Approved Faculty Senate Minutes

November 3, 2008

Attending Senators: Al Case, Anne Chambers, Terry DeHay, Sherry Ettlich, Emily Miller-Francisco, Paul French, Bill Hughes, Gerry McCain, Maggie McClellan, Donna Mills, Mada Morgan, Doyne Mraz, Peter Nordquist, Greg Pleva, John Roden, Dan Rubenson, Kay Sagmiller, Ellen Siem, Steven Thorpe, Jody Waters, Taylor York (student senator). 

Absent:  Cody Bustamante,  Robin Strangfeld
Visitors:  Mary Cullinan, Jim Klein, Ed Battistella, Laura O’Bryon, Paul Steinle, Josie Wilson, Sean O’Skea, Lee Ayers, Craig Morris, John Sollinger, 
Meeting opened 4:06pm

Agenda:  

1.  Approval of Minutes from October 20th meeting

No corrections.  Move to approve by Mills, 2nd by Morgan – motion carried with abstentions from Pleva, Waters, York.
2.  Announcements

· Mraz:  Sad day for Obama, his grandmother died.  However, my wife and I are new grandparents: our 40 yr old daughter had her first child.
· McClellan: Our first show of season, Enemy of the People, opens Thursday.  Dennis Smith has done an adaption to focus on current day issues– please come.  Show will run two weeks, then Ring Around the Moon opens.
· Emily Miller Francisco:  New bylaw updates are up on Senate website now.  Three Senate committees have minutes up.  These are linked from the committee page.
3.  Comments from President Cullinan
· A number of us are going to PDX for board meeting this week.  Not much on agenda except budget, of course.  
· We’ve gotten good press.  Named by EPA as in top 20 green schools.  Hard work done to get this.  They count number of units saved, thus hard for us to compete with bigger campuses like OSU.  Other good press recently too, pleased at messages getting out there.  
· Hope we’ll see more to come, as Jim Beaver has been hired as of last Friday as Publicity Information Officer.  He used to work for president of Evergreen and had rave reviews.  
Questions: 

Thorpe: With Legislative Session starting again at start of year, will there be any special requests for information from them before that? 
Cullinan: I’m sure we’ll have requests.  We get Governor’s Budget in Dec and all sorts of things grow out of that.  We’ll see how that all works.  The measures in this election could have impact too.  Need to wait and see.

4. Comments from Provost Klein 
· We are collecting feedback on draft of the Master Academic Plan.  Will review, create second draft and ask for comments on it to use at our retreat on December 15.  After 1st of year, will have third draft presented more publicly at open forums.  Please email comments to me at provosts0ffice@sou.edu 
· The workshops with probationary faculty this past week were well received.  
Miller-Francisco:  Emails can be sent via the Senate web page – it’s currently a news page.  I’ll put an email link on it.

5.  AC Report from Terry DeHay

We talked about items that are on the agenda today (i.e. President’s Mini-grant and Face of the Cube issues).  Also the importance of faculty mentoring and ways to do this.  Also discussed search for Director of Performing Arts and Chair of Department of Music and Theatre.
Ettlich:  When does the search start?  When will the person start?

Klein: Any day now.  Person’s start date is July1- Sept 1.  Will look at the applications in January.

McClellan:  Ad is not yet posted, still ironing out some questions.
Further information from various sources on the position:  New line, designated in retrenchment plan due to combination of two departments.  A sort of “uber-chair,” with responsibility for marketing and fundraising as well as normal chair duties.  New title, but fits under the recent changes to the Bylaws.  Won’t require new Bylaws changes.
6.  Student Senate Report

Taylor York introduced herself as the President Pro Tempore of Student Senate and liaison to Faculty Senate. Reported: have been working on the vote campaign.  It went well, have met all our original goals.  ASSOU’s goal for the rest of this year is better communication and visibility with students on campus.  Tomorrow at Senate meeting, we’ll formalize Mission and Values statements.  Will post next week, we hope.  Tomorrow and rest of week we’ll also be putting student senators on campus committees.   

Comments:  
McClellan:  Commend your team, you’ve done great things.  Our out of state students were well informed by you all re: how to register, to vote, etc.  We had 100% registered to vote in one of my classes.

Morgan:  Would appreciate getting names of student liaisons to Faculty Senate committees as soon as possible.
Informational Items

7.  Ayers with Report on Inter-institutional Faculty Senate (IFS)  
The IFS meets about five times per year.  SOU has two reps, myself and Dan Wilson.  Meetings follow after the OUS board meetings: meet Friday afternoon and on to Saturday mornings.  Our meetings move around the state.  IFS’s purpose is like this Senate, but for the Oregon University System as a whole.  We’ve been engaged in reporting to the Legislative bodies. We can be the voice of the faculty.  Dan Wilson’s 3yr position is now open.  We hope that this Senate will appoint someone soon so the person can begin in December.  We drive together to meetings, have a late Friday working dinner, then leave for home around Saturday noon.  I have one more year to serve, so a new person will work with me a year, and then we have another new opening.  You can see the IFS page (use Google) – wonderful group, has opened my eyes.  Really good to get off campus, see what other campuses are doing, get the bigger OUS picture.  It’s more than just work on faculty salaries. For instance, we have considered things such as dual credits, failed searches (how to avoid waste of these funds).  Serving on the IFS also gives you a good opportunity to see other campuses.

Morgan:  Is the dual credit report posted?  
Ayers:  Not yet, but I can share it with you.  Time commitment for IFS is less than SOU Faculty Senate unless you are involved in a leadership position. 
Rubenson:  So, at our next Senate meeting we need to put forward someone for this position.  Look into your souls.

8.  President Cullinan’s Faculty/Student Grant Program

I’m launching a program that I hope faculty will find of interest.  I am putting in $15,000 a year for four years as an incentive for faculty/student research collaboration.  This will be for the joint scholarly activity that is valued here at SOU.  I’ve put a proposal together with input from Provost Klein, Deb Hofer and the Advisory Council, and this is what is before you today.  Will send out an all-faculty notice after talking with you today. Two review dates: coming December and later.  Those presenting at SOAR in spring should apply in December.  Faculty Development Committee will do first review.  Any questions?
Mraz: Thanks for including Professional Faculty.
McClellan: How soon does the money have to be used?

Cullinan:  If approved for this year, should be used this academic year.  Requests approved in Spring may extend over summer. Application process is twice per year, and there will be another round in Fall and spring next year. December process is announced in February, the later one in May. 
Rubenson:  Should we suspend our 2 week rule, and put our stamp of approval on this today?  
Mraz:  Moved to suspend two week rule.  Seconded by McClellan.  

Discussion:  
Case: I think this will be hard for Faculty Development Committee (FDC) to deal with as written.  What are the criteria for allocation?  Should grants be awarded as broadly as possible?

Cullinan: Let’s get it moving now, then the FDC can make recommendations once we have some experience with the process.  Changes can be made in Fall 2009.  I’m thinking that the amounts awarded will be in the $500-$1500 range.

Ettlich:  We might recommend in the next motion that President and Provost meet with FDC when they review the first set of applications.

Vote to suspend the two week rule.  All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.

Mraz: I now move that we put stamp of approval on the President’s Mini-grant proposal.

Ettlich:  Suggest we rephrase the motion.  I suggest we commend the president on securing $60k, affirm our support for the program, assign decision-making to FDC, and recommend that the President and Provost meet with FDC when it considers the first round of applications.  
Nordquist seconded this motion.
Discussion:  
Mraz: Does the President want to be the one to make the decisions?  
Cullinan:  The President and the Provost will receive recommendations from the FDC, but will make the decisions themselves.  
Ettlich:  Should the applications go directly to you or to the FDC (like Carpenter grants do)?
Cullinan:  I don’t care.

Miller-Francisco:  I’d like to have the results reported to Senate.
Ettlich:  Senate process gives it visibility since the decisions are recorded in the minutes.
Cullinan: I just don’t want it slowed down by this process.

Siem:  If it’s treated as an informational item, the process won’t be slowed down.

Case:  Carpenter grants are occasionally funded before Senate gives final approval.

Rubenson: So, the FDC will not send their recommendations to the Senate for approval, just to the President and Provost.  

Ettlich:  Decisions will be reported to the Senate via minutes of FDC then? 
Rubenson:  OK, let the President and Provost decide.


Vote to approve the President’s Mini-grant program (with the clarification that award decisions are to be made by the President and Provost, with recommendations offered by the Faculty Development Committee).  All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.
Discussion Items

9.  Elementary Education Degree Proposal from Curriculum Committee

Nordquist:  Mark Siders chairs the Curriculum Committee; I’m just reporting.  
Overview: the School of Education (SOE) has put forward a proposal for an alternative involving a non-licensure track for Education majors. Details of the proposed revision, its rationale, financial impact and changes in course-work requirements are laid out in the document sent to the Curriculum Committee on October 17.  The rationale is that some students who are close to completion are not ready to do the student teaching component needed now for licensure.  This track allows them to get the BA but not a license; cannot teach in Oregon public schools since no credential.  We approved this in the Curriculum Committee.

DeHay:  Approved on what basis?

Nordquist:  That this seems a real need, a significant number of students are in this situation.  SOE has seen them hit this wall, have to come back and find another degree.  They are seniors, have a huge number of credit hours, but cannot get through student teaching.  This would be a sensible way to allow them to get a degree.  

Thorpe: Its not just for those who can’t finish licensure but also for those with other goals in mind.  Some decide to go on into the medical field, or outdoor education, or other areas of educational training.  This track is not fully new, rather a reviving of something we had years ago when we had the BA Elementary Education program.

Ettlich:  I was puzzled when read it, need some help understanding this.  The way it is presented, it seems like those bombing out of the licensure track are getting this degree as a consolation prize. This concerns me a little. From the examples you’ve given, it seems they might be better off having a degree more closely related to their intended work areas.  Also, Geoff Mills says no one else in the state is doing this type of non-licensure degree.  That concerns me.  Is this a consolation prize?

Nordquist:  I’d like to defer to the Education folks on this.

McCain:  One idea behind this is that some students are not mature enough to be in front of a class and actually teach.  This track allows them to get a degree and go on to get additional experience, for instance in the Peace Corps or Teach for America, and then to come back later and complete the licensure if they wish.  This track prevents them from having to start all over with another major if they find themselves in this situation of being “not quite ready.”  It’s not a consolation prize, rather an alternative.  

Rubenson: A lot of majors have stumbling blocks, e.g. a statistics requirement.  It seems unfortunate that there is not an earlier way to find this out, instead of the student being almost done and having to do something.

Thorpe:  We have another  version of this with Early Childhood Education (ECD degree).  I’ll give you some anecdotal data. Years ago we had significant numbers of students who took this non-licensure option by their own choice.  The majority of them said, “This is not for me” or “I’m not ready yet.”   MAT students have also found they wanted real world experience. 
Morgan: Can they use this degree to get into MAT programs elsewhere?   
Thorpe:  Yes
Mills: Can this be used to recruit students?

Thorpe:  Environmental Education has said it might be useful for their students.

Chambers:  Why must non-licensure students take their extra credits only from the approved electives listed on the matrix?  Why couldn’t they take electives that suit their individual interests and planned occupation?  

Mills:  Any upper division electives are ok.
Ettlich: I’m disappointed that Math 481, a topics course especially for prospective middle and high school teachers, is not included in your list.  Is there a missing paragraph (or page) that pertains to the 3 asterisks?

Geoff Mills: The licensure is prescriptive, the degree option is descriptive.  

Donna Mills:  One more question, about electives.  At bottom of page 2 about the MAT year, there is a statement saying “Elementary graduates in the MAT will be required to take….”   Is this Education courses only, or are electives from other departments OK here also?

McCain:  This refers to licensure students.  Our understanding is the courses can come from different disciplines, if they are 500 level.
Nordquist:  Curriculum Committee understood that they may be drawn from other disciplines than Education too.

Geoff Mills:  Agrees, gives a parallel MAT example.

Chambers:  When this comes to Senate for a vote, will the information we’ve just clarified be included in the description?
Rubenson:  There are various ways we could handle this.  One is to approve it with specified caveats, or send it back to Curriculum Committee to be reworded.  
Geoff Mills: We will be happy to provide what the Senate wishes.  However, the Curriculum Committee spent 50 minutes on this, with all due diligence.  

Chambers:  I’m not inclined to vote against it, but the Secretary has to send along supporting documents when action items are sent along to the Provost and President.  So it seems best to clarify points that drew questions in writing. 

Thorpe: Geoff Mills and Young Hee Kim could provide a clarification statement that could be added to the proposal for voting.
Rubenson:  We’re not under huge time pressure here.

Nordquist: The quicker the better, from Education Department’s point of view.
Rubenson:  Yes, I agree.  Just don’t want to shut things off.

9.  The Face of the Cube

Rubenson:  We discussed this proposal last time, and now have a revised version.  I’ve gotten faculty emails with concerns all over the place.  I reply to these, saying contact your senators, but not sure how much of that has happened.  Some of the concerns put to me: 
* Bar too high

* Bar too low for a real university
* Lack of adequate attention to Community Based Learning in it
* Not sufficient concern for how faculty interact with students, only faculty/faculty collegiality.
Siem: Hard to measure collegiality.

Rubenson: Some hated the idea of external reviews; others felt that without it, it was too weak.
DeHay: My department liked separating scholarship from professional development but wanted to ensure adequate funding support for research if scholarship is going to be stressed, especially for those coming up for tenure decisions.  Funding is not there.
Case: I’ve heard that too.  My other question in reference to the Introduction( page 2, Profile of Department and Work of Department Members.) This appears to be the only place where Face of the Cube is mentioned at the department level, presumably allowing someone who is really strong in teaching and service not to have to have the third criteria as strongly.  IF we approve this as it is, will this material go into the Bylaws as well?

Rubenson:  This document is about the kinds of things we will put into the Bylaws, but I expect the actual bylaws language will not be verbatim, will be more terse.   I think at some point we’ll be voting to send some version of this to Constitution Committee, asking them to write Bylaws language we can then discuss.
Battistella:  The document also supplies informal guidance to departments which might be developing their own guidelines.  So this articulation function is important too.
McCain:  I’m confused about departments having their own guidelines.  If criteria at University Personnel Committee differ from the department ones, what happens then?
Rubenson:  Bylaws will set general expectations across campus.  Then each department may develop its own spin, stressing the things which are relevant.  One department might stress publications in peer reviewed journals, others consulting and applied work, others grant procurement.  Each dept would develop its own operational version, to be approved by the Provost.  Details would differ, but all would fit with the Bylaws language.
DeHay:  It would be great to have a document to refer to, outlining what’s been approved for each area.
Ettlich:  A sort of tabbed notebook with information from each department, giving guidance.
Rubenson:  One challenge is that the Constitution Committee has to write both specific and general language.

Thorpe: Our local departments will be able to deal with these levels, but there is some concern that external reviewers might not understand them.
Rubenson: The external review requirement has been largely taken out, just  allowing for external review but not requiring it.
McCain:  Regarding page 6, Evidence of Scholarship: this mentions grant proposals that receive external funding. What about those that are not funded but still took a large amount of time to prepare? Any recognition of this effort, which might be fifty pages, submitted nationally, etc.  Is this recognized in the Bylaws?
Rubenson:  Not in the Bylaws now.
Ettlich:  Bylaws mention grants but do not specify successful funding.
DeHay: It is a bit like not getting an article published, it doesn’t count.  
Ettlich:  Yes.  But someone who regularly writes grants should expect some successes, even if not every year. 
McCain:  When is this going into effect?  It is not clear from memo we got.

Rubenson:  I  don’t think we’ve made a decision in the Senate yet about a timeline or about grandfathering-in or phase-in.

McCain:  Are we thinking of using this in promotion process this year or next?
Rubenson: There has been some talk about this, but don’t think there’s been any resolution.   One possible parallel is to students and what catalogue they are under.  The goal is not to disadvantage anyone.
DeHay:  Some departments already have requirements regarding professional development and performance. This not so much about raising the bar as it is about clarifying the bar across campus.
Battistella: I feel the example from the Communications Department does a good job of showing what this might look like.  It’s a couple years old, thus not fully in synch, but breaks things down nicely for each program in the department “here’s what we look for…”  Part of this is to tailor to each department in terms of professional society guidelines, etc.

McClellan:  I came to SOU in 1998, and the culture has changed considerably.  A concern in my dept is that it is often difficult to do the university service work that is required.  I, for instance, am not directing so I can do committee work.  When I started, I was told that no one expected Theater Department people on committees.  It’s still difficult for our faculty to oversee all the students building things etc. and still be able to do the service to the university, plus research at a national level.  It’s a concern.

Steinle:  The Advising Council would like more emphasis on advising, may propose this in a week or two.

Nordquist:  Collegiality is not measurable, as I said last week.
O’Skea:  If a department approves what a faculty member has done, what about the next level up?
Ettlich:  These department-specific guidelines will be approved and then available to all up the chain  They will be used to make higher-level decisions.  There will be variances between departments.
DeHay:  In our dept we’ve talked about mentoring faculty and its importance.  This document could help, and we’re happy collegiality is stressed.  This will give us language to use in evaluations.  Early mentoring is important, both to departments and to individual faculty.
Mraz:  For those who feel the bar not high enough, will individual departments deal with it or does Senate have to worry about it?
O’Skea:  Does the university wide committee have veto power over dept guidelines once they are approved?
Rubenson:  I think it would work as it does now, the department says what meets criteria for promotion, but the University Personnel Committee might say no, it doesn’t meet those criteria.  And at the end, the Provost can use his own judgment.  But these specifications will make the expectations more explicit, so differences in decisions are less likely to result.
O’Skea:  How would any differences get resolved?  
Rubenson:  There is language in the Bylaws explaining how to grieve a personnel decision.
Ettlich:  The ultimate decision rests with the Provost unless his is a minority decision (other levels have approved it).  Then the Provost talks with the President, must get an agreement for his decision to prevail.  If this is occurs and the decision goes against faculty recommendations, there is whole grievance process in the Bylaws.  The new thing in this document is collegiality, which I think is very important.
Miller-Francisco:  How much leeway do departments have in defining expectations?  For example, the service list.  Can they have different emphases?
Battistella:  What we had in mind was that the examples in the main document were a set of things departments would consider and rank, and over time they might develop further-revised guidelines too.  Some departments might be prescriptive, others not.  Each department needs to look at staffing, curriculum, work that needs to be done, and so on, and talk to the Provost about its own guidelines.
Miller-Francisco:  So, there is quite a lot of leeway in this at the outset?  It mentions advising, but we in the library don’t do much of this.  Do we now need to?  I just want to be able to communicate this to my colleagues.

Battistella:  We had lots of discussion about being more prescriptive.  We concluded that there is so much diversity is departments that we needed to be careful not to be too prescriptive.
Nordquist:  I don’t see specific language here about what departments have to do, and what the processes are.  If the departments come up with their own guidelines, this should be respected further up the line.  But I don’t see that strong language here. 
Ettlich: I’m thinking of Bylaw language such as this:  

1.  You must meet department criteria
2.  Department criteria should address the following….  
This would help us specify the process.

Ettlich and Rubenson:  There are lots of checks in the system, not just the department and the Provost.  At the Dean’s level too.
Nordquist:  So it’s still a “federalist model” rather than a “states’ rights model.”?
Ettlich:  It’s a negotiation to set the criteria.  Once approved, there is a verification process to see that criteria have been followed.
McClellan: I’m hearing that a department can draft its own requirements and the ways that they will be expected to be met.  The evaluation goes to the department personnel committee, who would ask the department chair to explain anything not clear.  And then up the line.  
De Hay:  People serving on higher-level committees will ask clarifying questions.  There are checks and balances that protect faculty.
Waters:  There is nothing in here that undermines the current process  Uses what’s already in place.
McClellan:  Regarding collegiality, is there a perception out there that filing a grievance is discouraged?  That it is not a positive thing for a department?  This is considered a bad thing to do, bad juju?
Rubenson:  Usually the bad juju precedes the grievance, not vice versa.  Where are we with this?  Are we ready to send this to the Constitution Committee to write, or not yet?
Ettlich and DeHay: Not ready yet for that.  Have to decide on principles before we can send it to Bylaws.
Rubenson:  I agree.  We’ve talked about many things to do with tenure and promotion so far in Senate but the stuff that’s actually new here is fairly small.  Just department identification of its own specific flavor, collegiality, splitting scholarly from professional development activity.  Most of the rest of the stuff here we already have. I’m not trying to push us one way or the other, but at some point we need to either paint or get off the ladder.  At some point we have to say “Yes, this is good enough” or “It’s garbage.”
Nordquist:  When it’s up and running, all departments have to have their statements approved by Provost? 
De Hay: And first by the Dean.
Rubenson:  Right, but we are not yet at the point of telling departments that we are ready to do this.

Donna Mills: It still needs a little more explanation of the process and how it will be used.
Rubenson:  How do we get to that point where it’s polished and ready to send to the Constitution Committee?  How to get the little adjustments that make people more comfortable?

Waters: As Dan said, there are only 3-4 new things here.  Beyond that, is there a whole lot more?  

How about creating an executive summary?
Ettlich: The splitting of scholarship and professional development activity is not new (already in the Bylaws,) just the other three things Dan named.  
Rubenson:  I’m wondering if it would be possible for us to distill out a very short version of the recommendations.  The whole report is then the background, and this shorter version would give us a motion to go forward with.
Ettlich:  Jody is right. The three new issues are collegiality, giving departments more control over criteria their departments must meet, and an option to include external review.
French: It’s not even giving departments more control, just specifying what they are already doing.
Rubenson:  I’m trying to get a sense of how to make forward progress, avoid a groundhog day process of repeating this over and over, but not trample on strong faculty feelings either.
Ettlich:  Should we approve the letter to go out to departments specifying their task?  Make Ed write it? 
Mraz:  Are we allowed to take all the information that has been circulated to our departments, including Senate minutes?  (Yes.)
General discussion of how to instruct departments to move forward with specifying promotion/tenure expectations since the Face of the Cube committee has disbanded.  

Decision: DeHay, Waters and Donna Mills will draft a letter of instruction to departments, providing an itemized list of what they will do, and bring it to Senate next time.

Meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.
