Faculty Senate Meeting

Approved Minutes
November 19, 2007
SU 313 4:00 – 5:30 p.m.

Attending Senators: Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Anne Chambers, Prakash Chenjeri, Terry DeHay, Dan DeNeui, Linda Hilligoss, Maggie McClellan, Jean Maxwell, Greg Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Mada Morgan, Laura O’Bryon, Michael Parker, Greg Pleva, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Kay Sagmiller, Ellen Siem, Dan Wilson, Kemble Yates.  Student rep: Brian Fox. 
Absent: Jody Waters, Julie Kochanek, Matt Stillman

Visitors: Lee Ayers, Vicky Purslow, Craig Morris, Jonathon Eldridge, Paul Steinle, Sherry Ettlich,
Pete Nordquist, Ed Battistella,  Katherine Gohring
Agenda
1.  Approval of minutes from 11-05-07
Corrections: Mada Morgan was not present; Sarah Ann Hones is no longer on the Senate
Approval moved by DeNeui, seconded by DeHay.

Vote: All in favor, with abstentions from Seim and Morgan.

2.  Announcements 
Miller: Next Faculty Senate meeting (December 3, 2007) will be held in the SU Arena. Senate Chambers was inadvertently reserved for another use.  Miller will send an email reminder prior to this meeting. 
President Cullinan is out of town and has no comments

3. Comments from Provost Battistella: 
Accreditation report was received last Monday; we are in the process of sending back factual corrections. I give it about a “C.” 
4.  AC Report from Faculty Senate Vice-Chair 
Rubenson: topics discussed included:

· New Budget Committee
· Accreditation report

· President’s work with Crisis Management group

· Fire Drills and potential disruptions they may cause

· Charges to various campus committees for the year

· Honors program issues
5.  Student Senate Report 
Fox: Senate discussed proposed Mission statement and passed motion supporting it.  Explained role and composition of the Oregon Student Association to new senators and made plans preparations for upcoming Legislative session. Student Fee allocation process is beginning, with the first Fee Committee meeting next week.  
6. Carpenter II grant awards  
Case (for Faculty Development Committee): 
Had more money than applications.  All applications looked good and were fully funded, for a total of $7,984. Excess funds (about $1000) will roll over to the 2008-09 grants, for which applications will open in Spring 2008.  

Approval moved by Yates, seconded by O’Bryon. 

Vote: All in favor, no abstentions 

 7.  Association of Oregon Faculties (AOF) update
Yates: Distributed flyer summarizing highlights of Nov 17th monthly meeting and information regarding AOF mandate and goals, together with a membership pledge card. 
Update included:
· Overview of AOF organization and goals, including membership and dues information
· Further information on November meeting topics 

a) the February 2008 Legislative Session, predicted to be low-key regarding education issues 


b)PERS related issues and the Board’s defense of maintaining reserves at expense of employee 
retirement payouts 

Questions and general discussion ensued, focusing on the following topics:
· PERS Board’s defense of its reserve emphasis:  Actuarial calculations are intended as a hedge against any market downturn, until the retirement system is fully funded.  Decision regarding reserves connects with proportion employers are required to cover.  Difficulty in matching agreements made in the past with the needs and functioning of the present-day PERS system.  Oregon PERS is back to being one of the soundest and best managed retirement plans in the nation.  The Board’s charter is to “provide maximum prudent pensions to retirees” (i.e. maximize payout to members) rather than to help employers limit their contributions, as the focus on the reserves seems to be doing
· 8% cap for Tier One employees:  This lets PERS stash money in reserves and eventually raise the cap for other tiers. 

· Money taken from employee pay each month:  The employee contribution to PERS is paid by the employer via the IEP account.  The PERS annual statement is now in a more understandable format, with the PERS account information separated from that of the IEP account (a 401-type account).  Only if an employee elects to have a tax-deferred investment plan will money be deducted from our pay.

8.  Final Draft of SOU Mission Statement 
Miller:  Senate endorsed the Mission Statement (in a slightly revised version which included the phrase “commitment to social justice”) four weeks ago.  The Mission Statement has now received further tweaking and thus we need to re-visit it.  Asked Provost Battistella to provide an overview. 

Battistella’s overview:  
· The Strategic Planning Committee began work on drafting the Mission in May 2007.  Their draft was circulated in September to Executive Council, UPC, the accreditation team and Senate, with campus comment also widely solicited.  Following Senate approval of the Mission on Oct. 15, 2007 (with the “social justice revision”), the Strategic Planning Committee decided to revisit all comments received thus far.  These proved to be of three types: wordsmithing suggestions, further elaborations (especially regarding relationship to the region, liberal education), and suggested additions (including social justice, sustainability).  Committee couldn’t find a way to include a phrase like “social justice” directly in the Mission itself because of the complexity of defining what was meant.  Decided that this idea would be more appropriately elaborated in the future “unpacked version.”  
· The main change in this most current version of the Mission statement is earlier placement of the phrase “inclusive campus community.”
· Provided copies of:

a) earlier Mission/Vision statements (1986, 1995-6, 1997, 2001, 2002), which offer context for 
the current one


b) a document entitled “Core Mission Plans to be developed (10.22.07)”: a list of 18 items 
including both general topics and more specific initiatives 

· Next steps: we’d like to get the current mission statement reviewed by the Senate and take it to OUS.  Then we will present it at a campus-wide forum. Help from Dennis Dunleavy has been requested to create a mock-up of the “unpacked version.”

· The intention is to “check in annually” as a campus community regarding the Mission statement’s intent and accomplishments.  

Questions and general discussion:

Rubenson: Following discussion at a future campus forum, if people have reservations or want changes, would the Mission statement be changed or not?

Battistella: Depends on what the changes were.  I see the campus-wide forum as an opportunity to introduce the Mission statement and get discussion going on what is meant.  The Senate speaks for the faculty.  We should be looking constantly at the Mission, though, not just write one and put it on the shelf.  Rather, ask ourselves, “How do we live this?”

Pleva:  If the Mission statement changes often, wouldn’t this put department goals and other institutional planning on shaky ground?
Battistella:  True, we cannot change direction every year.  We would be refining and elaborating the Mission Statement not making major changes. Interesting that the old Mission statements are remarkably consistent one to the other.  Lots of the same themes and subtexts reappear.
Yates: I basically like the format of the proposed version.  Shorter, so more people will read it.  But am concerned about the change process.  In the past, problems have occurred when the administration has put its own stamp on things without support from the Board or the campus.  We should be serious about any changes and what will result long term.  Appreciate the campus discussion on this..  
Battistella: You’re right, contextual information (perhaps on the Website) regarding how a particular Mission statement is developed is important.
Chenjeri:  Some of the words used can be problematic and will take considerable “unpacking.”  For example, do we challenge individuals or students?  Life-long learning has many connotations, not all of which are academic.  “Meaningful research” is what exactly?  How are students “engaged in teaching”?
Kay S:  It tells what we are doing but not Why we are doing it.  Why are we educating people?  Preparation of citizens?  To create a fair and just society?  The Why inspires us to be here and to do what we do.  

Pleva:  This is where the expansion or  “unpacking” comes in.  

Parker:  I would like this to be said up front.  Use the same number of words but be more specific.  “Life-long learning plus intellectual and personal growth” are givens for someone going to university.  We should be more explicit about what SOU students will have from their education and how they will get it.  Use more action words that are more explicit.

Morgan:  I was remembering how when we were drafting the Mission, we took care not to use verbs like “is.”  What we do is articulated there through the verbs that were chosen. Our primary mission is our students, but we are we are challenging ourselves and the Region.  

Siem:  I suggest that we change the first “student” to individual.  We do want to challenge students intellectually.

Miller:  Students will read this.  I looked at 50 different mission statements at various universities, some long and some short.  I am under the opinion that shorter is better.  Unpacking is a unique idea.  I’m struck by Sagmiller’s comment that we are not saying why we are doing this.

Sagmiller:  Role of universities in society is really core of what we do.

Batttistella:  Student success and intellectual growth are the why of what we do. 

Rubenson:  That could be taken in a lot of different ways.  So generic that it could apply to any institution.  Would like to capture our distinctiveness, but it’s not there.  

DeNeui: I don’t think students are going to read the Mission statement.  While it doesn’t distinguish us from any other university in any way, we could spend months coming to agreement once we try to get input from everyone.  
Student Katherine Gohring:  Students do look at them!  I looked at every university’s mission statement that I applied to!  We do care and we want to know what the university stands for; that is why I read them.

Student Brian Fox:  Who is the audience?  The Department Chairs, as the basis for curriculum planning?  If students, should be worded differently.  I did not read any mission statements prior to applying.  I walked around the campus and wanted to feel it.  But some do read them, so it’s important to write for the student audience too.
Battistella: Strategic Planning committee could have a joint meeting with the Advisory Council to try to work on these issues.  

McClellan:  When I think about the “unpacking,” I see it as a multi-media website.  Not just words but pictures to bring it to life.  How do we decide on what to include there if we have trouble deciding on a particular word now?  Secondly, is the university mission the general version, with each department also supposed to craft its own?
Ed:  Yes, the departments and units align their specific mission statements with the University’s   
Rubenson:  Following up on that, the University mission statement is supposed to provide guidance to department planning and/or resource allocation.  I worry that this plan is so generic.  There is no specificity regarding guidance for planning or strategic decision-making.  

Pleva:  The expanded version will provide more guidance, right?

Rubenson:  Then we have to be really careful about what we put in there, and how it aligns with our overall plan. 

Purslow:  The Committee realizes there are problems with the Mission’s specificity.  A general formulation is more inclusive.  We did struggle with this.
Ruggerio:  Will the “Core-Mission Plans to be developed”statement always be linked to the Mission just as it is here now?
Morgan: Yes

Ruggerio: How was the “Core-Mission Plan” list made?  For example, why was “Theatre expansion fundraising” singled out for a separate listing when “Fundraising/development” is included later in the list? 
Battistella:  The role of the Arts on campus was part of the discussion. This is an area of commitment for the university, but does this focus include the fine arts or just the performing arts?  The Theater-Music merger resulting from the planning and the retrenchment process was also considered.  For example, there had been a commitment in previous strategic plans to a theatre expansion project but this never moved forward for a variety of reasons.  So, the idea was to build a long-term plan that was central to the University Mission.

Eldridge:  We have more Theatre majors now than we have space.  The state funding process has certain steps.  The longer you wait to address the immediate issue, the harder it is to solve it through the funding cycle.  Lack of a funding plan will cripple the theatre program.  
Bustamante:  Are these the core mission(s) of the university?
Eldridge:  The list is of Mission-central areas of focus which need more discussion to fully specify:  What is their scope, tenor?  Making this list gave us a collective sense of what we mean.  
Battistella:  These are not the only things we need to be doing, but they are the urgent, first things.  Not an exhaustive list of all the things that should, or could, be done.  
Hillegoss:  Does this list include the Accreditation recommendations?
Battistella:  No, it predates the report.  Though there is nothing in that report to change these.
Miller:  A month ago, we looked at the Mission statement to see if we could endorse it for the accreditation team.  Is anyone opposed to having the Senate Advisory Council and the Strategic Planning group work on this together?
Pleva: Advisory Council should solicit comments that the Strategic planning group can work on.  

Miller: We are not looking to expand the Mission statement or to start from scratch again, but if you have comments send them to me.

Francisco-Miller: Is the “Core-Mission Plans to be developed”list on the table too, or is this just informational? 

Battistella:  People can comment on that too.  The Strategic Planning Committee has been working to create short descriptions with no attachments and to collate these mission-central plans together as a single document.  The President has a draft.  I will send it to Miller and he can attach to the next Senate agenda. 

McClellan:  The Core-mission Plans are related to the mission statement.  Are we supposed to send comments on both?  As they relate to each other?
Miller:  The Mission statement is one thing.  The Core-Mission Plans list is separate, but these things are central to the function of SOU as we move forward.

Sagmiller:  I don’t see the Center for Teaching and Learning on this list.  The faculty need to decide if this program is valuable and if they want it continued into the future.  If so, then it needs to be on this list.  Teaching and Learning are central issues, and also tightly linked with retention issues.  

9.  Honors Discussion (continuing) 
Miller: Ettlich offered a potential motion for Faculty Senate consideration in materials for last meeting.  Now we also have a possible motion offered to Senate by Advisory Council.  (Both distributed as handouts.)  It is clear that we are all interested in having the Honors program succeed.  Asked for Curriculum Committee report to kick off discussion. 
Nordquist:  Curriculum Committee met to discuss Honors, resulting in a statement (circulated as a handout) that applauded efforts to create the program but requested additional information regarding:

· Criteria for Honors offerings

a) specification of clear common requirements for content, prerequisites, grading, transfer credit; 
b) specification of minimum requirements for Honors theses or projects; 

c) list of departments planning to offer Honors curricula; 


d) course syllabi plus explanation of how an Honors section will differ from non-Honors sections
Note: Curriculum Committee also recommended that criteria for admissions and retention be higher than those listed in the proposal.

· Common requirements for departmental Honors programs (acknowledging existence of disciplinary differences)  

· Resources, specifically concrete administrative support, to preserve departments from the negative effects of low-enrollment in Honors courses 

Note: Lack of systemic support was noted as a matter of particularly grave concern by the Curriculum Committee.
Miller:   Invited comments from Ettlich on the Curiculum Committee statement and a vigorous round of discussion and questions ensued from the Senate.  

Ettlich’s responses included the following key points of information: 
· Level of subject matter knowledge required of Honors-level courses? Honors students are not expected to know more than is expected in the course as a whole. 
· Work load?  Not more work, but better work.  The amount of time Honors students would spend on the course outside of class is the same as specified across campus, i.e. 2 hours per week per credit, though probably at the higher end of the range.  Ettlich noted that potential Honors students report being “scared” of university Honors courses because of high school AP experiences where huge amounts of extra work were required.  They worry about coping with an extravagant work load for one course while doing good work in other courses.
· Distinguishing Honors and non-Honors sections?  Not expecting a change in the content of the course but rather in the way that it is taught.  Envision several different ways that an instructor could go about giving students what they need as an Honors experience.  
· Honors Admission criteria?  Both entering freshman students and incoming transfers need a 3.6 GPA.  Top 10-20% of entering students shrink to 10% of actual campus population.  High School students with high SAT scores can get by with something less than a 3.6 GPA.  Need a cumulative GPA of 3.25 to stay in the program.
· Transfer in Honors credit from other schools? Not at present but could be considered in future.
· Pass/No Pass allowed?  No, A-F only.

· Enrollment levels?  The Curriculum Committee statement had noted that FAST report data for enrollment in Honors courses over the last 5 years (both HO prefix and H suffix courses) averaged 11.5 students.  Ettlich stated that this average was skewed by including cancelled courses (zero enrollment) as well as Reading and Conference courses that enrolled only one student.  But she agreed that enrollments are not always high, and certainly tend to be lower than in non-Honors sections.  Some of Chenjeri’s classes enroll 20, but the rest are usually in the single digits.  She suggested that recruitment will probably be easier next year when the system is functioning well.
Ettlich passed out the flyer she had developed for the recent Preview Day: a balancing act between the need to move ahead with recruitment while formal endorsement for the Honors program was still in process.
Discussion then turned to practical issues concerning 

a) how a proposal whose details were not yet fully specified could be endorsed, and 

b) what implementation procedures and deadlines were appropriate for this as a “pilot project.”  

Lots of ideas, proposals and further questions were offered.  It was clear that Senate was generally in support of the concept of an Honors program but saw many specifics as needing further development before the program’s approval could be finalized.

Finally, DeHay offered a limited-endorsement motion: 

We recognize and affirm the value of the Honors experience, and we approve the development of 
the Honors Pilot Program with a review to take place in spring of 2008.

This was subsequently (and collaboratively) revised to read as follows:

MOTION for VOTE: The Faculty Senate endorses the development of an Honors program at SOU.  We request they come forward with the status and structure of the program in Spring 2008.  

Pleva:  Urged vote against the motion, so that Senators can have more time to think about it.


Vote: Majority in favor.  Abstained: Morgan, O’Bryon.  Opposed: Pleva, Chenjeri. 

Meeting Adjourned at 5:50 pm
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