McNeill: The US Department of Ed is not responsive to the process.

6. Sagmiller: It is a healthy question to ask, are our students learning the 
knowledge and skills we intend?  And if not, what can we do better?  But at the
same time, I have deep concerns about the statewide and national invasion 
into what we do.  It is time we become activists, be attentive to significant 
pushes on our authority in our disciplines.  We need to be vocal, we need to be 
in the decision-making position.  We have no choice but to recognize that it’s 
coming. 

7. Ayers: Example of Texas outcome-based education does not give provisions 
for students with learning disabilities.  Even here, when a student doesn’t 
successfully complete a course, what happens if it counts towards Promotion
and Tenure or a renewable contract?  We need to better identify how we know 
when a student is successful.  Is it you get a degree, you get a job?  But does 
the job have to be in the degree area to count them as successful?  It is a time 
for faculty to be active.  What happened to the days of protest?

8. DeHay: In Faculty Senate, we need to keep an eye on these issues, and 
watch how we respond as a campus to these mandates.  We need to respond
 proactively.

9. Greg Miller: Not too long ago, President Bush spoke about the national 
science standards.  He said he hoped that by the end of 2007, 70% of 
American school children would test above the 50th percentile in math 
[laughter].

G. Dan Wilson: Senator Morris described Bill 2530 the Stable Funding Act, 5% sales 
tax, lower income and capital gains taxes would go to the root of the problem.  But all 
the pieces have to work to produce stable funding, but if a piece is referred to the 
voters, it might come apart.  Morris’s point was that we can’t keep band-aiding the 
problem, voting for smaller pieces like consumption tax.  
1. Ayers: Sara Gelser said that the voters don’t trust us, and we would lose
 twice.
2. Yates: Is this Morris or Frank Morse?  Morse might run for Governor and win 
as a Republican.

3. McNeill: Are they proposing the legislature would vote on the bill, or in a 
referendum?  
4. Wilson: the House might refer a part of it to the voters.  

IX. Alternate Retirement Plan Update from Kip Sigetich

A. Kip is a member of the Retirement Plan Redesign Faculty Advisory Committee.
OUS started a year ago to revamp and modernize the 403(b) TDI plan in which 
participants voluntary contributes around 6% of their salary, and you can choose from 
17 different providers.  In the fall, faculty at the University of Oregon and at other 
places complained that they weren’t involved in these major decisions, so OUS made 
a faculty committee.  They are meeting biweekly to evaluate and recommend changes 
to the 403(b) plan and the ORP, which got tacked on to the revamping.  
B. The major issues to be resolved: the 403(b) is messy with 17 different providers 
which makes it costly, and there is a low participation rate, about 25% system wide. 
 Because there are so many providers, it is costly and repetitive.  As these plans 
become more complex, it is outside OUS’s ability to administrate them, so they would 
need to go to outsiders.  
C. They are moving toward a consolidated record-keeper.  Having a single record-
keeper processing payroll records would reduce costs.

 D. This is the rationale to link the ORP.  Some had concerns that OUS might have 
their hand in these assets.  But we have been assured that the assets from the ORP 
are held in trust and no one has access to them.  The 403(b) is held in a custodial 
account, so no one is going to invade them.  These changes are primarily cost-driven. 
 E. Another change is to have a simplified menu, web based where you can see what 
the asset classes are (maybe or maybe not the providers), and they would be similar 
to each other across the 403(b) to ORP.  
F. Not all providers will be continued.  This raises some problems for implementation 
and transition. Existing 403(b) assets can remain where they are now, or you can 
change them.  But new funds must go to the new list of providers.  If someone does 
not choose a provider, there needs to be a default.  The ORP funds needs to be 
transferred to a new provider when the new provider is different from the old one.  
Balances would have to be mapped to something most similar if you do not designate 
a new provider.  
G. The committee has no real authority beyond advising, so they are trying to keep 
costs lower for all individual participants.  The main costs, recordkeeping and 
processing payroll, will be reduced and we will get better pricing from investments.  
There will be low-cost alternatives and individuals will see a cost benefit.  
H. We are behind educational efforts provided by a third party or a record keeper so 
that participants would feel they had the appropriate information.  The committee 
members are pushing for access to educational materials so people can understand 
that annuity products might not be meeting their needs.

I. The committee is insisting on the inclusion of certain providers where there is a large
 investment in certain providers, such as TIAA-CREF.  

J. Yates: thank you for doing this.  AOF has been watching this with concern.  I have a 
concern that the system has been in charge of the plan choices and sending the 
money.  If we farm this out to some third party entity, what’s in it for us if I choose 
company X and three years later they drop it?  I’m concerned about the control being 
lost.  
1. Sigetich: The going outside is for the recordkeeping only.  One of the 
drawbacks of 403(b) is that it’s so messy that the process in unclear, so the 
new plan is to eliminate that mess.  Investments could disappear under the 
present system, that’s no different.  
2. Yates: But the third party could say we’re not going with this provider 
anymore.  
3. Sigetich: That’s not decided by the third party, that’s decided by the Oregon
 Investment Council.  The record keeper will not have any decision-making 
authority.

K. McNeill: In a conversation with Dennis Defa, he said Fidelity had not applied to be a
 provider, although they have a significant portion of investments.  We encourage you 
Kip to move forward so those providers who have significant portion of investment 
portfolios be continued to minimize the disruption.  
1. Sigetich: Fidelity has submitted their proposal.  I will find out for sure.

L. Sigetich: we know we can’t eliminate TIAA-CREF.

M. McNeill: Timeline?  
1. Sigetich: January 08 it goes into effect.

N. Ayers: When we heard the update from Denise Younker at IFS, we heard we’ll have 
decisions by spring so we can start educating people.  Thank you Kip for boiling down 
so much content.

O. Miller: Is there opportunity to apply pressure to people like Fidelity or Valic applying
 to be a part of smaller group to say if you lower fees, we can keep you.  
1. Sigetich: Yes this is the primary motivating factor, they think they might 
reduce recordkeeping costs by 50%.

P. Ayers: Portability of these products if you leave OUS system?  
1. Sigetich: That has not been discussed.  ORP is portable.  That is why it was
 set up.  The 403(b) I suspect it’s not portable, but you could convert it into an 
IRA.

Q. Main: How many people are members of PERS not ORP [the majority of hands 
raise].  
1. Sigetich: You make an irrevocable decision only once to choose PERS or
 ORP, but the promises under which we made the decision have been changed.

R. Kip will continue to report as requested.  Greg Pleva thanked Kip for his work.
X. Adjournment

1. Greg Miller moved and Daniel DeNeui seconded the motion to adjourn.

Submitted by

Alena Amato Ruggerio

06-07 Faculty Senate Secretary

