Faculty Senate Minutes

January 25, 2010
Present:  Michael Naumes, Mary Carrabba, Doyne Mraz, Mada Morgan, Mark Siders, Dennis Slattery, Steven Jessup, Pete Nordquist, Robin Strangfeld, Ellen Siem, Dennis Dunleavy, Dave Carter, Wilkins O’Riley Zinn, Anne Chambers, Emily Miller-Francisco, Paul French, Donna Mills, Bill Hughes, Terry DeHay, Kathleen Page, Sherry Ettlich, Jody Waters

Absent: Maggie McClellan, Greg Pleva

Visitors: Mary Cullinan, Jim Klein, Katherine Gohring, Ryan Chaddock, Jordan Marshall

Meeting was called to order by DeHay at 4:02 pm
Agenda:

1. Approval of minutes from January 11, 2010
Motion to approve by Chambers; seconded by French. Motion passed with none opposed; Carrabba abstained. 

2. Announcements:

O’Riley Zinn announced that CTLA will be holding scholarship of learning and teaching study groups, as well as other CTLA activities. She distributed informational flyers and will send subsequent information via e-mail. 
3. Comments from President Cullinan

Cullinan reminded Senate that she will deliver a State of the University address on Thursday January 28, 4 pm in Rogue River Room. 

Strategic planning work continues. Spreadsheets detailing 09-10 goals and benchmarks will be posted to the web shortly; information is being gathered from each Vice-President. She reports being impressed by the progress being made and looks forward to seeing these spreadsheets posted to share with the campus community. Further information about strategic planning will be covered in Thursday’s address.

Cullinan and VPs met with the City Administrator and other representatives from the City of Ashland to discuss the Ashland Watershed Project, water issues, safety on Siskiyou Boulevard, RVTD and what we can do to facilitate transport between here and HEC in Medford, making public transportation friendlier. Meetings will continue every 6 months to continue discussion of these and other issues, including the Campus Master Plan, which is going to city planning.
Questions/Comments:

Chambers asked about an incident on campus earlier that morning; Cullinan confirmed that a tragic automobile accident had occurred involving a young woman who is a high school student.

4. Comments from Provost Klein:

Klein confirmed that enrollment figures are good: total head count is up 2.7% over W09, representing a 3.3% increase in FTE. Our budget for OUS had planned for flat enrollment, so we are ahead of our budget forecast.

The Task Force on Committees met last week to determine its four main tasks: a. clean up the list of committees currently working (identify which committees are active/non-active; identify new committees, etc); b. determine what constitutes a committee and the process by which a new committee is formed; c. define and categorize types of committees at the school, college, senate; collate and post current committees including membership, duration of terms, etc.; and d. review committees for currency and efficiency.

Questions/Comments:

Various aspects of the Task Force and the general spirit of cleaning up committees were discussed, including willingness to eliminate committees and addressing charges of various committees. Klein also expressed thanks to Sherry Ettlich for her work as “keeper of the list” classifying committees.

5. AC Report

No AC meeting this week due to Martin Luther King Jr. Day holiday. 
6. Student Senate Report from Jordan Marshall:

Fee process review is under way and making good progress. ASSOU conducted a very successful voter education campaign surrounding ballot measures 66 & 67.  Further discussions between ASSOU and Sodexo are taking place; VP Chaddock has taken the lead on this. Chaddock reported that, recently, concerns/issues with Sodexo policies had lead several SU student employees to quit working for Sodexo, several of whom were student managers. Problematic Sodexo policies have been identified.  

Review and revision of the ASSOU constitution is taking place and will restructure aspects of student senate. New structures should increase the function and flexibility of student government, broadening the role and function of ASSOU and adding more precision and definition. Chaddock noted that the current structure is less than favorable and has been fairly focused on only a few aspects, such as student voting.  The hope is to increase ASSOU’s capacity to reach out to other entities such as Residential Life and student athletics, and to create a more permanent relationship with ICC, which ASSOU recently took on. Chaddock expects that a new constitution will be in place by next term. Part of their hope is to connect more closely with Faculty Senate particularly regarding academic concerns, and to make student government more relevant.

Marshall reported that approval has been obtained for a Student Government Coordinator. This will be a paid position (funded by student fees), starting next year, to oversee and work to coordinate student government, and work with ASSOU leadership and administration. A search will begin in the next three months. 

Questions/Comments:

Nordquist noted that ASSOU’s use of technology is very effective and suggested that they give a presentation to Senate about their web site (www.assou.net). 

Information Items:

7. ASSOU/Faculty Senate (Dennis Slattery)

Slattery recently attended an ASSOU meeting to discuss the Athletics Task Force. He was very impressed by the number of important and relevant issues student government is managing and that should be important to us. Since ASSOU sends a liaison to Faculty Senate meeting but no Faculty liaison attends their meetings, he suggests that we send a Senator to ASSOU meetings to and volunteered to take the lead on this. Ettlich noted that, historically, we have had several requests to do this, but that faculty participation can be difficult as ASSOU meetings can be long and require a significant time commitment. Chaddock confirmed that, during winter term, meetings can run from 45 minutes to 2.5 hours. Slattery suggests that the Faculty Senate attendee would not need to attend the entire meeting. Ettlich notes that this would be a constitutional issue for student government; if they grant voice to a faculty senator, they would need to write it into their bylaws. Discussion over whether faculty would have voice or vote took place with Chaddock confirming voice, but not vote. 

Slattery will begin attending ASSOU meetings, but called for others to participate, as he may not be able to continue indefinitely. Others are asked to contact DeHay if interested in attending. 
Discussion Items

8. Inter-Institutional Faculty Senate Resolution (Ellen Siem)

Siem presented the draft response to the Chancellor as the possibility of restructuring continues to be addressed due to budget and other issues. In response to the Chancellor’s recommendation of a revised compact between OUS and the state, IFS drafted a set of five core principles stating its commitment to fulfilling the mission to educate Oregonians. 

Ettlich recommended that wording should be changed to state, “Be it resolved that” in order to capture the correct spirit of commitment to these principles. Waters requested more information on the intent of these principles, timeline for draft and revision, and role of OUS campuses. Siem responded that the Chancellor intends to complete a proposal and budget by June 2010.

Ettlich suggested we show support through a formal motion. In the discussion that followed, various issues and questions were raised by Hughes, Waters, DeHay, Chambers, and Slattery concerning the language and spirit of the principles. Further discussion concerned implications of supporting the resolution and its general intent. Cullinan confirmed that it is unlikely that a major restructuring will take place this June, particularly given that the legislature will need to endorse. 

DeHay suggested that we postpone voting on a motion to support; Siem indicated that she would take feedback via e-mail. Ettlich suggested that Senate should support the resolution, while Waters and Hughes recommended waiting to make a formal motion of support until more concrete language and a clearer understanding of what we are supporting; for example, Hughes observed that “Any restructuring of Public Higher Education must improve the education of all Oregon Students” might refer to numbers, or to quality, and that this vagueness is potentially problematic. Waters concurred. Ettlich suggested adding the following wording: “improve accessibility while maintaining the quality of the education”  to Principle A.

Various other issues were raised and discussed by Slattery, Page, Naumes, Ettlich, DeHay and Hughes. Chambers expressed support for the resolution and felt that the resolution is a clear statement of support for quality of higher education and the need to involve faculty in any restructuring. At Ettlich’s request, Cullinan confirmed that she sees no dangerous language or potential “landmines” in the document. 

Ettlich moved to endorse the spirit of the IFS Resolution with the recommendation that “be it resolved” be added to the statement of core principles, and that “accessibility while maintaining the quality of” be added to Principle A. Nordquist seconded. Motion passed with none opposed; Siders abstained.

9. Open Meeting

DeHay introduced the Open Faculty Senate meeting, noting that in the recent CAS faculty meeting, questions had been raised about the possibility of Senate being more proactive, initiating and setting policy and agenda items. Discussion took place on the following items/topics:

· Perceptions that Senate is merely a “rubber-stamp” and responsible for disseminating information rather than leading discussion

· Communication between faculty, administration and other entities on campus; ways to ensure that faculty are consulted and empowered to have a voice in important decisions and policies that affect us

· Disempowerment of individual faculty members

· Structure and process of decision-making and responses to administrative decisions

· Direct solicitation of chairs to ensure that department voices are heard

· Difficulties with campus communication systems and procedures, including recent elimination of the all-campus e-mail function

· Bringing new hire approvals to senate for consultation

· Deadlines and procedures for departments to finalize expectations for tenure and promotion in accordance with Section 5.220 of the bylaws (March 1st deadline to Deans confirmed by Klein)

· Need for a faculty lounge/central place to gather; resurrection of the campus hour idea (Chaddock offered to investigate whether space on the 3rd floor of the SU could be designated as a faculty lounge)

· Additions to work procedures and working conditions experienced by faculty members

DeHay took note of suggestions and concerns and will bring to AC for further discussion.

Meeting adjourned by DeHay at 5:20 pm.
