Faculty Senate Minutes  DRAFT
October 15, 2007

Attending Senators: Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Anne Chambers, Dan DeNeui, Julie Kochanek, Maggie McClellan, Greg Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Mada Morgan, Laura O’Bryon, Michael Parker, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Kay Sagmiller, Ellen Siem, Matt Stillman, Kemble Yates. Student rep: Brian Fox
Absent: Greg Pleva, Jean Maxwell, Sarah Ann Hones, Linda Hilligoss, Jody Waters, Dan Wilson.
Visitors: Lee Ayers, Jackie Schad, Doreen O’Skea, Dee Perez, Craig Morris, Sherry Ettlich, Craig Morris, Josie Wilson, Paul Steinle, Donna Mills, Jamie Vener, Pete Nordquist, Mary Cullinan, Ed Battistella 
Agenda Items
1. Approved minutes from 10-01-07. 

Alena Ruggerio moved, Al Case seconded. Unanimous approval, no abstentions. (Siem not yet present)
2. Announcements 

Jackie Schad, introduced Doreen O’Skea:  Doreen will join the Institutional Advancement team as our new Director of Alumni Affairs and Annual Giving. Doreen previously worked at Microsoft, responsible for developing partnerships with universities and colleges throughout the country.  Earlier at St. Bonaventure University in New York, was Director of Constituent Relations and Campaign Programs.  Doreen started her career at the University of Portland, where she was the Associate Director of Alumni Relations. She has a Masters of Arts degree in Public Relations from Ball State University and a Bachelor of Science degree in Theatre Management from the University of Portland.

3. Comments from President Cullinan 
Saturday was a wonderful day.  Thanks to all who attended the Investiture.  
Accreditation is next on our plate.  Emails will keep folks updated on the process.  
After Accreditation, I am making an all-expenses-paid trip to Dankook University in Seoul, Korea, to provide SOU presence at their 60th anniversary celebrations and discuss our exchange program. 

4. Comments from Provost Battistella 
Chocolate presidential metals and the Investiture brochure were circulated.  
Re-accreditation is next week.  More than just a ceremonial process, it gives us access to federal grants, financial aid for students etc.  The accreditation team will be here Oct 23 – 25.  Please be informed about what we do here on campus and cooperate with them.  Celebration will be held on Friday, following the close of the visit and official announcement of findings.  

5. AC Report from Faculty Senate Vice-Chair Dan Rubenson
Discussion at the FSAC meeting included consideration of:
-Process for establishing criteria for the “face of the cube”: how to get moving.  

-Faculty involvement in university governance in general.  

-Mission statement and ideas for web-based extension, possibly via video clips, with the goal of adding more information and campus personality.  

-Bylaws 
- Ways to celebrate faculty and student accomplishments, possibly a campus wide symposium along the lines of what USEM did last year. 
Questions and Discussion
Yates:  Any conclusions about getting the “face of the cube” process started?

DeHay: Idea was to take it to the departments soon.

DeNeui: Problem with Faculty Personnel Committee: elections must be held for all six spots. 

Miller: Possibly create a taskforce to get the process started, provide a model for departments to use.

Battistella: We need to get the departments  thinking and moving forward with this, build from grass-roots up. We can start in with this, even as the committee is being constituted.

Miller: Concern that without guidelines, departments will do work that proves unhelpful.  We need to 
 define the “face” more before we involve departments, but should get started on that right away. 

6. Student Senate Report: Brian Fox
17 people are running for 6 Student Senate seats.  There are two faculty seats that need to be filled on the Student Fee Committee. Anyone interested please contact Brain Fox or a student senate rep. Internship program/class started today.  We’re back in the swing of things.
Action Items
7. Mission Statement Draft  
Miller: Hoping to do is get endorsement of the draft Mission statement today.  Goal has been to keep the actual statement concise, and later to expand it on the website, creating an “unpacked version” with additional information and SOU personality via links online. 
Battistella: President and I were hoping to get an endorsement on the draft that was distributed last week so we can take it to the Board of Higher Education in December for approval. This version has been developed in committee and was word-smithed extensively already.  It’s a better version than the one we are using currently.  In future, as per the discussion in Advisory Council, it can be added to the web-site and made interactive to encourage discussion.  It is clear that people want to define terms like public partnerships and liberal arts.  Find ways to capture the connection that academic programs have with our regional role. In the later “unpacked version,” students, staff and faculty can give feedback, and links with video, audio, and expanded meaning can be added.  

Cullinan: Would like to have an approved Mission statement for Accreditations next week. So much of the University has changed since the self-study was written.  If we could show the accreditation team where we are going, that would be a good thing.  Would be terrific to have discussion about what the Mission means via the web-site eventually.  We all feel we want it to say more than it does, but we need to keep it short. 

McClellan: Is it correct that you want endorsement for the statement that now exists now, and then we 
will expand on it in future? (Yes)

Bustamante: Could you explain how you moved from past Mission statement to present one? Was there 
    debate on it?

Battistella:  Had a web discussion board, sent the draft out to a variety of campus groups and got feedback, sent draft to UPC and the Strategic Planning committee, then to Executive Council for fine-tuning and approval. 
Used two previous missions as point of departure, the one that went to the Board and the one that never 
did. Thought that the last one was more aspirational than realistic. Decided to focus in the Mission on  

what we all do: faculty, staff, students.  Tried to talk about community (what we do, who we are) and 
who we engage as partners.  The Commitments became the things we aspire to do.  There were arguments about specific words and other things. 
Morgan: There was plenty of brawling. I wanted something included about the first year experience, but we couldn’t mention everything.  Committee considered many models from other institutions, decided what they liked and didn’t about them.
Miller-Francisco: Relayed some comments from her department.
Miller:  We like to see word-smithing comments, but it would be useful to approve the draft we have.

DeHay: I like it, and it seems that we later add what we wish to it.
Sagmiller: Feedback has been bubbling up from a variety of constituencies.  Our university is in a time of transition and keeping the Mission statement a living document is a healthy approach.  
Move that we accept it.

Bustamante: Seconded.
Chenjeri: Does “interactive” mean a version like Wikipedia which users can amend?  Need oversight of changes.

Battistella: No, “interactive” just means we engage with it. For example, reaffirm or discuss it at the start of each year.

Parker:  Another audience is the students who want to come here.  High school students are being encouraged to look at mission statements that have personal resonance as they decide where to apply to college.  Lifelong learner identity did not resonate with my high school senior, not attractive to her.  
Miller: This is where video clips etc can come into play, clarifying and offering depth to the Mission.

Yates: Is the Executive Council version the one we are voting on?  I liked the addition of social justice in the other one.
Sagmiller: Amend motion to approve the Mission statement with the minor addition of commitment to social justice. 
Fox:  Have current students been able to offer their perspective?  Has a student been on the committee?  

Cullinan: A student was on the committee, but was not in regular attendance or participating.
O’Byron- I twice contacted the center asking for a student to assist, but no feedback was offered.
Chenjeri (via some discussion with Chambers and DeHay) urged that social justice be clearly defined if it was to be included.  This will be part of what is included in the “unpacked version.”
Miller called the motion to approve the Mission statement with the minor addition of commitment to social justice.  Vote: All approved. No abstentions 
8. CAS Bylaws, Section 5 
Ettlich provided an overview of the changes made in Bylaws Section 5.3 as result of last meeting’s discussion. These revisions are included in the Section 5 materials sent to Senate for this meeting and involve Sections 5.330 C and D, 5.343, 5.351, 5.362.  They consist of re-wordings involving position categories and deletions of some unnecessary phrases, all intended to clarify meaning and process.  
In her comments, Ettlich emphasized that colleague evaluations should be done the year before a promotion application is anticipated.  

She also noted that, to the best of her knowledge, the OAR do not set a limit on number of tenured faculty allowed at SOU, and that submission dates need not be stated in the Bylaws since they are already specified in application materials.  

Questions and Discussion
Sagmiller:  Regarding Section 5.372, criteria for teaching evaluation, how will criteria used in colleague and student evaluations be spelled out via the “face of the cube”? 
Ettlich: The faceplates should specify Bylaw-relevant criteria for everybody. Currently we have five faculty ranks and four criteria that must be met.  When the faceplate is developed, it may expand the criteria to specifically address aspects now included in the four existing categories, such as advising.  Once the criteria are identified, then each cell of the faceplate should provide clear instructions for how faculty at that rank are expected to demonstrate that they meet the criteria. 
Ruggerio: Will the cube specify criteria by department or by program within a department?  This is not specified in the Bylaws.
Ettlich: It would be appropriate for programs to specify the criteria that will be expected of their own  faculty. There are no restrictions on the slices of the cube in the Bylaws.  It may be appropriate for a department to have one slice that clarifies general promotion criteria for all their faculty, but both long-standing and newly formed departments may benefit from also developing additional slices if faculty in that department meet promotion and tenure criteria in different ways (for example, for newly merged programs within a department, like Sociology and Economics, or for different appointments within a department, like mathematicians and mathematics educators, or artists and art historians, etc). 
Chambers:  Regarding Section 5.210, seems essential to ensure that faculty from the person’s own program are included on the colleague evaluation committee in complex departments. These reviews are used for tenure decisions, where both quality of academic accomplishments and contribution to the program must be evaluated.  
Sagmiller offered an example involving the effects of faculty illness as an illustration of the value of insider knowledge.

Ettlich observed that anyone serving as a committee member obviously should be familiar with the person’s contributions to the program and the discipline. 

Battistella emphasized the valuable opportunity committee members would have to learn about each others’ disciplines when evaluating someone from different program.
Bustamante suggested that focusing on the goals that the colleague review was trying to achieve (namely, accuracy of content and familiarity with program goals) would be the most productive strategy.  He also acknowledged that being able to engage the “contract side” of the bylaws was important in difficult situations.

Agreement was reached that Section 5.371 be amended to include the sentence: Normally, the membership of the panel will be from the department or program, to assure familiarity with the individual’s discipline, contributions, and accuracy of content
Yates:  Regarding Section 5.363, clarification is requested regarding the review sequencing for untenured faculty.  Instructors and persons without tenure receive annual evaluations.  If you are a senior instructor, do you still get an annual contract?  

Ettlich:  Every year you have a new three year contract, according to Section 5.350.  

Yates noted that colleague evaluations are extremely important and wondered whether they would be advisable for people on three year contracts too.

Ettlich: Recommended that colleague evaluations come into play for these people in every 5th year.

Battistella: Colleague evaluations would be triggered by promotion applications too.  Departments can do one when ever they need to.
Yates: Can a chair of a department who thinks a colleague evaluation is needed for someone make this happen?
Ettlich: Every fifth year, a colleague evaluation could be done instead of an annual evaluation.  

Parker:  A big piece of the colleague evaluation involves goal setting. 

Ettlich:  What do you want me to write in ????…that in every 5th year, for people on 3 year extendable contracts, the annual evaluation needs to be a colleague evaluation? 

Sagmiller (to Battistella): If someone is on a three renewable contract and things do not go well on a colleague evaluation, can something be done to require annual evaluations in the future? (Yes)
Bustamante: Then does this set a higher bar?

Ettlich: No, an annual evaluation is just not as formal a process. An annual evaluation also sets goals and assesses how they are being met.  Effect is no worse than a chair’s recommendation for non-renewal.  If those goals are not met, it becomes a terminal contract. Whether in a colleague or annual review, a three year or a one year contract, it is important to meet the goals.

The security of a three year contract is just for those three years.  If a problem is discovered in the first year, document and evaluate again the next year.  

A person on annual contract would only receive a colleague evaluation when seeking promotion.
Miller:  Sherry is making these few changes in the Bylaws that we have discussed.  Do we have a motion to accept the five parts of Section 5 with the changes made to day?
DeHay moved to accept the document with the minor changes that were suggested during the meeting. Ruggerio seconded her motion.  
Vote to approve Section 5 of the Bylaws with minor changes suggested.  
All in favor, with the exception of Sagmiller, who abstained. 
Ettlich will provide a corrected version for the minutes.
Discussion and Possible Action Item
9. Outdoor Adventure Leadership Program 
Donna Mills requested that Senate endorse the proposed changes in this program, and suspend the two week rule re: approval to allow marketing to move forward.
She explained:  The major in Outdoor Adventure Leadership (OAL) was approved by Senate last Spring.  However, OUS’s Provost Council only recommended it for an option or concentration in the major and/or a minor.  
We decided to do both and are now seeking approval to add two classes (Bio231 Anatomy/Physiology and PE 372 Kinesiology) as requirements (see attachments).  This was done to align requirements in the OAL concentration with others in the HPE major. Biology has given approval.
We are asking for approval of the OAL minor and the concentration within the HPE major, with the amendments specified in the proposal.

DeHay: Has curriculum committee approved? 
Nordquist, from the Curriculum Committee, affirmed that unanimous approval had been granted
Parker moved to suspend the two week rule.  Chambers seconded

Vote to suspend the two week rule.  All in favor, with the exception of Siem, who abstained and then asked for a clarification of two week rule, which was provided.. 
Yates moved to approve the proposed changes to requirements for the Outdoor Leadership Program.  DeHay seconded.
Vote to approve the proposed changes to requirements for the Outdoor Leadership Program’s minor and HPE major concentration.  All in favor.  No abstentions. 
Discussion Items

10. Honors Program 
Ettlich provided a brief history of the committee work that resulted in the current Honors proposal, followed by a power point presentation of the highlights of the proposal (see attached).  Hopefully, the proposal will be able to move to the Curriculum Committee for its November 4th meeting.  

Questions and Discussion 

Ruggerio: The positive spin of the proposal is that it offers faculty control; its negative aspect is that it comes out of our hides.

Ettlich: We are suggesting that you offer some of your normal University Studies courses as Honors courses, re-brand some of them. Departments would design and supervise the courses, as they now do their courses. 

Ruggerio: Departments are to be the gatekeepers: they design, develop, and supervise work in Honors for their own areas?
Ettlich: This is an extra piece.  An Honors Capstone might become an “instead of your current capstone.”  Honors involvement can be stimulating for faculty and involve students in research areas of the department. Yes,  “it comes out of my hide” but it can be very rewarding.

Battistella: Do all departments have to offer Honors?

Ettlich: No, but it is the hope that within three years, every major will offer Honors as an option.

DeHay: What about ELU loading?

Ettlich:  This is a campus issue that will have to be worked out.

DeNeui: Is the expectation that University Studies courses that are Honors courses will have restricted (smaller) enrollments?
Ettlich: Several models seem workable.  Classes with only Honors students tend not to fill to 40.  For example, MTH 243H classes have had 25 to 30 students.  This year 300 students qualify for Honors, so Honors classes are likely to be able to be reasonably large-sized.  
In large lecture sections, a successful model is to offer a discussion section as an add-on.  Biology and Art History have done this.  One could also have an Honors lab section.

One thing that does not work: blending Honors and non-Honors students all together in the same class.

Our general approach is: if a faculty member can sell the plan to the department, we won’t oppose it (unless it later proves unsuccessful).
Chambers: How many students are needed for an Honors section?

Ettlich:  Last year we had 90 Honors students on the books, with 30 who were actively participating by taking courses, and these filled four courses. In the future, I anticipate eventually reaching about 500 students actively participating in Honors courses, once the program is effectively advertised.  
Don’t have a lot of money to throw in to support, so we need departments to continue to serve the whole university population, including this group.

Our sense of priorities is:  First: provide Honors Explorations and Integration courses.  Second, offer Honors in the majors that can afford to do so. Third: encourage dreaming about further possibilities.  
Meeting ended at 6 pm, without formal adjournment.
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