35th  Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee

Doug Sudhoff, President

Max Fridell, President-Elect

Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary

Agenda

August 27, 2008

Wells Hall 233

3:15 PM

Members present: Sudhoff, Fridell, Foley, Zweifel, Spradling, Muhsam, Nance; Rohs; Leach-Steffens

Guests present: Provost Yang, Doug Dunham

I) Approval of Minutes from April 2008 Meeting – none.

II) Approval of Agenda –Zweifel moved, Muhsam seconded approval of minutes.  Unanimous approval

III) Reports:

A) Provost –

1) FY 2010 budget

Last year, state legislature enacted Higher Education Student Funding Act (SB 389).  Requires Missouri CBHE develop a new funding model which they are to use to make institutional budget recommendations to legislature.  CBHE at June 12 meeting adopted a funding model called “Higher Education Funding Model” (HEF Model).  The HEF model has three components: Core funding (97-98% of budget), Strategic Initiative funding (1.5%) and Performance funding (1%).  Performance funding will not be implemented fully till FY 2011.  (2010 – small scale implementation).  The amount allocated for Strategic funding could be, in the short run, as large as 2.5%.  If you sum up the colleges’ state appropriations, 2.5% could be up to $21 million distributed among colleges.

One thing different about how institutions now make request to CBHE is through “Form 5” to make budget requests not just for strategic initiatives, but to justify the core budget increase.  Keep in mind that, in the past, the legislature did not pay much attention to budget requests because they didn’t see the whole process.  The lack of consistency is changing because of the HEF model.  

Our institutional response to HEF model: Under the core budget increase, we have identified three areas: salary (top priority), new faculty FTEs (REEP enrollment increases), and mandatory increases (increases in health care costs, retirement, utilities – inflation related costs).  When we did the math, consistent with the REEP plan and 4% salary increases, all this comes out to 8% increase over the current fiscal year state appropriations.  If enrollment holds up and we get 8% increase from state, we will be in good shape.  Rumor has it that CBHE is willing to recommend close to this 

Under the strategic initiative, we are making four requests: Implementation of our nanoscale science program.  This is #1 because, under HEF, technology workforce development is top priority.  Second is our alternative energy program because our boiler is failing.  We are asking for this to capitalize our power plant.  ($1.1 million is what it will take to capitalize it under the assumption of boilers having a 20-year useful life).  Third is our RN to BSN program with North Central Missouri College.  This is a state initiative that we are buying into.  Fourth, protecting the university’s physical infrastructure (repair and maintenance budget).  We have about 50 buildings on campus.  The net replacement value is $400 million.  The industry  standard per year is 1.5% of the net replacement value.  If we have $6 million of repair and replacement now, we would not be having the issues we’re having with the current infrastructure.  We have committed $3 million per year from our budget; we need to make up the $3 million shortfall through the government.  Under HEF, if we don’t ask, we don’t receive.  Dollar-wise, 8.15% increase to core = $2.7 million, the nanoscience request is $1.24 million; alternative energy request is $1.1 million, the RN/BSN request is $550,000, and the repair/maintenance request is $3 million.   Statewise, there appears to be $20 million to distribute for strategic initiatives.  

2) Q and A with committee members 
(a) Carol Spradling asked if we are obligated to spend money the way we have allocated in our strategies.  Yang said we will do our best to spend the money consistently with the original allocations.  At some level, funds are fungible – if we had more money to spend on maintenance, it frees up more money in other areas.

(b) Sudhoff asked if this would be presented to full senate next Wednesday; Yang said yes.

(c) Spradling asked about tuition caps – Yang stated that we could increase tuition by CPIU of previous calendar year or that index multiplied by the state average increase.  For us, this is the former.  Next May, we will look at CPIU for calendar year 2008 and add to the MBHE Tuition – tuition plus other fees (all but activity and health fee).  This is predicted to be about 6%.  

(d) Zweifel asked about the formula. Yang said that the HEF had 3 elements.  Performance and Strategic are add-ons.  The core has two elements: CPI sets a floor; enrollment is the other.  For enrollment, MBHE will take the 3-year rolling average of the weighted FTE student enrollment , weighted by level and discipline.  Marginal dollars will be allocated by this method.  This does not take into account for FY 2011; FY 2011 will depreciate.

(e) Zweifel asked if there are other impacts on the funding formula, especially with the weighting.  Yang is of the view that we should not gain our enrollment by the formula, but by our mission.  The budget has to serve the academic end, not vice versa.

B) Tuition Exchange Program (Doug Dunham)

1) Dunham encouraged that we make sure all faculty know the exchange program exists.  This would pay 50% of NW’s tuition for that student regardless of what institution they go to among the list of 586 institutions.  We are allowed to keep a balance of “imports/exports” over a 5-year period.  Just this year, our faculty is saving $103,000 in tuition costs.  

2) Sudhoff suggested that Dunham visit with the entire Senate next Wednesday.

3) Members asked where these universities are.  Most are in the US; several are in the Midwest.  Many are private.

4) Dunham said he would paste the link up on MyNorthwest.com

5) Zweifel said he could offer a testimonial about how the program works.

C) Committee Reports (any developments during the summer)

1) Academic Appeals (New appeal form – Carol Spradling)

(a) Form makes it clear to student what is considered new information.  Advisor and chair are required to sign the form 

(b) Bringing up to senate to make sure advisor screens the appeal to make sure it’s legitimate new information.

(c) Committee asked whether “ I support” means “I support this case” or “This student has new information”.  Foley asked if substantiated error and/or prejudice would be as easy to prove.  Spradling stated that this case is rare.  Zweifel asked what he should do if a student has new information but doesn’t think the information as legitimate.  Spradling said it could be interpreted both ways.  However, they want to see the gut feeling of the student as to whether there is new information. Zweifel asked if students would shop around to find a faculty member who would approve.  Spradling said there is no way to make the form perfect, but that the goal is for the advisor get more involved with the rules.  Rohs stated that there should be a clarification to the form about the new information and not the validity of the case.  In the case of prejudice, Rohs added, there should be an “aware” category for faculty.  Fridell asked if it should state “new information” to sign off on.  Spradling stated that the reason for the form change and the lack of the aware box is that many faculty were not reviewing the case for new information.  Spradling decided to take back to committee and not put on agenda.  Rohs asked if it were in the advising materials.  Spradling pointed out that this is in the catalog.  

(d) Nance was asked whether faculty support is important in the Admissions and Advanced Standing committee – she stated that checking the box isn’t important, but comments by the advisor are important.  

(e) Related advising problem with freshman seminar advisors (non-faculty) came up through Michelle Nance and Nancy Foley.  Carol Spradling was asked to talk to John Fisher and bring to next faculty meeting.  

2) Admissions and Advanced Standing – Michelle Nance

(a) Met several times over the summer.  Yesterday, for example, were 12 petitions – passed 7, denied 5.  Other numbers will be reported later.

3) CDR – Renee Rohs.  Did not meet.  Only curriculum proposals moving were approved by CDR last year; nothing new coming in.  RN/BSN will be coming back this year; foreign study requirement for Business has been tabled.  Graduate catalog year – 600 level and above go only to graduate council; 500 and above go to both.

4) Assessment –Nancy Foley.   

(a) Set up meeting dates and times.  ITLC committee has been formed and asked for proposals.  Discussion with Amee Lambert and Doug Dunham about the IDI Pilot as a longitudinal measure.   Committee is piloting various assessments of institutional requirements.  

(b) Carol Spradling – academic dishonesty and student agreements specific to departments.  Question came up – does that hold any validity for an academic dishonesty policy?  If it is legally binding, should everyone do it?  Spradling will check with Joe Cornelison (University counsel) and this will be on next month’s agenda.  

5) Budget, Planning, and Development  -- has not met yet.

6) Faculty Welfare – has not met yet.

IV) Special Topics:

A) Health Insurance Survey – Tom Zweifel

1) Survey

(a) Purpose – measure preferences for insurance benefits program, which has gone up 20% a year.  Jody Strauch is working on primary draft of survey with Sara Freemyer of Human Resources

(b) Distributing information to faculty – will be helping with educating about the language .  Lauren Leach-Steffens is developing this.  

2) Timeline for administering survey and providing data to H-S – by mid-October

3) Q and A

B) Satisfaction Survey

1) Overview of information gathered to date (Nancy Foley and Doug Sudhoff) – 

(a) Looking at replacing current survey with one that, in some manner, provides quantitative information.  

(b) The idea is to make sure that future administrators don’t dismiss it as “faculty just like to complain”.

(c) Nancy Foley was asked to bring information together on survey options.

(i) Commercial instrument 

(ii) Doug forwarded responses from a listserv – some use the commercial instrument

(iii) We want to set up subcommittee for Nancy to give information to.

2) Tentative timeline (Doug Sudhoff)

(a) Not done for this year; hopefully in place for January 2010

(b) Early spring – February – options to senate

(c) March – take a vote of new instrument choice

(d) Foley suggests that we pilot a couple things besides the commercial one this spring.  Sudhoff asks subcommittee to meet with Foley about her thought (note singular form).  

3) Q and A

4) Ex Committee determines which committee/subcommittee will undertake the project

C) Constitution Review (Doug Sudhoff)

1) Sudhoff points out that we are charged with reviewing/revising constitution – all senators will read the constitution, give thought to potential subsections of constitution and Chapter 2; Assign faculty subcommittees for review/possible revision.  Committees could be assigned by interest.  

2) October meeting – official committee assignments.  Goal – done by Spring break.  

3) Zweifel asked how committees will communicate.  Sudhoff suggested that we bring to October meeting for discussion

4) Foley asked if faculty other than senators will be reviewing – Sudhoff says we’re charged with it.  If we feel it needs to be expanded and felt it was okay with the constitution, we could invite people with prior information.  Bring those topics when we meet next Wednesday.

D) Presidential Search Committee

1) Discussion of qualification/qualities for faculty members of search committee – thank Carol, Michelle, Max for going to Board of Regents meeting.  Many people feel good about where we stand relative to selection.  The makeup of the committee is tentatively established.  If there are campus groups that feel underrepresented, they should send information to Claudia Beacom.  If nobody replies by August 29th, the makeup of the committee will stand (See Northwest News).  Soon we will receive a letter telling us of our slots.  

2) Process for selection of search committee members at college level.   Sudhoff will lay this out on Wednesday.  Each college has one representative, and each college gets to choose their own.  We could make a short list of qualities exhibited by the representatives.

(a) Broad-based university-wide rather than faculty-centric view

(b) Non-adversarial viewpoint

(c) Balance historical perspective with new faculty perspective (but how do you tell one college they have to pick a historical vs. new faculty member)?

(d) Nance suggested that Senate pick representative from each college from a pool of nominees.  Foley suggested that each college should vote on their nominees.  Spradling asked if we should vote for all college nominees or just our college nominees.  The senate should vote as a whole on the nominees.  This was met with general approval.  Fridell asked for a general guideline for what should be taken into consideration.  Sudhoff suggested we give the document we gave the Board of Trustees to all senators.  Sudhoff asked Fridell to make a brief presentation to give to the senators about the voting process and mechanics.  Sudhoff is going to charge senators to get the process together in the colleges and departments.   Sudhoff also suggested that this could start at the department level with faculty members volunteering at the department level.  Foley suggested that we list all faculty with those opting out asking their names to be removed.  Foley asked if we need criteria – Sudhoff asked if this should be a full senate discussion.  Zweifel stated that we don’t have enough time.  Full-time, university view are two criteria suggested.  Zweifel asked about the process – Sudhoff will tell people the outline/overview.  Sudhoff asked all to think about and compile a list of criteria for him over email tomorrow.  Foley will compile the qualifications and present to faculty.  

V) Old Business  -- Bylaws are part of the constitution?  No, according to Sudhoff.  Faculty Welfare will look at committees this year, Zweifel adds.

VI) New Business

A) Doug Sudhoff – 

1) Cindy Kenkel has not been assigned to a committee.  Foley suggested that she be assigned to Assessment to replace Tim Wall.  

2) April Haberyan will not be the Health and Safety chair this year, but mentions that Jerry Wilmes expressed an interest on being on that committee.  Wilmes should be ex-officio; if he’s not, he should be.  

3) Muhsam asked if Phil Laber was chair of International Studies Committee; we decided to assume he was until proven otherwise.

4) Nancy Baxter will be added to Faculty Research Committee. Greg Haddock will be added to the committee as ex-officio.

B) Max Fridell – 

1) On faculty advisory committee on rank, Mike Graham and Pat Lucido are no longer faculty.  How is a replacement chosen?  Sudhoff asked Fridell to consult with Doug Dunham to provide guidance we need for the full senate meeting.  One concern is diversity.    

2) Departmental concern about ARAMARK catering prices in the Union; the department is circumventing this because of the exclusive nature of Union catering agreements.  Sudhoff suggested not eating.  Sudhoff had no idea of how or where we would address this issue.  Foley suggested talking to Ray Courter.  

3) Foley brought up the possibility of 3rd floor library as classrooms.  The concern is that we don’t want to lose room in the library.  Sudhoff suggested taking it to the Academic Space Committee—Charles McAdams is the current chair.  

4) Faculty Senate website needs to be updated.

C) Sudhoff asked members to:

1) Email Doug with thoughts re: search committee candidate qualifications ASAP.

2) Remind Doug of agenda items – email to Doug.  

VII) Adjournment

Leach-Steffens moved to adjourn; Foley seconded.  Adjourned at 6:01 PM.

