Faculty Senate

Monday, April 16, 2007

SU 313, 4:00 – 5:30 pm

APPROVED 05/07/07

Attending: Lee Ayers, Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Claire Cross, Terry DeHay, Daniel DeNeui, Linda Hilligoss, Sandra Holstein, Sarah Ann Hones, William Hughes, Julie Kochanek, Jean Maxwell, Kathleen McNeill, Gregory Miller, Greg Pleva, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Kay Sagmiller, Kemble Yates

Absent: Matt Stillman, Nick Young, Dan Wilson, Brian Greig, Emily Miller-Francisco, Michael Parker

Visitors: Laura O’Bryon, Paul Steinle, Earl Potter, Mary Cullinan, James Main, Mada Morgan, John Sollinger, Dale Vidmar, Dennis Dunleavy, Sherry Ettlich

I.  Julie Kochanek moved and Greg Miller seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the April 2 meeting of the Faculty Senate.  The motion passed with an abstention from Kay Sagmiller.

II. Announcements

A. Lee Ayers congratulated Kathy McNeill for getting powerful words into the 
newspaper from Friday’s Ways and Means hearing.  

1. President Cullinan: I have gotten good feedback from those in the 
community.  I am hoping Senator Bates was overwhelmed by the Friday night 
turnout.  He asked for us to make noise, and there was a huge crowd there, 
including students, faculty, staff, and community members.  

2. Next week, we’re in Salem trying to see if the democratic process will work.

B. Kemble Yates: Yates, Pleva, and DeNeui are going to go up to Salem to lobby the
 legislators next week, and there will be others there to testify.  

C. Greg Pleva: AC will take up a student request for records tabulated from classroom 
survey evaluations conflict between OARs and bylaws.  

1. Sherry Ettlich: To release student tabulated records, the President must find 
they do not have an impact on privacy rights and educational integrity.  They 
are privileged, but the President can find that it won’t violate rights to grant the 
request.

III. Remarks from President Cullinan

A. This morning’s tragedy at Virginia Tech raised questions about how to prevent such 
a thing from happening here.  We have emergency processes in place and a good 
relationship with local law enforcement.  Our hearts go out to the community at Virginia 
Tech.

IV. Remarks from Provost Potter

A. Friday we met with UPC, and President Cullinan reviewed a process for strategic 
planning endorsed by UPC which is different from the one we’ve been using for the 
last four years.  
1. The new process is broader than the targeted one we’ve been using, but it 
builds on planning for the College of Arts & Sciences and Deer Creek, etc.  
2. The first steps will be to clarify SOU’s mission and vision.  
3. It will be challenging to explain to the community how this builds on what we 
have done, how it’s different from what we are doing, and why do this now with 
accreditation visitation coming in the fall.  
4. Cullinan: It will be taken to Executive Council Wednesday, and then we will 
follow up with a process. 

B. The Deer Creek Open House is Sunday the 22nd, 2:00-6:00.  Deer Creek is in 
Selma, on the way to Crescent City.  It is 800 acres of diverse land, applicable to all 
disciplines.

V. Faculty Senate Vice-Chair Report from Greg Miller

A. We talked about the President’s presentation to the Board, the message we want to 
send vs. the message they want to hear.

B. We talked about the Ways and Means hearing.

C. We talked about the AOF day in Salem.

D. We talked about coming up with a process for awarding honorary doctorate 
degrees.

E. We talked about the House Bill to award Oregon University students who were in 
college in 1942.  If they were prevented from graduating because students of 
Japanese descent were sent to intern camps, they could get their degree now.  
1. Other states have taken similar actions.    
2. While we all might agree with the sentiment, there are concerns about the 
legislature mandating to whom we can award degrees.

F. We talked about a Policy Committee to create a process to review all policies.  
G. We talked about how we are affected by the budget from the state, especially with 
hiring faculty.

VI. Student Senate Report from Nick Young

A. Lee will follow up and find out why we haven’t had a student coming to Faculty 
Senate
B. Ayers: The students talked about their strategy for Friday.

C. They are separating out their Bylaws from their Constitution.

D. They are getting ready for the upcoming election, which is this spring term.

VII. Creation of an Academic Advising Council, A Faculty Senate Committee (Action Item)

A. Greg Miller Moved and Lee Ayers seconded the motion to create the Academic 
Advising Council as a Faculty Senate committee.

B. Jean Maxwell supported the request.  She and Sarah Ann met and analyzed the 
construction of committees, and this proposal has been well thought through.

C. Yates: Was the language intended to go into the bylaws?  If it goes into the bylaws, 
we should phrase it in parallel language.  
1. Hones: No it is not in bylaws-ese.  
2. Yates: If this is approved today, we could task the Constitution Committee to 
bring forth some bylaws language.

D. Pleva: The questions that came up about ACCESS Center and University Studies 
has been covered, but what about library participation?  
1. Hones: They look at the results of the call for volunteers and try to 
seat people from a variety of areas across areas including the library.

E. The motion passed unanimously.

F. Maxwell: This allows us now to add this council to the call that will be going out 
soon.  
G. We have received an e-mail of concern from Priscilla Hunter (chair of Grad 
Council).  They are finding that within their 6 members this term their schedules are 
incompatible for reaching quorum.  
1. Claire and Jean suggest that an interim substitute member be included, and
 they have a pool of volunteers already to draw from.  
2. Grad Council might come forward with an alternate plan to solve the quorum 
problem: increase the numbers on the Council.  So we need to think about 
whether that is the best choice, or whether we do the interim substitute plan.
3.  Lee spoke in favor of having flexibility to do this hard work through 
alternates.

VIII. University Assessment Committee, Review Recommendations (Discussion Item, Action Item Next Meeting (May 7))

A. John Sollinger: Internal and external assessment plans require money, so if the 
Faculty Senate can endorse it, that would encourage funding for it.  

1. McNeill: What is the cost?  
2. Sollinger: We wanted to get the ok before putting more time into it.  
3. DeHay: In this climate, it is important to know the dollar amounts.  
B. Sagmiller: We need to institute a plan for assessing student achievement.  We have developed the least expensive approach, and currently we don’t have any mechanism for it.  We need SOME plan.  But it only gives one piece of the picture, in writing and some types of critical thinking, but that’s more than we have now.  
C. Sagmiller continued: The second part of evaluating programs will be an opportunity to do professional development for the faculty.  The $10,000 would be used for inter-rater reliability for faculty judging student writing at the mid-point.  The assessment committee is asking for funding for the CLA and 10K for writing and program evaluation of student achievement.  Points 3-5 are strong recommendations to help meet our goal for a culture of assessment.  
D. Kochanek: Committee members have not had the time to better analyze NSSE and HERI data, so they would propose an analyst position be created to do analyses of the data.  
E. Sagmiller: NSSE data provides us with student perceptions, and CLA will give us quantifiable data on student achievement.  That would give us more hard data around student achievement.  The Assessment Committee underscores the importance of professional development and the continued use of NSSE and HERI – we have to tend our faculty so they can tend our students, so the students will achieve.  The 16K request is not negotiable from an accreditor’s point of view.  
1. Potter: We have a commitment to do the NSSE on a regular basis.  The 
HERI no as often.  
F. DeHay: what kind of faculty development would the money go for?  
1. Sagmiller: To help faculty review student writing through stipends to train 
during the summer and work together to create a consistent evaluation.  We will 
phase in an evaluation at the mid-point level and exit level.  
G. Greg Miller: Where does the money come from?  Is there outside money?  
1. Potter: NSSE and HERI and built into existing budgets.  The additional 
money to support the next step is not.  Grants for things you should do on an 
operating basis that is no longer experimental are not common.  There might be 
Title III opportunities, though.  
H. McNeill: There has been a UPC conversation about a body reviewing all the planning going on from all the different committees so they do not overlap, we need broader planning.  
I. Pleva: we don’t make funding decisions, you just want a “go ahead”?  
1. Sollinger: Yes, and feedback.  
J. Greg Miller: Are other members of OUS doing something similar?  University of Wisconsin has undertaken this at the state system level.  Could we group together?  
1. Potter: There are conversations in the legislature about the assessment of 
general education, but there is not a dime to be had.  Faculty Senate would be 
saying “this is an important thing for the university to do and the methodology is 
appropriate, and it is timely, and it is expected by the accreditors.”  Then the 
funding decision rests with the administrators.

K. DeNeui: I have worked with Eldridge on NSSE data.  How much of that would fall 
into the analyst position?  
1. Potter: The analyst position is a part of Student Services restructuring.  The 
job description has been written and it is a person functioning at a level we 
haven’t had from folks managing databases before.  It’s is already a part of the 
design.  
2. There is a link between CTLA, Student Affairs, and Assessment Committee.  
This proposal does not conflict with the work under development – this proposal 
would not result in the hiring in a completely different person.  The position has 
been budgeted (it is not an additional position, it is the result of restructuring).  L. Kochanek: We want the analyst to study data on student achievement.  

1. DeNeui: We’ve had lengthy discussions about how good we are at collecting data, but not great at doing much with it.  
M. Maxwell: Timeframe for the pilot period? 
1. Sagmiller: Seven years – we need to do something for a period of time to 
look at trends.  We recommend a long-term view.  
N. Yates: Isn’t there also a plan… we already assess incoming students on math and foreign language…?  
1. Mada Morgan: That’s comparing apples to oranges.  A placement process 
does not assess skill level, although it might feed into the assessment process 
we’re talking about here.  
O. Al Case: Make sure the 100 seniors you’re assessing started here at SOU.  


1. Kochanek: Are we measuring the “value added” by SOU?  With the CLA it is 
an instrument to see what we are “putting out there” in comparison to other 
institution.  We would be able to take into account a transfer student who is 
assessed at two points in time instead of three.  
P. DeHay: it is hard to look at these multiple recommendations as one package.  Can we separate out the pieces?  
1. McNeill: You are asking Faculty Senate to endorse the plan but not fund the
 initiatives.  The proposal needs to be phrased that way.  
2. Vidmar: The culture of assessment is NOT to have piecemeal, we need a 
programmatic culture change that requires multiple pieces in place.  
3. DeHay: Please clarify that it’s all or nothing, and clarify the relationship to the
 Student Services position that is already funded.  
4. Sagmiller: Institutional assessment of student achievement happens within a 
context of assessment.  We can’t decontextualize it from the larger 
environment, and a full culture of assessment requires systematic changes in 
how we fund, how we assess, and how we view the role of assessment.  We 
need to reallocate the proposal.  
Q. Ayers: start with rationale about why this is important and how it will affect SOU.  
R. Pleva: There will be a vote on a revamped version May 7.

IX. Inter-Institutional Faculty Senate Report from Lee Ayers

A. Mills OSU Government Relations talked about effects of co-chairs budget and the 
capital budget.  

B. Rob Wagner spoke on HB 2579 to create a permanent position for the regionals on 
the Board of Higher Ed.  This would be great for our representation.  IFS unanimously 
supported this.

C. HB 2578 focuses on ratio between adjuncts and full-time faculty.  Concerns about 
funding, because there are no dollars behind this.  Proposed by Peter Buckley.  
1. Yates: AOF is moderately positive on the sentiment, but there are “one size 
fits all” mandates that could hurt regionals.  
2. Potter: the price tag to the system is $37 million.

D. Melissa Unger from Oregon Student Association.  In their survey, the students 
report the costs have directly impacted their education.  Students are leaving with 
more debt, working longer hours, compromising or sacrificing educational dreams or 
career goals because of the tuition increases.  If the budget doesn’t change, we would 
be looking at more than a 9% increase in tuition.

E. HB 2705 provides in-state tuition for children of undocumented parents.  IFS needs 
to look at this more closely before they can endorse it.

F. Mark Endsley director of K-16 alignment for the Oregon University System.  CIM 
and CAM certificates might disappear, but the standards will continue.  There will be 
other benchmarks for alignment of K-16 assessment. 

1. AP tests have raised concerns about what is being measured.  What about 
taking an AP class but not the exam, and college credit hours show up?  
Specifically in math, if they didn’t get an AP test score, then that class might not 
have prepared them for college courses.

G. George Pernsteiner Chancellor of OUS.  “It’s a very good budget for the 1950s.” 
 
1. He talked about how the corporate minimum has not increased since 1931, 

but tuition has increased significantly.    
2. He talked about capital budgets as the worst proposal since Measure 5.  For 
example, PSU’s Lincoln Hall was condemned in the 1950s but they have been 
using it for 13% of the university’s instructional space.  
3. He talked about the 1942 degrees (see Miller’s AC report).  We are looking 
only at those students who would otherwise have met the degree requirements 
today.  They are also allowing families of the deceased to apply for the degree 
ass well.  They need a framework for the process for all campuses.  It needs to 
be in place by the summer.

H. Denise Yunker and Jay Kenton spoke about TDI and ORP reform.  Committee has 
come up with great options.  They will come around to teach campus in September 
and October to get folks on board.

I. Laura Wisecaver at Linn-Benton CC working with College Now.  If a student did 
WR121 in high school through College Now and a student took WR 121 at LBCC, do 
they perform the same in WR 122?  We would like to be able to track the students 
whose courses happened in high school through College Now.  Right now the

 transcripts reflect that they took a course at a community college.  Now on the 
transcripts the CRN number will include an X.  The teachers must fit the criteria to be 
endorsed to teach the courses in high school.

J. OSU talked about how they are going through a similar budget process to ours, but 
they are not talking about it as openly as we did.  They changed their logo from OSU 
to OS.

K. McNeill: About 2705 request for endorsement: I would like to see IFS endorse that 
after the review process.  Will the decision made in a timely manner before it goes to 
the legislature?  
1. Ayers: We don’t meet until June.  If you would like something circulated to 
the IFS listserv, it can be forwarded.  
2. McNeill: this could increase enrollment at SOU.  
3. Cullinan: several legislators have said that this will not be pushed this year.  4. Ayers: IFS is focused on choosing our battles, and the current battle is the budget over something like this.  But the students have championed this.

X. Joint Task force on Bylaws Revision from Kemble Yates and Sherry Ettlich (Discussion Item)
A. Yates: Original charge was to look at shared governance issues and clarify 
language on the grievance process.  The hope is to vote on these changes at the next 
meeting.

B. Ettlich: One piece of this work will go to the APSOU Bargaining team, and this piece 
will go to the Senate.  They are recommending a university policy that includes a code 
of conduct, such as the University of Utah’s that defines how professionals treat each 
other, and then a complaint process when that does not occur.  

C. They wanted to make clearer which of the four grievance procedures is which.  A lot 
of the changes are moving things around to group them together.  
D. Significantly, they have switched from calendar days to university days.  

E. There was an issue from OUS about protection from retaliation.  SOU bylaws bind 
the state system to also not retaliate, but OUS wants to be removed from the list.

F. We have had anywhere from 0 to 3 7.3 complaints in a year.  7.4 complaints have
 occurred, but they are exceptionally rare.  7.5 complaints haven’t happen at least 
within the last 4 years.  There are controversies that might be settled through 7.5 once 
we have this complaint process clarified.

G. Yates: Renumbering – we removed section 6 from the bylaws because it addressed 
administrative faculty.  We are proposing to change the last three sections of 7 to 
become 6.

H. Ettlich: We left to the bylaws issues that required academic judgment.  We left to 
the bargaining agreement issues that were related to faculty rights and compensation. 
 For example, sabbaticals seemed to fit better with the section on promotions and 
appointments, etc.  Now section 5 would have all the information about faculty 
appointment.  The 7.2 section is about faculty rights and responsibilities, not academic 
judgment.  So we are recommending it move into CBA.  Section 6 would contain 
grievance and complaints, and become the section for conflict resolution.

I. DeHay: What is the difference between a complaint and a grievance?  
1. Ettlich: A grievance is when there is a particular policy or rule that has not 
been followed or correctly applied.  A complaint is broader, it is when you are
 unhappy and have a reasonable justification for complaining.  Grievances go 
more with written policies and procedures, and everything else is called a 
complaint.  We have a student code of conduct, it seems reasonable that 
faculty would have something similar to delineate how we describe the 
respectful and honorable way we will treat each other.

J. Ettlich: Sticky situation --  do we remove the language from the bylaws before it is 
added to the bargaining agreement?  Or do we wait until December?

XI. Adjournment

Greg Miller moved and the entire Senate seconded the motion to adjourn

Submitted by

Alena Amato Ruggerio

06-07 Faculty Senate Secretary

