Faculty Senate
Monday, May 21, 2007
Su-313, 4:00 – 5:30 pm
APPROVED 06/04/07
Attending: Lee Ayers, Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Terry DeHay, Daniel DeNeui, Linda Hilligoss, Sandra Holstein, Sarah Ann Hones, William Hughes, Julie Kochanek, Kathleen McNeill, Gregory Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Michael Parker, Greg Pleva, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Kay Sagmiller, Daniel Wilson, Kemble Yates
Absent: Nick Young, Claire Cross, Jean Maxwell, Matt Stillman
Visitors: Earl Potter, Mary Cullinan, Jonathan Eldridge, Mary Jane Cedar Face, Mada Morgan, Dennis Slattery, Brian Fox, Mike Corcoran, Marny Rivera, Priscilla Hunter, Josie Wilson, Maggie McClellan, Sherry Ettlich, Pete Nordquist, Donna Mills
I. Kemble Yates moved and Al Case seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the May 7, 2007, meeting of the Faculty Senate.  
A. Yates asked about the addendum from Priscilla Hunter at the end of the minutes.  
Ruggerio confirmed that the addendum was intentional because it did not fit within the 
body of the minutes itself. 

B. The motion passed unanimously
II. Announcements

A. Sarah Ann Hones announced that fall registration opened yesterday.  

1. The goal is to get students registered before they leave campus.  

2. They are looking for advisors to participate in registration days.


B. Mada plugged the USEM research symposium on Thursday.  She will send out a link 
that includes the schedule and a 15 minute video feature.

III. Remarks from President Cullinan

A. Things are looking a little brighter on the statewide budget process, as reflected in the 
President’s blog.  The pressure we’ve all been putting on the legislature has been paying 
off, they are paying some attention, so don’t let up on the pressure.  We are expected to 
come out of this pretty well.

B. The comments from the budget process are now up on President Cullinan’s webpage.

C. We had two events Friday, the Technology Summit and Faculty/Staff Recognition for 
Years of Service.  We will continue the technology events in the future, and we will 
continue the recognition event next year with some rethinking.  

C. The Strategic Planning Group met this week, and a web page will be erected for 
interactive comments on the visioning process.
D. President Cullinan attended all awards ceremonies last week
IV. Remarks from Provost Potter
A. Provost Potter reserved his time for later in the agenda
V. Faculty Senate Vice-Chair Report from Greg Miller
A. AC constructed the agenda for today’s meeting
B. We talked about the transition to the College of Arts and Sciences, specifically allotting 
Senate seats next year.  
1. We talked about a designated seat onto Senate for USEM.  
2. Ettlich, Yates, and Miller are on the bylaws satellite team for the transition, so they are already aware of this issue.

C. We talked about confusion that has arisen in voting on Senate.  
1. For example, the 
recommendations from the assessment committee we voted 
on last time.  Some folks on Senate weren’t sure what we were voting on – 
affirming that this is a good idea?  Determining that we should spend our money 
this way?  
2. We talked abut having senators send the advisory council or chair of senate e-
mails with specific concerns so we could raise those concerns in an anonymous 
way.  We’ve talked before about how sometimes it is difficult to raise concerns 
about colleagues’ hard work with them sitting behind us, so AC could start next 
year doing this anonymously.

D. We talked about promotion and tenure application timelines.  A year ago, the Faculty 
Roles, Responsibilities, and Rewards Task Force recommended that we look at moving 
up the timeline for the due date to avoid the time crunch at the end of the year.  
1. We also talked about revisiting the RRR recommendations, such as a nonlinear 
order instead of a consecutive process of tenure and promotion applications, as a 
system of checks and balances.

E. Yates: We have to have officers for next year, and we should elect all those folks at 
the meeting two weeks from now.  Vice Chair is effectively Chair Elect.  We need a Vice 
Chair, a Secretary, and three more AC members.
VI. University Studies Committee Year-End Report from Dennis Slattery

A. Yates: The recommendations for future action will give next year’s committee a way to 
go.  Thank you for thoughtfully setting the agenda for next year.
B. McNeill: If approved for upper division integrations course, when would they become 
available for students to count as integrations?  
1. Slattery: yes, the committee is divided on this issue, Senate would have to 
decide that.

C. Ayers: Thank you for the report format.  As advisors, we see this.  Students take a 
class in fall, and then in winter it is counted as a synthesis class and they want it to count 
for them.  
1. Slattery: we should make this as easy and student friendly as possible.

VII. University Studies Courses to Approve (Action Item)
A. Kay Sagmiller moved and Sandra Holstein seconded the motion to approve the 
University Studies courses as listed in the agenda attachment.

B. Morgan: We are asking for approval on the table of explorations courses, integrations 
courses, and the USEM proposals.  The other listing is a courtesy so you can see all the 
courses we have approved over the year.  
C. t is difficult to get a proposal for a new USEM course together given the time crunch, 
so we are recommending for subsequent years that proposals coming in are treated as a 
pilot so they don’t need senate approval before getting into the catalog.  The University 
Studies committee is recommending that they would be the “arbiter” of the pilot 
proposals, then the following year the course would go before the senate.

D. Don’t forget that that at the last meeting, Mada asked for the chance to add courses 
that have come in over the past two weeks.
E. McNeill: MTH 111 retroactive?  
1. Morgan: From here on out.

F. The motion passed unanimously
VIII. Graduate Council Proposal on 400/500 Exclusion Issue (Action Item)
A. Greg Miller moved and Terry DeHay seconded the motion to approve the Graduate 
Council proposal on the 400/500 exclusion issue.

B. Hunter: the 400/500 courses are limiting our ability to offer some kinds of area studies 
master’s degrees, and it is an extra burden.  
1. This will not reduce the number of 500-level 
classes, it will open up the number 
of courses available for the graduate degrees.  
2. You only have the restriction on area studies, there is no such restriction on 
departmental grad degrees.

C. Potter: The subject of school area degrees has to be looked at closely.  “This is just 
the opening strain of a very long song.”
D. The motion passed unanimously
IX. Outdoor Adventure Leadership Degree Proposal (Action Item)
A. Dan DeNeui moved and Lee Ayers seconded the motion to approve the outdoor 
adventure leadership degree program.

B. Potter thanked those who thought about where the resources are going to come from, 
and how this program will complement the Cascades campus program.

C. Mills: Cascades emphasis is on ecotourism, but our emphasis is on leadership skills.

D. The motion passed unanimously
X. Curriculum Committee (Action Item)


A. New Courses and Catalog Changes
1. Cody Bustamante moved and Terry DeHay seconded the motion to approve.  
New courses April 3-May 1.

2. Sagmiller: When you think about the process of reviewing these courses, what 
additional supports could the institution provide you to facilitate the decision-
making process?  
a. Cedar Face: We bring in the people who initiated the changes and ask 
them questions.  
b. Sagmiler: How do we monitor for redundancy?  
c. Cedar Face: Course proposal template asks about impacts to other 
areas.  We want to know if they’ve talked to other departments and what 
the response was.  
d. Sag: Would technology streamline this process?  
e. Cedar Face: I will take the question back.
3. Potter: [in response to Kay] This is an academic management question, really. 
 
The university has to review its course offerings to make sure they are sized to 
demands and resources.  This kicks off a process between administration and 
faculty about the size, shape, and function of the curriculum.  If you leave the 
curriculum alone, it will grow by itself, and if you approve every course it gets out 
of control.  This university has not spent a lot of time talking about these things, so 
there was a lot of conflict when we looked at the budget in the short term.  We 
should engage in long-term decision making.  This is an ongoing process.  That 
question has to be in front of the senate but it is not a curriculum committee issue.

3. The motion passed unanimously.


B. Discussion of Latest Changes (Discussion Item)
1. We are discussing the latest proposals May 8-15 plus today’s additional 
curriculum committee note.
2. DeHay: Do all the departments involved in the Digital MediaFoundations have to 
approve?  
3. Cedar Face: We understood it was developed in collaboration with the 
departments.  
4. Potter: Yes, conversations were extensive.  
5. Hones: Will this digital media class be offered enough to balance all the demand 
placed on the previous courses?  
6. Bustamante: We’re changing the format to a large class with lab.  
7. McNeill: The other classes will no longer be offered and DMF 201 replaces 
them.  
8. Cedar Face: We need to submit the suspensions of those courses.  This will eventually be a 3-term sequence that will be cross-listed in all of the areas.  
9. Bustamante: there were discussions about this becoming its own program, but given the timeline, this is the first of the classes in this area.
10. Sagmiller: How did you integrate foundational skills of new gen ed when you 
designed the class?  
11. Bustamante: The philosophy was to elevate the course beyond learning 
technical programs and instead come together to teach the concepts that overarch 
all of the different disciplines.
12. Greg Miller: Are these the paragraphs going into the catalog?  
13. Cedar Face: we did not get caught up in wordsmithing because Publications 
cleans that up.

C. Discussion Around Setting a Deadline for Catalog Changes
1. Cedar Face: We assumed the deadline was today, and normally the deadline 
for accepting changes is November but the reorganization this year was a special 
case.

2. Yates: it would be good for Senate to hear a report from Paul Steinle about the 
changes of the digital format of the catalog.  The early November deadline was 
tied to paper printing.  We ought to have a deadline we adhere to, but we are 
going to have huge changes next year with the College of Arts and Sciences 
transition.  
3. Cedar Face: The early deadline advantage is time to thoughtfully consider and 
ask questions, but we will need to be flexible.
XI. Grievance Procedures By-Law Changes (Action Item)
A. Yates: The motion was handed out that summarized the bylaws changes.  Kemble 
thanked Sherry for leading the committee.
B. Kemble Yates move and Kay Sagmiller seconded the motion to approve.

C. Discussion ensued about the wording of #2.  Reword #2: change “empower” to 
“create.”
D. Sagmiller: Who will do all this?  If we pass this now, are we saying that all the work 
done can be adopted into the Bylaws?  
1. Pleva: Yes.  

E. Ruggerio: How will this committee interface with the current Bylaws/Constitution 
committee?
1. Ettlich: We need a committee that is not an existing Senate committee because 
Senate is limited to faculty.  It needs to have faculty, staff, and administrative 
representation.  We will create a single focus committee to develop a code of 
conduct and a complaint process. They will look at the language of 7.5 to develop 
the complaint process.  Then they would bring it back to all appropriate levels for 
approval, including but not limited to Faculty Senate.

F. Potter: The Senate can recommend the creation of a university-wide committee but 
cannot create it themselves.  Yates accepted “recommend to create” as a friendly 
amendment. Sagmiller the seconder agreed.
G. The motion as amended passed unanimously

XII. Academic Policy Changes (Discussion Item) Minor Revisions (Expedited Process to Approval Requested)
A. Pass/No Pass Grade Issue: put into catalog a notification to students of current 
practice: adds that students may request of the registrar that a P/NP can revert to a letter 
grade with appropriate GPA consequences.  They can do that at any time up until 30 
days after degree is granted.
1. Corcoran: If a student switches majors and they took a course important to the

 new major as P/NP, they could switch it back to a letter grade so as not to have to 
retake it.  
2. If a student chooses P/NP, the instructor enters a letter grade because s/he isn’t 
supposed to know the student is taking it P/NP.  That letter grade stays in Banner 
so we could go back to it.

3. Hones: This is problematic because we are asking students to make choices 
but then telling them later it is not written in stone.  
4. Ettlich: This practice has been going on forever.  All we’re trying to do is codify, make explicit, what has been happening.  We are not evaluating the practice itself.  
a. Corcoran: Yes, we respected the precedent from previous Registrars.  
5. Ettlich: This is a one-way change, a student cannot revert back to P/NP after the letter grade.
6. Sagmiller: What do other OUS schools do?  
a. Corcoran: we didn’t research it and it hasn’t been discussed.  
b. Hones: OSU makes the students stick with their decision.
7. Yates: It is true you can only take one course per term P/NP.  
a. Ettlich: Yes, none of the P/NP criteria are changing.  You can only have 
so many P/NP courses on your transcript.  
b. Corcoran: and you still only have until week 7 to declare a P/NP.

8. Kathleen McNeill moved and Sandra Holstein seconded the motion to suspend 
the 2-week rule.  The motion to suspend passed with two opposed and one 
abstention.

9. Lee Ayers moved and Kathleen McNeill seconded the motion to accept the 
P/NP Grade Issue proposal.

10. Yates: this is a placeholder, but we should discuss our P/NP procedures.  
a. Ayers: this is just for transparency so students know their rights.

b. Ettlich: We are also recommending that the Senate assign a task to 
academic policies or curriculum committee.  The Senate could add to this 
task to look at other OUS institutions’ P/NP policies and make a 
recommendation about whether or not we should change ours and the 
conditions under which students can change.

11. The motion passed with three opposed and two abstentions.

B. Grade Change Limitations policy change.  We have allowed students to request grade 
changes for as long as they could persuade someone, even five years after the fact.  We 
propose a one calendar year limit on making a case for a grade change.  Once you pass 
that one year, you have to ask for a formal extension from a Dean or Provost.  There is a 
30-day limit after a degree has been awarded (which is not the same as graduated).
1. Yates: About 30-day limit on graduating seniors, what if I found out next fall that 
my gradebook went haywire in spring?  
a. Ettlich: We cannot legally yank back a degree we have granted.


  Students will ask about the circumstances of their grade, and Kemble 


could send a letter about the error to explain if it were an issue for graduate school or something.  Other OUS institutions do it this way.  
b. DeNeui: why can’t the graduates have a year instead of 30 days?  
c. Ettlich: Other OUS institutions have 30 days.  Only the limitation pieces 
are new here.
2. Yates: it is not the grade that can be grieved, it is the process.  First sentence of 
second paragraph should reflect that.  Add “under certain circumstances (see 
grading grievance policy).  
a. Ettlich: we do direct students to the grade grievance policy.

3. McNeill: It is a year after a final grade is issued.  So this could be a year AFTER 
an “I” is awarded, because that can stand for one year..

4. McNeill spoke in support of changing 30 days to 1 year after degree is awarded. 
a. Ettlich: But what if the grade changes and we shouldn’t have granted 
them a degree?  
b. Corcoran: We also have to think about the impact of changes on cum 
laude, magna, summa designations.  
c. Students do not tend to grieve grades from spring term, but from an 
earlier year (which has a one year deadline).  
d. Bustamante: What is our legal requirement for faculty recordkeeping?  
[lots of uncertainty about the answer to this].

e. Eldridge: the rationale behind 30 days is that when degree is awarded, 
the institution wants to certify that there is meaning and integrity behind it, 
and you can use this degree.  The longer you extend that out, a student 
might conclude “it wasn’t worth what it was worth.”  So you have a 
responsibility as a student to get that taken care of within 30 days of degree 
awarded.  It does say in extreme odd circumstances, Dean or Provost could 
review this.  This is an issue of the value of the degree we’re bestowing.  


f. DeHay: The students need to have that information about the 30-day limit 
when they apply for graduation, we need to tell the students about this.  
g. Corcoran: if a student starts the process within 30 days, they do not have 
to complete the inquiry/grievance within those 30 days.  It might take a year 
to resolve.
C. Academic Standing.  In the old days, we looked at cumulative GPA and term GPA. 

 Now we only look at cum GPA, but students have been riding on cum while sliding down 
term GPA.  We are proposing a 3-term system: All students would get warning first term 
of trouble, then if they repair things they come off of warning.  If they are sliding, they stay
 on warning.  If they are in trouble the second term they move to probation.  If they are in 
trouble the third term they move to suspension.  So this adds an extra term into the 
process.
1. McNeill: The student who needs to demonstrate satisfactory academic progress
 is complicated by Es and Ms and Is and Ws.  A student could have a high GPA 
for the year, but only have completed 12 credits for the year because they’re in 
good academic standing but not completing credits.  
2. McNeill: All the students receiving financial aid have to be making satisfactory 
academic progress, so they are currently the only ones held accountable for 
academic progress.  This is a two-tiered system that is a disservice to students not 
on financial aid who look on paper like they’re making academic progress.  
a. Ettlich: It takes 2 terms of that to get on warning (one term of academic 
withdrawal isn’t enough to trigger this), but if you can’t complete any credits 
in a term, that raises a flag.  We don’t know how to catch the “slipping 
through the cracks” students without penalizing students who are half or ¾ 
time.  
b. Rubenson: Could we flag a student who completes less than half (or 
some other percentage?) of their registered credits?  
c. McNeill: All students, regardless of whether they have financial aid or not, 
should be held accountable at the same standard, so we need to consult 
with Financial Aid about national standards.  
d. Eldridge: you only have a certain number of terms of eligibility.  We need 
to do a better job to have all these students develop plans and stick to them 
so they complete courses.  
e. Miller: How does financial aid flag those students, and could we do that 
for all students?  
3. Ettlich: Will bring back alternative wording to Senate’s next meeting.  
a. Miller: But who would be responsible?  
b. Eldridge: Enrollment services.
D. How do we determine BA/BS without schools?  
1. Their committee discovered that a BA or BS selection by student could 
represent the choices they made for university studies courses rather than their 
major or minor concentration. 

2. Assign academic policies or curriculum committee to find out how other 
institutions similar to ours deal with BA/BS distinctions.  
3. We converted schools into prefixes.  Any department or program that offers a

 major or a minor under BA or BS option, their prefix was divvied into that 
category.   
4. Penny Thorpe sent Sherry a concern: there is no longer a distinction between 
CS and CIS courses.  Only the CS count towards math/science piece of a BS.  
Sherry talked to Dan to get the courses that fit the logic/math piece.
5. Sarah Ann Hones : Let’s look first at what other schools are doing. 
a. Ettlich: But students coming in will be reading catalog requirements that 
will not have any meaning.  
b. Hones: But every time we make a change this major, somebody has to 
remember it for eight years.  It is even more problematic when the change 
is only made for one year.
6. Cedar Face: Where is History in this divvy?  
a. Ettlich: History is in both places.  Similarly, education proposed B.S.  
Also, dance courses are listed under Theater Arts.

b. Rubenson: These anecdotes underscore the arbitrary BA/BS division. 

 When we look at this next year, we should do something that makes sense 
with academic policy and not hamstring us to the phony way we’ve been 
doing it now.  
c. Rubenson: There is a way to address the school problem without 
bringing in all the extra baggage = list them by department instead of by 
school.  
d. Potter: You’re changing department names, too.  
e. Ettlich: And how are departments different from prefixes?  And we don’t 
know some department titles yet.  
f. Potter: The catalog is an implied contract between the university and the 
students, and it is not good practice to put something in the catalog that we 
know to be untrue.  
g. DeHay: This is a stopgap.  
h. Kochanek: Would more prefixes be listed under both BA/BS, like the 
social sciences (ES?).  
i. Ettlich: History was justified because of the school switch.  And 
Senate could designate History in BS entirely.

XIII. Carpenter II Grants (Senate Approval)
A. Pleva tabled the vote on Carpenter II Grants due to time limitations
XIV. Adjournment

A. Greg Miller moved and Kemble Yates seconded the motion to adjourn.
Submitted by

Alena Amato Ruggerio

06-07 Faculty Senate Secretary

