Faculty Senate Minutes

Monday June 2, 2008

Attending Senators: Anne Chambers, Prakash Chenjeri, Terry DeHay, Dan DeNeui, Julie Kochanek, Jean Maxwell, Greg Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Gerry McCain, Maggie McClellan, Mada Morgan, Laura O’Bryon, Greg Pleva, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Ellen Siem, Matt Stillman, Jody Waters, Kemble Yates,  
Absent: Cody Bustamante, Al Case, Michael Parker, Kay Sagmiller, Dan Wilson and student representative, Brian Fox.
Visitors: Ed Battistella, Peg Blake, Mary Cullinan, Jon Eldridge, Sherry Ettlich, Eric Levin, Craig Morris, Pete Nordquist, Vicki Purslow, Paul Steinle, Steve Thorpe.
Agenda
1.  Approval of minutes from May 19, 2008
Pleva moved to approve minutes, seconded by Waters.  


Vote: All in favor.  None opposed.  Abstaining: Ruggerio, McClellan, Maxwell.
2. Comments from President Cullinan

· Compensation money – The May forecast looks good.  Oregon is not fitting with national recession trends. Will return from the upcoming OUS Board meeting in La Grande with further information.  Hope to receive some good news there.
· Read an email from Matt Stillman reporting on Fall enrollments.  Text of his email is as follows:
Our first glance at Fall 2008 enrollment shows very positive signs.  At 17 weeks before the start of Fall term, we have 1743 headcount and 1426 FTE.  This compares to 914 headcount and 687 FTE for Fall 2007 at this same date interval.  As such, we begin our Fall enrollment tracking up 829 headcount (90.7% increase) and up 739 FTE (107.6% increase).  Our intentional and coordinated efforts to encourage continuing students to register before the end of Spring term are clearly working well and will likely pay dividends in overall enrollment and retention health for Fall term.

Our efforts are paying off in an increase of FTE for Fall.  Thanks to everyone for helping.  We have 17 more weeks to go, so keep up the good work.
3. Comments from Provost Battistella

· The SOAR event went splendidly.  Everyone got a chance to see what students and faculty are doing.  Want to thank faculty members who participated in the first invited panel.  Looking forward to folks taking the lead to make SOAR II just as successful next year.  

· Passed around the OUS Board briefing binder so everyone could see what main issues are dealt with there.  

· “Face of the Cube” task force report is now complete and was circulated to senators.  Our first order of business in the fall will be to review this document and make any necessary revisions so that we can begin the process of implementing it.  

· There are a handful of ES course changes that I asked the Curriculum Committee to approve.  These just involve course consolidations and changes to allow this program to continue on next year.  
· I am hopeful that this will be my last Senate meeting as Provost. 

4. AC Report from Dan Rubenson

We discussed agenda items for this week’s meeting plus a couple of items that the Provost had raised.  These included the search for the CAS Dean, planning for the upcoming Faculty/Staff Breakfast meeting, and tasks for the various Faculty Senate committees next year.  We also discussed Senate officers for next year.  
Yates: The exploratory meeting for CAS faculty regarding the CAS Dean search will be held on Monday, June 9, at noon in the Meese room.

5. Student Senate Report- No report due to absence of Brian Fox.
Information Items
6. Presentation of Committee Assignments from the Committee on Committees:  Mada Morgan
Morgan: Three committees still have vacancies that need to be filled.   These are three year terms on the following committees: Academic Standards, Financial Aid and Awards, and University Studies committees.  Jean Maxwell and I worked hard to keep membership on committees balanced.  We appreciate everyone’s hard work.
There are some items that we need to think about, however:  
· We have increased the number of existing committees but still have only a static pool of potential faculty and administrative members.  We are running thin on volunteers.  For example, this time we had 37 vacancies to fill and 43 volunteers.  This would seem ample, but only 6 volunteers listed more than one committee.  Only one more person agreed to our solicitation

· In light of the recent university restructuring, we may need to rethink our criteria for maintaining a balanced distribution of members.  Some committees have designated memberships, others do not.  Designated memberships might need re-thinking and/or updating in accord with the university restructure.  
· According to the Bylaws, Senate is supposed to assign tasks to committees—but we don’t do this.  We should either change the Bylaws or figure out a way to do this.  

Yates: We now have another vacancy due to a recent resignation of a two year seat on the Financial Aid committee.  We as a Senate could be more proactive in directing committees.  We could assess what needs to be done at the end of the year and get this underway at the starting Orientation in the Fall as a whole Senate.  

McClellan: Where can people go to see what participation in a particular committee involves?  
Maxwell: Can find some answers in the Bylaws but detailed information is not really available.  Best solution is to direct your questions directly to committee chairs and long-standing members of Senate.

Miller: President and Provost have recently made a list of each committee’s tasks.  This could be circulated to the entire campus.
Battistella:  We did an inventory of what committees were working on.  When the committees send in their end-of-year reports, which they will do shortly, we will make these available to the incoming Senate leadership so that everything can get going quickly in the fall.  It might be most efficient to have the ex-officio administrative member call the first meeting so that no time will be lost in constituting the committee to elect its chair.  

Action items: 

7.  Curriculum Committee Recommendations 
· Recommendations to the May 5th Senate meeting (approved by CC on April 24th):  
Pete Nordquist:  Regarding two issues raised previously in regard to these changes: the Graduate Council has accepted TA 530 as graduate class and the Biochemistry requirement will not be deleted from the Pharmacy program requirements.  
Motion to approve changes recommended by CC by O’Bryon, seconded by Morgan. 

Vote: Motion passed.  Ruggerio opposed, no abstentions.
· Recommendations to the May 19th Senate meeting (approved by CC on May 8 and 15)

Motion to approve changes recommended by CC by Kochanek, seconded by Ruggerio.  
Vote: Motion passed.  All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.
· Environmental Studies Course Changes 
Pete Nordquist:  These involve course modifications needed to keep the ES program going, resulting in five revised courses: ES/GEOG 349 Maps, Cartography, and Geospatial Technology, ES/GEOG 386 Environmental Data Analysis, ES/GEOG 451/551 Introduction to Geographic Information Systems, ES/GEOG/G 453/553 Introduction to Remote Sensing, and ES/GEOG/G 455/555 Introduction to Global Positioning Systems. 
Motion to suspend the two week rule by Morgan, seconded by Yates. 
Questions: 
Miller: Have the graduate versions of these courses been approved?  (No) 

Senate cannot approve them until the Graduate Council has taken a look at 500 level classes.  
DeHay:  We could approve the 300 and 400 level courses and let the Provost deal with the graduate level thereafter.  
Vote: Motion passed. None opposed or abstaining. 
Motion to endorse proposed changes in the  300 and 400 level ES courses by DeNeui, 
seconded by O’Bryon. 

Questions:

Yates: (clarifying): The Curriculum Committee did not have time to review the changes proposed for the entire ES program the program but the Provost believes that these courses are needed to meet the ongoing needs of the program in the meantime. 
Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.
· Honors program: 
Pete Nordquist: The Senate voted last fall to have a further report on development of the proposed Honors program by spring.  Sherry Ettlich prepared this report, submitted it to Curriculum Committee On May 15th we voted to endorse the Honors Program as proposed with an additional stipulation regarding clarification of the difference between Honors/non-Honors versions of courses and a recommendation regarding additional SCH weighting for Honors courses.  These were specified in our minutes as follows:



Cedar Face/Carney moved to endorse the Honors program, and stress the stipulation that Honors faculty 


include within Honors syllabi a statement articulating the expectations of the Honors section and how it differs 


from a non-Honors section of the same course.  The motion passed 5Y/0N/0A.



The 'incentive' motion text from the CC follows:  King/Carney moved to recommend that additional SCH 


weighting be added to Honors courses to encourage growth of the Honors curriculum.  (Cedar Face



departed.)  The motion passed 4Y/0N/1A (Cedar Face).

Motion to approve the Honors program as endorsed (see above) by the Curriculum Committee:  moved by Yates, seconded by Stillman. 

Discussion:

Rubenson: I have some issues with the SCH part of the motion.  I don’t see this as fitting into the funding model we have now.  It’s not based on the actual revenue coming in accord with the actual hours students spend in a class.  Unless there is more revenue, this is an empty exercise since it does not solve the problem of departments being penalized for lower SCH.  I have no  problem with the proposed Honors program itself, just with adding the recommendation for extra SCH.  
Battistella:  This is a loading solution, not a revenue solution.

Ettlich: I would suggest that Senate approve the Honors program and then add another motion asking the administration to add incentives for departments to participate, especially if this involves converting a non-Honors course to Honors and resulting revenue being less.  

Yates: I am willing to change my motion to not include the SCH issue.  
DeNeui: This wouldn’t solve the problem of how a department would be affected.  
Rubenson: I suggest that we approve the Honors program but leave the administration to deal with the issue of incentives.  This is an issue across the curriculum, not just an Honors issue.  
Miller:  I suggest a modified motion to endorse the Honors program as a program without the special rider regarding SCH.  Implicit in our approval is the recognition that departments should not be punished for any effect that Honors offerings might have on revenue production.  
Chenjeri: There always has been an Honors program of some kind on campus.  Its ongoing difficulty has always been lack of support.  If this is approved, it will run into the same difficulty.  Hope that the question of penalizing a department for low enrollment won’t come back to haunt us.  I hope that we can put an expectation on the administration to resolve this problem in a timely way.  
Morgan: Congratuations to Sherry Ettlich for putting together this proposal.  We have a viable Honors program here and I would like to see Senate endorse it.  
Yates put forward the following modified motion: to approve the Honors program as recommended to Senate by Curriculum Committee.  If the President and Provost agree with us and approve the program, this implicitly involves putting resources towards its support.  
Miller:  Our understanding is that the university will find a way to support the Honors program if it accepts our recommendation.  
Battistella: Okay  
DeHay: Is it possible to request a report from the administration in the fall on how they can support the program?  
Battistella: As long as it is after July 1st.  Two points:  1) The extent of funding available is information accessible by anyone through our open budget process.  Everyone can see what is available to be allocated to Honors.  2) We have a choice of approaching this issue by throwing resources at it or by creating a mechanism to help sustain Honors without penalizing departments.  The latter of these two options is preferable. A Senate recommendation that we just allocate money to this oversteps Senate’s role. The motion as stated sounds fine.

Yates moved that Senate approve the Honors program as recommended by Curriculum Committee.  Implicit in this is the expectation that the administration will find a way to support it.  Seconded by Stillman.

Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining. 
Rubenson: There is a wrinkle in budget model that needs to be ironed out by VP for Finance, the President and Provost.
8.  ELS 112 Proposal:  Graduate Council/Eric Levin. 
Motion to accept ELS 112 as meeting the English proficiency requirement for graduate admission in lieu of TOEFL score by Stillman, seconded by Kochanek.

Kemble:  What does “semi-intensive” mean? 
Steve Thorpe: “Semi-intensive” means half day.  
Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.
9.  Approval of Faculty Development Carpenter II, Professional Development and Carpenter I Awards:   Information on the Faculty Development Carpenter II and Professional Development awards was presented at last Senate meeting.  Penny Thorpe asked that the Carpenter I awards be  considered as well, which will require suspending the two-week rule for these.

· Carpenter II Grants 

Motion to approve Carpenter II grants by DeHay, seconded by O’Bryon.  

Vote: Motion passed. None opposed or abstaining.
· Professional Development Grant Awards:  Senators asked for information on the 2008-09 Professional Development Grants that were recommended by the Faculty Development Committee.  Bill Elliott accessed this information on the computer and projected it so Senators all could view.  More requests had been received than funds were available, so some requests were only partly funded.  $42,000 will support 15 PDG projects for 16 faculty.  
Motion to suspend two week rule by Yates, seconded by O’Bryon.

Vote:  Motion passed. None opposed. Abstaining: Waters, Ruggerio, DeHay, Chenjeri, 
McClellan.

Questions:  
Rubenson:  In the situations where course release was requested, is the standard adjunct rate being used to calculate replacement? (Yes)

Morgan:  Is information given to campus about Professional Development funding?  
Battistella:  These funds have not been available for the last two years  This gap has caused a loss of campus memory about them.  Lack of funding should not be a problem in the future.  Penny Thorpe sends out reminders about their availability and information about how to apply.
Motion to approve the Professional Development awards by Morgan, seconded by DeNeui.

Vote:  Motion passed. Abstaining:  McClellan, Ruggerio, DeHay, Chenjeri, Siem.
· Carpenter I Grant
Motion to suspend the two-week rule by DeHay, seconded by O’Bryon


Vote:  Motion passed. None opposed or abstaining

Motion to approve Carpenter I award by Waters, seconded by Miller-Francisco.  

Vote: Motion passed. None opposed.  Abstaining: Chenjeri.
10.  College Hour:  Senate was reminded that Rubenson and Battistella had explained this proposal at the last Senate meeting.  We are being asked to consider approval of the college hour concept today and then to follow up next fall with discussions regarding logistical details, with the goal of having the system in place for Fall 2009.
Motion to approve the concept of the college hour by Ellen Siem, seconded by Chambers.  
Vote: Motion passed. None opposed or abstaining
11.  Proposed Amendment to Bylaws Section 5.000- Kemble Yates

Yates:  We have decided to handle this by splitting it into two parts:

a) minor terminology changes to fit with the administrative changes to CAS.


b) terminal degree exception in section 5.242 (f) targeted to teaching expertise.

Motion to approve the minor changes in terminology (but not the proposed section 5.242) by 
Yates, seconded by DeHay.  

Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.

Yates:  Following suggestions from previous discussion of  Section 5.242 (f) by Senate, language regarding the proposed terminal degree exception has been modified:


a) the term “Master Teacher” has been removed

b) what involved is now described as a ‘waiver” rather than an alternative to the terminal degree, 
c) the conditions under which the waiver will be considered have been specified. 
The proposed change now reads as follows:

f. In Education and programs with significant teacher preparation missions, the "appropriate terminal degree" requirement is normally satisfied by a doctorate.  In these programs, the terminal degree may be waived for applicants with:  1) a Master’s degree in an appropriate discipline, 2) at least 7 years of K-12 teaching or administration experience, and 3) a record of experience indicating excellence in conducting workshops or other training activities for pre-service and/or in-service teachers.  This waiver is made at the time of appointment, and is done by the recommendation of the chair, with the consultation of the dean, and with the approval of the Provost.  Once made, the waiver satisfies the terminal degree requirement in these Bylaws and the APSOU collective bargaining agreement}. 

Both Math and Education are facing huge hiring challenges.  We need faculty with excellent teaching skills and experience to train the next generation of teachers, and these skills often don’t come with a doctorate.  Current rules require a doctorate to be hired into a tenure track position.  This change is intended to ensure that skilled teachers are attracted to SOU and are eligible for tenure if they deserve it.  I urge Senate to approve this proposal even though it adds another exception to the list already in the Bylaws.
Motion to approve the proposed terminal degree exception in section 5.242 (f) by Yates, seconded by Kochanek.  
Miller-Francisco: Regarding point #3, “record of experience’: How do you quantify this? Requiring a PhD is yes or no question, but where is the line when hiring a non-PhD?  Would the bar end up being lowered for convenience?  
Yates: I agree that this involves professional judgement by Deans and Provosts, but this is no different than hiring decisions in general. The proposed waiver involves presentations at workshops, not just attending them  The presumption is that if you are not good at doing this, you won’t be invited back repeatedly. 
DeHay: Why do we need a special exception rather than just using Section 5.243 as it stands?  
Yates: The language in Section 5.243 references “the equivalent” to a terminal degree but the 5.242 (f) does not.  The proposed change relates to a specific role that we need to address. 

Miller: Section 5.243 is intended to address JD (versus PhD) types of issues.  
McCain: Agreed with Yates.  Teacher preparation is the issue and a PhD doesn’t ensure hiring the best person.  Best teachers often don’t have a doctorate.  
Rubenson:  I underderstand the point that requiring a PhD does not guarantee the best teaching expertise.  My concern is that by approving (f), we are adding another ad hoc wrinkle into the Bylaws. It would better to treat this in a global fashion.  The distinction between professional/professorial faculty was muddied last year in our effort to give a place to people without a doctorate.  We could argue back and forth about the validity of this issue but I would rather hold off for now and address the problem next year in a holistic way.  I would rather use Section 5.243 to make flakey interpretations if needed, but revisit this next year and make revisions as a package.
Ettlich: If it were January, I would agree but it isn’t and we need to make the hires now.  Saying that qualifications are like a professorial faculty member is different than saying they are equivalent.  Provosts’ readings vary and I don’t want the decision to hinge on this.  The best solution is to approve Section 5.243 as it stands and also add a directive to the Bylaws Committee to revise this section globally next year.  

Rubenson: The alternative is to hire someone under rules that have to be reworked next year.  Section 5.243 provides a loophole that would carry us through to next year. 

Yates: I respectfully disagree.  We have a confluence of specific programmatic need and particular professional experience that allows them to succeed.  We have a person of this sort now who teaches graduate course for us and also national workshops two or three weeks a year.  We need this exception to fill our mission.  We can make global changes in the future. 

McClellan: Clarification: Did three searches fail as a direct result of language in Section 5.243?  Or would this particular candidate be disadvantaged because of language in Section 5.243?

Ettlich: Language is part of the problem.  Incentives to return to teaching after earning a doctorate are not as prevalent now as in the past, especially in Oregon. We have two positions.  One of these must have K-12 experience, but finding it is impossible.  We cannot successfully compete for the rare applicant who has K-12 teaching experience.  The market is so tight that they have multiple offers with stronger salary packages.  The vast majority of applicants have no school experience and are focused on undergraduate mathematics education, not K-12.  It would be a disservice to students to not allow this proposal. 
DeNeui: What other departments does this affect beyond Math and Education?

DeHay:  English.
Yates:  Biology.

Steve Thorpe:  Maybe eight departments.
DeNeui:  That person would not just be hired to teach teacher preparation courses, but could be teaching other courses in the department?  
Yates: Yes, they would have to be more valuable to us . 
Battistella:  How would advertising the position differ if Section 5.243 passes or not?  
Yates: We would say, “doctorate preferred.” 
O’Bryon:  It is a disservice to students if people with appropriate skills are not hired to fill a position.  Let’s pass this now, change the wording next year.  
Miller: After 4 weeks of debate, let’s vote on this proposal.

Vote:  Motion passed.  Abstained: DeNeui.  Opposed: Rubenson, DeHay, Chambers.
12.  New Exploration/Integration Courses and Rewording of University Studies Foundational Goals: 
· New Exploration/Integration Courses :  Seven new courses have been approved by the University Studies Committee.  
Motion to approve the new Exploration/Integration courses by DeHay, seconded by O’Bryon.  

Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.
· Rewording of University Studies Foundational Goals: 
Motion to endorse reworded Foundational Goals by Chambers, seconded by Yates.  

Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed, abstaining.

13.  Six Academic Policy Proposals from APC: Matt Stillman  

a)  ELS Bridge Program:  Motion to approve by DeNeui, seconded by Morgan.

Vote: Motion passed. None opposed or abstaining.

b)  #1  Last day to add a course without the $100 late registration fee.

Peg Blake:  Adds after the second week are due to administrative processes that didn’t work well or to students not being organized rather than academic reasons.  We don’t do any favors to students by allowing them to slop through their educations.  If genuine academic reasons exist for a student needing to add late in the term, the fee can be waived.  We are proposing that the $100 penalty be imposed if a student adds after the 2nd week instead of after the 4th week.  
Motion to approve by DeHay, seconded by Chambers.  
Vote: Motion passed.  In favor: 10.  Opposed: 7.  Abstained: 1
c)  #2  Last day to complete late add of course with the $100 late registration fee
Motion to approve by Morgan, seconded by Yates.  

Vote: Motion passed.  Opposed: 1.  Abstained: 2
d)  #3  Audit policy (Page 16 of the 07-08 catalog)

Motion to approve by Waters, seconded by Chenjeri. 

Vote: Motion passed.  Opposed: 1.  Abstained: 1
e) #4  P/NP policy (Page 16 of the 07-08 catalog)
Motion to approve by DeHay, seconded by DeNeui.  


Vote: Motion passed.  Opposed: 2.  Abstained: none
f) #5  International English Language Testing System (IELTS) score requirements for demonstrating English proficiency for admission (Pages 7-8 of the 07-08 catalog)
Motion to approve by Yates, seconded by Chambers.
Vote: Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.
g) #6  Bachelor of Science – Clarification of policy regarding 2 courses versus 8 credits    Motion to approve by Morgan, seconded by Ruggerio. 

Vote:  Motion passed.  None opposed or abstaining.
14.  Seating of the 2008/09 Faculty Senate and Committee Assignments
Miller:  Thank you to the senators who are leaving.  Thank you to Lee Ayers for taking notes this past year.  I hand the meeting over to Dan Rubenson,  new Chair of the Faculty Senate. 

New Senators took their seats at the table.  Name tags for everyone will be available in the fall. Names of  Senators serving next year were read out.

Volunteers were solicited in case a Grievance Panel was needed during the summer.  The following volunteered: Greg Pleva, Sherry Ettlich, Emily Miller-Francisco, Ellen Siem, Jody Waters, Maggie McClellan, Paul French, Robin Strangfeld, Steve  Thorpe and Doyne Mraz.  
Officers for next year and Seats on Committees: 

· University Planning Committee: Ellen Siem (primary), Greg Pleva (alternate)

· Technology Council: Emily Miller-Francisco (primary), Pete Nordquist (alternate)

· Committee on Committees:  Mada Morgan,  Robin Stangfeld, Doyne Mraz

· Elections Committee: Julie Kochanek, Al Case, George Quainoo
· Constitution Committee: Sherry Ettlich, Pete Nordquist, and Steve Thorpe

· Senate Advisory Council: Senate officers are automatic members. The following were formally elected: Dan Rubenson (Chair), Terry DeHay (Vice Chair), and Anne Chambers (Secretary).    Three additional at-large members were elected to AC: Maggie McClellan, Paul French, Jody Watters.
· Budget Committee: Jim Rible
Meeting ended at 6:40 pm.
