Approved Faculty Senate Minutes

November 17, 2008

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

Absent:  John Roden  

Visitors:  Prakash Chenjeri, Mary Cullinan, Jonathan Eldridge, William Greene, YoungHee Kim, James Klein, Craig Morris, Laura O’Bryon, John Sollinger, Paul Steinle

Meeting opened: 4:04pm

Rubenson:  Apologies for no coffee – catering mix-up.

Agenda:  

1.  Approval of minutes from November 3, 2008 

Moved by DeHay, 2nd by Thorpe.  Carried.  None opposed.  Abstentions: Bustamante, Strangfield

2. Announcements  None

3. Comments from President Cullinan
Good news and good press this week:

· Enrollment up 5.1%.  Also NESE data shows us moving up in relation to our peer institutions.  Tremendous credit goes to faculty working with students all over campus. 
· Older news is that we’ve been named by EPA as one of 20 greenest institutions in US.
· Good news that our student Brianne Sharman recently won $250,000 (on TV show, Who Wants to be a Millionaire)

Wonderful things going on and I’m delighted at how the year has begun.

I’ll remind you that we are in midst of many planning processes which will converge inWinter and Spring.  MAP is part of this, and the branding process is still going on.  We’ll hear from Elizabeth Scarborough on 3rd Dec.  All this planning is coming together and my hope is to have a good strategic plan for the campus by the end of the year.

Just met with strategic planning group, and we’ll hold an event on campus Dec. 19th.   I know many of you will be gone, but if here, this will be an opportunity to look at the preliminary vision for the university, and we’d like faculty input.  There will be other opportunities for input during winter and spring, with meetings, web options, etc.

So, lots of good news, though the bad news is the economy.  We’ll hear our revenue forecast this Wednesday, and expect it will not be good.  This Friday I will have a phone conference with the Chancellor, and may know more then.  For now, all we know is we are in better shape than some states, worse than some others.  

Questions:
Thorpe:  In a difficult budget situation such as this, does OUS present to the legislature some possibilities, or do we just wait and let them tell us?

Mary Cullinan: OUS has been asked to put forward scenarios for consideration.  This is an overall look, of the sort “if you cut us this much in funding, we’ll have to cut so many sections.”  The system does respond to requests and will be doing so soon.  At this point, neither the system nor legislature has asked for information from individual campuses.

Thorpe: (following up) Does the OUS system or legislature ever talk about closing a campus, to deal with the fact that there are insufficient funds to support all?

Mary Cullinan:  You know more than I do about that.
Rubenson:  They tend to not talk about the newest and most expensive campus.

Thorpe: Bend.

Mary Cullinan:  It’s doing so badly.

Ettlich:  Eastern has been mentioned every time there are financial problems.  Western and Southern have been mentioned in the past too. 

Thorpe:  That doesn’t make sense

4. Comments from Provost Klein
We’ll hold our Master Academic Planning summit on 15th December.  We’ve asked all dept chairs to bring two faculty per dept, hoping for 40-50 people at summit.  First few sessions involve break- outs and then we’ll move on to discuss the Master Academic Plan itself.  Refreshments provided, incl. continental breakfast, lunch, afternoon snacks.  Let dept chair know if you can take part.  Important work, we’re charting our direction for next five years.  Encourage you to join in, important we have good representation.

McClellan:  Can more than 2 faculty come per dept?

Klein:  There is a limit on the room size, and our budget.
Mraz:  What kind of realistic planning can be done with the economic situation so bad?

Klein: We are building a new SOU that is more financially sustainable.  We are not completely hamstrung.  We are generating new resources, including self-support; we’ll report on these at a later date.

5. AC Report from Terry DeHay
We have continued to talk about the Face of the Cube, also a steering committee for MAP.   The Provost talked about community college articulation and ways to increase recruitment. 

Klein: Paul Steinle organized that, so he can give more detail.

Steinle:  Actually, Scott Morrell organized it, credit to him.  We had about 40 people, most depts. were represented.  The new building provided a great environment, very positive, seeing people in the halls, encouraged camaraderie.  Elementary Education and Business programs are prominent.  We have 600 former RCC students here at SOU, so you can see the importance of this cooperation.  Conversations are now going on, with new cooperative ventures to be decided by end of February.

Thorpe: There is lots of activity in the Higher Ed Center, even on Saturday, grad courses of several sorts going on, food service is open, very active.  And during the week of Jeff Merkley meeting, there were also articulation meetings, classes, a beehive of activity, very positive feeling.

6. Student Senate Report
Taylor York:   This weekend was the NW Student Leadership Conference. We sent half of our senate up to PSU, many presented at workshops, exhausting but fun and productive.  Re: the committees I mentioned last time, not total agreement, so the list is being finalized still and I’ll let you know.  We are continuing our campaign brainstorming process.  The most favored are the family housing situation, safe ride, gender inclusive housing, ASSOU profile and bylaws.  Mission and values, which we updated a week or two ago, are being edited now.

Discussion Items

7. Course Proposals from University Studies
Morgan: Prakash will give report.

Chenjeri: You have the list of courses for approval.  We have one more coming, and will try to send it to you by Mon, Dec 1st.  We are planning to review all Exploration courses which were  grandfathered into current Gen Ed  system.  Previously, we had Synthesis requirements but now we have the Integration (H, I, J) plus the Exploration goals.  When we grandfathered the Exploration courses in, we did not fully make sure they aligned with the new goals. Now we plan to make sure that the Exploration courses align with the new Exploration goals.  And also that the Foundations goals are integrated in as well.
How will we evaluate?  Will have some easy-to-use templates plus examples from each strand.  Committee members will work with faculty and departments and, if needed, will do workshops. We’ll begin with selected high enrollment courses in all three areas.

From 2006-2008, 17 new Exploration courses were added.  Grandfathered in were 27 Humanities courses, 25 Soc. Science, and 22 Science, for a total of 91 courses (both types) in all.  
I’ve mentioned to Dan Rubenson that University Studies Committee would like to meet with faculty to explain University Studies and these moves re: Gen Ed.  Are there questions?

Sagmiller: Thanks to University Studies for hard work on this.

Rubenson:  We hope to vote on these for next meeting?

Morgan: Yes, and to include the one more course still coming, by suspending the two week rule.   I’d also like to commend the faculty for hard work doing to get information in to us.  It’s taken a couple of years, but it’s going well and we appreciate what faculty are doing to show us what students are doing to demonstrate proficiencies.
8.  Carpenter Grant Recommendations
Rubenson:  These came from the Faculty Development Committee and were emailed around.  Kay can answer any questions.

Ettlich: I move we suspend the two week rule and approve now.  
Bustamante:  Seconded.

Vote to suspend the two week rule to allow voting today on the Carpenter Grant 
recommendations.  All in favor, no abstentions.

Ettlich:  I move to approve the Carpenter Grant recommendations.  
Morgan:  Seconded.
Bustamante:  Were there any issues or controversies?

Sagmiller:  No.  We used a careful weighting system, then averaged scores. We felt those travelling and presenting should be weighted more heavily, as should international conferences.  We also considered a weighting system to support novice professors (they have lower income, higher need for publications), but did not formalize this yet.  Note: Kate Cleland-Sipfle received just $127 since that’s all she asked for.  Were $2 short, so took it off Bill Elliott’s amount, as he’s Chair.

Mraz:  So you used all funds?

Sagmiller: Yes, we spent it all

Ettlich:   Was anyone not funded at all?

Sagmiller:  Everyone eligible was funded.


Vote to approve the Carpenter Grant recommendations.  All in favor, no abstentions

Action Items

9. Elementary Education Degree Proposal 
Rubenson: We discussed this proposal last meeting.  Gerry McCain emailed some additional information a few hours ago, which not all of you may have gotten in time.
McCain: We’ve some reps here who wish to speak to the issues in my email: YoungHee Kim and William Greene.

Ettlich: How many didn’t get the email? Can we get a synopsis of it?

Thorpe: I know the gist of it, though I only saw it myself a few minutes ago.  The question that came up last time included whether a student could take non-Education courses for electives.  The answer is yes.

Elem Ed was originally approved as a licensure program; we’re now asking for a non-licensure option as well because there are people who come to us for a degree, both BA and MA, who don’t necessarily wish to do the licensure or they change their minds as they go along.  International students are another example: they can use the degree but don’t need an Oregon licensure.  This is at both undergraduate and graduate levels.  Another example: people who wish to work in programs such as outdoor education, science, museums, libraries, head start, etc.  Don’t want the license, but do want the education in Education.  Some others who are opposed to the “public education system” still want the training but not the license because they will not work in the public system.  It’s also true that some who are in our programs don’t finish the licensure part – sometimes via own their choices.  May get to the teaching portion and realize they don’t fit, don’t want to deal with classroom management issues and so on.  This happens too in the Elem Ed program: students may be too young now but may later decide to come back into the MAT.  Or may decide on a different career track entirely.  We also do identify some people that should not be teachers in any arena, and this provides an alternative track which we can counsel them into.
We presented this proposal to our consortium meeting last week-- this is the advisory group for our teacher education programs.   Some one there commented that people going in to pharmaceutical sales can use educational training, as could folks who go into the medical field, industrial training etc  - but would not need the licensure.

DeHay: It’s clearer to me now.
Sagmiller:  If a student is not going for licensure, do you still evaluate them on the same five areas?  

Thorpe:  You mean the five teaching proficiencies mandated from Salem?  If the student has no field experience, we omit this.  But in academic areas the structure probably still fits-- for example, preparation for industrial training or pharmaceutical training etc.  

Young Hee Kim is here, as is William Green – both can answer questions.  

Rubenson:  If the Senate wishes to move this forward, a motion might be put forth.

Sagmiller:  I move to endorse the Elementary Education degree proposal from Education.
Thorpe: Seconded.
Ettlich:  I appreciate the document sent by McCain, which clarifies that the primary population for this degree is not just those who cannot get through the existing program.  That originally gave me concern, but now I think I can vote in favor.

Siem:  Seems like the same amount of work is involved, both for the licensure and not.
Mraz:  How many students will take this option?

Thorpe: Judging from the MAT,  I’d say 5-10% of those in the program.  We try to build in field experiences that will allow students to test whether they really want to be in the classroom, but many can’t tell early on.  Some do self-select out later, maybe 5%.

Interest in this program may grow in future from those interested in museum work and other education opportunities.  The growing trend towards home schooling, which has doubled in recent years in this area, may also lead to interest in this non-licensure degree.

Ettlich: Would a non-licensure degree work for charter schools?  

Thorpe: Oregon requires 50% of teachers in a charter school to be licensed.  Also, all charter schools must also go through a public agency, not through private agencies as is permitted in some states.
Mills: Any other programs like this in OUS?  Might be a good recruitment tool.
Thorpe:  No others in OUS


Vote to approve the non-licensure Elementary Education degree:  All in favor, none 
opposed or abstaining. 
10. Inter-institutional Faculty Senate (4:45-4:50)

Rubenson:  Lets go ahead even though Lee Ayers is not here.  Dan Wilson’s term is ending, so need another SOU representative for IFS.  Great opportunity to network, travel to exciting meetings.  Any IFS vets here?  (None so identified.)  We can nominate, self nominate, or postpone to a future meeting.
Ettlich:  When Kemble Yates did this, he found the carpooling to meetings a great way to get to know other SOU faculty, and also to get a broader view of the situations on other campuses.  Opens up opportunities for partnerships, cooperation.  Yes, being IFS representative takes time, but it’s rewarding too.

Rubenson:  You would have an opportunity to steer higher education in Oregon as we move through difficult economic times

Mary Cullinan: Gives a good opportunity to meet our Board and Chancellor at coffee before the meetings, and you also have the pleasure of going to the Board meetings if you wish.  Real work happens in the halls, through connections with other faculty and interacting with individual Board members.  IFS is a wonderful opportunity.

Rubenson:  Issues arise from time to time that are OUS-wide, and IFS crafts documents that affect us all.  Representatives have important roles in this

DeHay:  Must the IFS representative be someone on Senate?

Rubenson:  No, but it’s better if they are.

Steinle: The IFS really has a voice in Chancellor’s Office too.  This is outside the Board, but when policy issues come up, the President of IFS is listened to by the Chancellor.  If nothing else, it’s a very useful defensive role for us.  
General discussion ensued regarding who was interested and who was not. Finally, ….

Siem: I could do it if I could stop being the Faculty Senate rep. on the Student Fee Committee.
Jon Eldridge:  Just tender your resignation to the Student Senate

Ettlich:  I move that we appoint Ellen Siem to be the second SOU representative to IFS.

Morgan:  Seconded
Vote to approve Ellen Siem as IFS representative:  All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.
11. Face of the Cube Proposals 
Rubenson:  As decided at the last Senate meeting, an advisory committee drafted a summary statement of the Face of the Cube proposal and a letter to department chairs explaining it.  We’re now looking for a motion to move this forward to the Constitution Committee.

DeHay:  I move that Faculty Senate accept the Face of the Cube recommendations, and send them to the Constitution Committee to draft language for the Bylaws and to department chairs and program directors to begin discussion towards implementation.  

Ettlich:  Might need to split this into two motions.
McClellan:  Seconded
Siem:  I have comments from my department regarding:  


1) measurement of collegiality – if collegiality is required, it could stifle arguments that 
move the department in a positive direction, and  2) how can we be sure that requirements 
for all departments are on same level?  The bar may be set differently, lower, etc.
DeHay: This document is trying to address this very problem, as inequities may already exist.

Rubenson:  We will have to work our way forward regarding collegiality as we go.  I can imagine that a Chair could read any disagreement as lack of collegiality, but most would not.
Waters: Couldn’t we also see dissent as being a collegial act?

Siem:  Nonetheless, we do need to be aware that it be seen as the opposite.

Ettlich:  We need to steer the assessment of collegiality to the things actually mentioned in the Face of the Cube document. The key words there are all positive.  The important idea is that one is willing to compromise. I think there are ways to write this to encourage departments to consider it positively.  Regarding Siem’s other comment:  we need to make sure departments know that they are setting a minimum bar, not the upper limit of what might be desired.  They should take care how expectations are worded.  The example from Communication Department is good; however it  

may be more of a desired average than a minimum, which raises the minimum acceptable performance to the average.

Waters: The letter and summary document clarifies that the expectations are subject to the Provost’s approval, so we don’t have to worry that there will be a low bar that we’ll all limbo under.  I think that’s addressed pretty well.

Rubenson:  Checks and balances exist for any situation where a department chair might use the criterion of collegiality to stifle dissent.  

Bustamante:  Chairs are evaluated yearly by faculty.

Sagmiller: How will teaching excellence be evaluated consistently across campus if the All-Campus question is not the only one used any longer?  
Rubenson:  Best practices exist.

Sagmiller:  How will we use research to inform us of teaching excellence standards when disciplines are so different?  Aware we are all very busy, but need to use best practices to flesh out baselines for each discipline.
Waters:  Could your assessment work now feed into this issue of teaching excellence?

Sagmiller: No, it won’t necessarily identify the qualities of a great music teacher, for example.  I was thinking about who will keep us informed about latest thinking in various fields, for example science teaching.  I know we are all doing a great job in teaching, but may not be up on the teaching literature research.

Ettlich:  Can we use some of the tools we already have, such as colleague evaluations, annual evaluations of faculty.  These are nice tools that allow us to evaluate teaching.  Different depts. have different ways to assess this—for example, in sequenced courses, student ability can show if faculty are sticking with the syllabus and teaching well.  We should give departments the chance to see what they are already doing.   We don’t want to put too many hurdles in front of them before they even begin on this.

DeHay:  This is intended to start discussion in departments.  It’s not the end of discussion. 

Rubenson:  Yes, this is the start, not the end of assessing quality of teaching, collegiality, etc.
Ettlich: Do we want a schedule for revisiting departmental slices?   Every 5 years should a department review/update?  Should this go into the statement now, or leave it to the Constitution Committee?  Also, we need to include some of these procedural bits in the Bylaws.  Do you want a review process in the document?  (Yes).
Klein: I think you should have something about an initial probationary period, including grandfathering issues.

Bustamante:  Who gets to request an external review and make that decision?  And can they make it stick?  Could one party request, one refuse, then what happens?  
Waters: This issue is already written in.  We left it open, can take place at any stage, but needs Provost approval.

Ettlich:  New information part way through the process could be problematic.  I liked what Dan was saying about the chair and the individual agreeing on it before it left the department.

Bustamante:  If there were an unfavorable colleague evaluation, resulting in a shorter cycle for review, could an external review be added in then?
Rubenson: The idea is that an external review would be used when there is insufficient expertise within the dept to make a judgment.  That’s the spirit of what’s in the document now.

Waters: The Provost brought up the idea that acrimony late in the process could be resolved by an external review later on.  Thus it might not be advantageous to limit it only to an early step in the process.  It could provide safeguards for the faculty.

DeHay:  Maybe that was the logic, that those types of problems should be identified early on.

Jim Klein:  Usually disagreements are about scholarship, so an external review can be useful in providing another voice familiar with the discipline.

Nordquist:  Can someone, Anne, summarize these points for us?
Ettlich:  I think I have them all.  I’m assuming that in revising the Bylaws, we can talk about these as minimum standards?

Rubenson:  I think so.

Hughes:  Question about the letter to departments: each department will be in discussion with the provost.  How specific do we need to be?  Could be a sticking point down the line if we aren’t specific enough.

Ettlich:  Is the Dean being cut out of the discussion?
Rubenson:  Deans are not mentioned, lest we get inequities across campus.
Hughes:  Do we need more specific language here so that it’s clear that autonomy is devolved to departments?

Ettlich:  It’s pretty cut and dried:  the department develops the slice, this goes to the dean to achieve balance across the college, and then to the provost to create balance across SOU.  You can make the wording fairly terse.

DeHay:  I like idea of a binder that can go to departments for reference when they are negotiating, or the Provost’s system of a promotion and tenure portfolio that is circulated.  Then people outside a department can see what the standards are too.

Ettlich:  I saw nods regarding adding in the dean, so ok to put in?  (Yes)
Mraz: Please read the motion.
DeHay :  I move that Faculty Senate accept the Face of the Cube recommendations, and send them to the Constitution Committee to draft language for the Bylaws and to department chairs and program directors to begin discussion towards implementation.   
Sagmiller:  Why send the recommendations to the Constitution Committee before we allow departments to work with them?  This seems a topic many will have strong feelings about.  I’m curious how discussion would go in departments, and what consensus would emerge, if any.  If it goes first to Constitution Committee, there’s no turning back. Do we want that?
Rubenson:  My sense is that it would be best to have the Constitution Committee develop bylaws language in parallel with having departments discuss it.  Nothing will be finalized yet but departments will need time to discuss.

Sagmiller:  I misunderstood the motion; we’re actually creating an environment for faculty to discuss this.

Rubenson:  Yes, will take us 1 1/2 or 2 years to complete the adoption of new Bylaws.
Bustamante:  How much of the Cube is now in the Bylaws?

Rubenson:  Promotion and tenure is very generic now.  The innovation is that departments can fine-tune requirements.
Bustamante:  Where will these exist?

Rubenson:  Each department will identify expectations and then the Provost will sign-off on them, but they won’t be in the Bylaws per se.  Faculty personnel committees will look at the dept slice and use it to evaluate.  Those slices won’t themselves be in the Bylaws.

Bustamante:  How permanent are they?

Rubenson:  We talked about departments revisiting then every five years.

Sagmiller: How will we summarize the requirements after each department has determined them?  I’d like to see these before we vote.  This would give us a spot check as we go along, before we adopt the Face of the Cube.

Rubenson:  Not sure that’s realistic.  We need to set the broad ground rules first and then see how departments move.  Quick departments may have prototypes to share soon, others not.

Ettlich: What goes into the bylaws is the overarching policy, and departments use this to flesh out  their specifics.

DeHay:  That’s why we have the Face of the Cube report.  Departments will discuss this and give feedback.  These comments will be used to help the Constitution Committee and all of us move towards what the final document should be.

Sagmiller: How will we get comments back from the departments?
DeHay:  Faculty will work with their chairs and deans to establish principles.  There will be implementation over several stages.  We’re just voting on the principles now.

McClellan:  When I originally seconded the motion, I thought we were sending the Face of the Cube proposal to the Constitution Committee to refine Bylaws language and get the departments talking.  It’s just the start.
Rubenson:  Yes. We’re not putting anything into the Bylaws today.

Vote:  That Faculty Senate accept the Face of the Cube recommendations, and send them to the Constitution Committee to draft language for the Bylaws and to department chairs and program directors to begin discussion towards implementation.  

All in favor, none opposed or abstaining.
Meeting adjourned at 5:32pm
