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Agenda
Thirty-fifth Faculty Senate
3:15

April 1, 2009
Shared Conference Room

Administration Building

Dr. Doug Sudhoff, President
Dr. Max Fridell, President-elect
Dr. Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary

Senate members present: Vetter, Thornsberry, Petefish-Schrag, Leach-Steffens, Rohs, Rauch, Rytting, Spradling, Hendrix, Barbara Crossland (for Foley), W. Richardson, Ury, Weiss, D. Richardson, Zweifel, Nance, Wanorie, Fridell, Sudhoff
Guests present: Provost Yang, Abby Freeman, John Pope, Dave Oehler, Vince Bates.

As the meeting started, Walter Tebe, new Faculty Senate office worker, was introduced by Max Fridell.
I.
Approval of March 2009 Minutes. 
Thornsberry moved to approve March 2009 minutes, Hendrix seconded.  Approved with one abstention.
II.
Approval of Agenda. 
Rohs moved, Rauch seconded.  Rytting asked that Item C under new business to be moved to just after the Provost’s message.  The agenda with this amendment was unanimously approved. 
III.
Reports:

A.
Provost.

Two announcements – 

1) The three deans and Graduate Council recommended that Dr. Greg Haddock continue as interim graduate dean for the next academic year.  Yang concurred.  Yang is unable to conduct a national search at this time. 

2) Regrettably, this will be Dr. Yang’s last faculty senate meeting. He stated that he enjoyed working with faculty and Senate and has nothing but great things to say about the university.

3) Questions – 

· Muhsam asked about the budget, and Yang stated that what little news we have is positive and supportive of the Governor’s initiative.  We will not get any cuts next year in terms of appropriations.  Also, by now, the probability of a mid-year recission is zero.  Muhsam asked if, in light of the president’s announcement at the last Board of Regents meeting, are there going to be some cuts?  Yang stated that it is true the president talked about his plans to hold a town hall meeting with the campus community to talk about possible budget items including cuts.  This was made at the last Board meeting in response to a question from a board member.  It is now Yang’s understanding that there will not be a town hall budget meeting; rather, President Hubbard will discuss certain ideas at the next Leadership Forum on April 15th.  The topics will include faculty survey on health insurance, vacation policy and sick leave policy. The vacation policy does not affect faculty; the aspects of sick leave policy Hubbard wants to address will not affect faculty.  Muhsam understood that, whenever the budget came up, it was said that it was likely that nothing was going to happen – until the Board of Regents hinted that some faculty positions were going to be cut.  Yang said he would suggest that the Budget Committee be invited to the next Leadership Forum.  He also said he was not sure whether Muhsam’s understanding of what was said was the same as Yang’s understanding.  There were high emotions at the meeting; it was an unique happening.  Strong emotions were expressed; it’s not sure whether the president was thinking of cutting positions.  Muhsam stated that this was published in Northwest This Week.  Yang pointed out that level funding is not great news; there will be belt-tightening.  There has been discussion of freezing salaries.  Yang has not heard the president talk about cutting positions.
· Spradling asked: How will this impact the new REEP positions, and what are the issues with our reserves?  Yang has spoken with deans and chairs and believes that chairs have spoken with faculty about REEP position.  Yang had told the deans that, while he is not going to instruct the deans, he would like them to delay 3 of the 6 REEP positions for another year.  He ended up approving 5 out of 6 positions.  Incidentally, we have taken a much harder stance on staff replacement and new positions.  

· Issues with reserves – the president talked about financial ratios in terms of HLC reaccreditation.  In the last 5 years (FY 2004-2008), our long-term debt has gone from $66 million to $93 million, our expendible net assets have decreased about $16 million from $33 million to $16 million.  Expendible net assets are what are commonly called reserves.  We made a huge investment in our physical infrastructure, increasing the size of our balance sheet (long-term debt) but have to pay for some of this by decreasing some of our liquidity (net assets).  HLC looks at certain financial ratios, and if those ratios fall below a certain minimum level, a review is triggered.  We will be reviewed, and this will be discussed more soon. Because we have been aggressive in building physical structure, it is time to think of increasing liquidity by delaying capital projects or getting more money from the state.  Spradling asked if we would get conditional status on accreditation.  Yang stated that would be at least five years in the future, but there are things we can do before then.

· Sudhoff stated that one positive of being in faculty senate executive committee is meeting with Kichoon in a small group.  Most of our colleagues don’t know how committed Kichoon is to shared governance and transparency.  The Senate thanked Dr. Yang with a round of applause.

New Business (Moved from V.c) – 

Rytting forwarded a resolution from the International Studies and Programs Committee to support a project known as the Internationalization at Home project.  This would involve redesigning banners and informational signs including multiple languages.  No new funding is required.   Rytting sought approval.  Sudhoff asked for a motion to support this.  Muhsam moved to approve the proposal, Rauch seconded.  Muhsam asked if the proposal needed to be written in “resolution language” and asked if the new Senate would have to approve it.  Sudhoff pointed out that this outcome was likely.  Rytting said she could draft the proper language resolution for the new Senate and asked for our general feelings on this.  Zweifel asked if the posters were intended solely to be more inclusive in language; Rytting suggested this could be done with one poster with several languages or with several different posters with a few languages in the snap frames.  Spradling pointed out that there was fluctuation in nationalities and asked if this could be reviewed in terms of the nationality of the populations at the university.  Rytting suggested this could be done easily with the snap frames, less so with banners.  Zweifel felt the posters should be more inclusive of languages because they would be outside campus buildings.

Fridell asked to amend the motion to offer we support the creation of a resolution for the next meeting.  Zweifel accepted the amendment.  Senators voted to amend unanimously.  Senators voted to approve the motion unanimously.


B.
Support Staff Council (Danny Smith). No report

C.
Student Senate (Abby Freeman). -- 
Student Senate elections will start next week; new executive board will be placed the 21st of April. Next week is Northwest Week.  Last night at the Student Senate meeting, a committee was formed to look at the recent Board of Regents actions to see if Student Senate should take a stance against the BOR’s actions.  Muhsam asked which specific actions of the BOR were being considered.  Freeman remarked about general professionalism, the action against the Counsel, some questions of ethics by individual members of the BOR.  The committee will look at what should be addressed to the board and how (letter, vote of the Student Senate, etc.)

D.
Committees.



1.
Academic Appeals.
a.
Committee activity.  The committee has not met since last Senate meeting.  Spradling stated the committee was presenting one issue to discuss – proposal from chairs to change the Academic Honesty policy to prevent students under accusation of academic dishonesty from dropping the class.  The registrar’s concern is that it cannot be implemented by the office as written.  The Academic Appeals committee will support the chairs’ proposal, and it will be implemented by holding the student’s entire account, not just the one class, in the case of academic dishonesty.
b.
Sudhoff pointed out that the above proposal has to be voted on by the new senate, as documents have to be held by senators for five days before voting into policy.


2.
Admissions and Advanced Standing (Michelle Nance).
a.
Committee activity:The A & AS committee met 3/13/09 and heard 22 petitions: 17 approved and 5 denied.




b. 
There was no item B.


3.
Curriculum and Degree Requirements (Renee Rohs).
a.
Committee activity. –The committee met on March 10th; many of the proposals distributed electronically were assembled into blocks.  Faculty members Pope, Kreizinger, and Bates attended Senate to answer questions.  
b. Rauch pointed out that curriculum proposals are hidden in the Senate web site under “files” and asked if they could be put in their own folder.  Rohs agreed that this could be done.


4.
Assessment (Nancy Foley). No report.



a.
Committee activity.




b.




5.
Budget, Planning and Development (Armin Muhsam).
a.
Committee activity.  This committee will meet with Leadership Forum on April 15th.



b.



6.
Faculty Welfare (Tom Zweifel).
a.
Committee activity.  – This committee has not met since last Senate meeting.  Zweifel noted that they hosted a lively symposium on academic rigor.  Zweifel thanked everyone who participated in the health insurance survey.  The retirees are yet to be surveyed.  The return rate among faculty was 48%.  



b.
Health insurance survey. (See above).
c.
Faculty satisfaction survey.  Results are posted on Faculty Senate website under Faculty Welfare link.

F.
Level III Committees – No reports
IV.
Old Business:

A.
Constitutional Review (Max Fridell).
Fridell stated that, according to the constitution, Senate could adopt the Constitution and Bylaws officially that day.  Spradling moved we accept as a whole, as we’ve been through this many times. Rauch seconded this motion.  

· Fridell pointed out Article 3, Section 1.A.3 concerning whether department heads can serve on Senate.  Zweifel’s department was not in favor of this – he asked if we needed to constitutionally ban department heads from serving as senators.  Rauch stated a concern of conflict of interest in that chairs are somewhat a part of the administration.  He pointed out that a chair can be appointed chair but elected by senators.  Rauch pointed out that people are not always voted into senate in all situations.  Petefish-Schrag pointed out that chairs don’t have advisory capacity, and by removal from consideration in Senate, they don’t have advisory capacity at all.  Vetter pointed out that allowing the chair to be a representative concentrates power in the hands of a few.
· Zweifel asked to amend the motion to strike out Article 3, Section 1.A.3.  Vetter seconded.  Thornsberry stated that there had been a suggestion that previous department chairs serving on Senate felt pressure from administration.  Fridell contacted Greg Haddock, who was department chair and Senate President, who felt that this should not be allowed.  Zweifel said his department had a similar situation and it was not a problem. The final vote was fourteen in favor of striking out Article 3, Section 1.A.3, three against, two abstentions .  Article 3, Section 1.A.3 was removed from the Constitution.
· Fridell pointed out Page 16, Article 10, Section 4.E.  with the question: does the statement on graduate council/COTE affairs belong in the Faculty Constitution? Removing it, he said, would streamline the document. Zweifel asked if the statement was in writing anywhere else.  Fridell stated that the statement in question should be in Graduate Council/COTE’s governing document.  Rohs and Spradling felt it was legitimate from a FYI viewpoint.  Zweifel said that adding an FYI explanation to the statement would not, in fact, be streamlining it.  It was generally agreed it should be left in.

· Hendrix pointed out Page 11, Article 11, Section 4F, in reference to the Institutional Review Board.  She proposed that “human subjects in biomedical and behavioral research” be changed to “human participants in research”.  Leach-Steffens seconded.  Amendment passed unanimously.  

Thornsberry called the question.  Senators approved the amended document unanimously.

· Rohs moved to approve the by-laws, Rauch seconded.  Fridell pointed out Page 5, Section 6.3 regarding the electronic balloting.  He pointed out that the yellow highlights were the changed section relating to electronic balloting being allowed by Senate under discretion.  Blue text crossed out was redundant text.  Rohs suggested that calendar dates should be stated as September through April rather than as the calendar year.  Nance had a couple questions relative to 11.50 because of the exclusion of the Faculty Advisory Committee on Rank.  Fridell clarified that the decisions of that committee are confidential.  Thornsberry called the question.  The motion to accept the revised by-laws passed unanimously.

· Fridell pointed out that some departments need to contact him on their new senators after the meeting.

· Sudhoff thanked Max Fridell and the members of this committee for their efforts. Senate thanked the committee with a round of applause.


B.
Presidential Search Committee (Renee Rohs).
The search committee met Friday before Spring Break and narrowed the pool from close to 90 to 10.  A couple candidates pulled out of consideration; the four candidates to be interviewed are:
Kent Porterfield, currently Vice President/Assistant to Provost, St. Louis University, former Vice President of Academic Affairs at Northwest.
Robert (Bob) Clark, Vice-Chancellor, University of Kansas – Edwards

Joe Shepherd, Vice-President of Student Affairs (and other stuff) at Florida Gold Coast University (State Supported, circa 1990)

John Jasinski, executive vice president, chief academic and operating officer, Northwood University, Midland, Mich and former Mass Communications Department member/Chair/Acting Provost.

Dates scheduled will be April 13 and 14, 16th and 17th, 20th and 21st; 27th and 28th.  Candidates will come onto campus; the second date will be most important to faculty input.  A subset of Senate members scheduled to meet with all candidates at breakfast from 8-9 on these dates in the Station.  Sudhoff asked interested senators to email him by tomorrow.  Also on the second day will be a 4-5 PM time slot open to all faculty, staff, and community members.  

Rohs stated she would answer questions about the process and strengths of each of the candidates.  Spradling asked if there are people who pulled out after the BOR meeting.  Rohs said there were no links between the BOR meeting and those who pulled out of the process.  Weiss asked if the search firm was still in the process.  Rohs stated that the search firm will help with transportation logistics.


C.
Senate Proposal to Honor Dr. Hubbard (Doug Sudhoff).
The resolution to honor President Hubbard with a garden/park near the Center for Innovation was presented. Rohs moved to table the resolution.  Vetter seconded.  Spradling asked why the resolution should be tabled.  Rohs stated that one rationale is that we should work with Support Staff Council and students given recent events in the Board of Regents.  Weiss thought that these were supposed to be separate actions.  Spradling asked if we were waiting for time to allow attitudes to mellow.  Rohs felt that attitudes may change over months or years.  Fridell asked if Hubbard would be in favor of this.  Nance’s department felt that we should name something after Hubbard while he was here. Sudhoff asked if Rohs would be willing to head a subcommittee under the 36th Senate to look at this issue.  Wanorie said that he knew the students’ proposal was tabled.  It was clarified that it was later rejected at the same meeting.  Wanorie said he didn’t see any danger in naming the park after him.  Hendrix asked if this would go to the Regents.  Hendrix said that the perception around is that Northwest is really stupid in handing things to the Regents to be shot down.  Rauch felt there was a difference between naming the Administration Building and a park. Ury stated that,  although we need to assume that the Board of Regents will behave in a professional manner and as much as we would all like to honor Hubbard, maybe this is not a good time.  Nance asked whether, if we table this, we would try to do something for Hubbard before he left.   Spradling stated that the College of Arts and Sciences are giving a gift to him, and that we could as a faculty purchase a gift with advisement from Aleta.  Rohs said we wouldn’t have to table it for two years, but only for the next Senate.  Muhsam called the question.  Rohs amended the resolution with the stipulation that the motion will be picked up by the next Senate.  Richardson seconded.  Sixteen voted for the amendment, two against. Fourteen voted to table the resolution, five voted against tabling it, with one abstention.
 V.
New Business:
A.
Recognition of 35th Senate members.  Sudhoff distributed certificates of appreciation to all senators.  Sudhoff recognized the Executive Committee’s efforts which started immediately upon appointment.  They received engraved Lucite paperweights.  The Gavel was passed onto Max Fridell, who will serve as next year’s President of Senate.  Fridell thanked Sudhoff on behalf of the Senate, who was thanked with a round of applause and a plaque.  Sudhoff stated that our work as senators has paid off, and that his contribution was that his ADD kept the meetings short.  

B.         Report of the Faculty Athletics Representative (Bob Dewhirst). This informative report was distributed to senators.  Highlights included the fact that the average GPA of athletes matched the average GPA of all students at Northwest.  
Sudhoff asked if anyone wants to initiate discussion on the firing of Joe Cornelison.  Thornsberry expressed his department’s concern that the firing was not a “bottom-up” process.
C.
Curricular Proposals (please see attached list).
(Old Business)

209-19-01  Ury moved, Nance seconded approval.  Petefish-Schrag pointed out a concern from Theatre as to whether this (American Pop Music) is too specific for a fine arts general education, as a previous trend was to make these courses more general.  Richardson pointed out that General Education proposals are written to the specific competencies, and these were met by this proposal.  In the area of General Education, outside of Fine Arts, other general education areas are quite specific.  Individual teachers also teach these classes their own way and could be thus limited in scope more than most of us realize.  Fridell called the question.  Proposal passed unanimously.

209-27-01 (History of Life) Thornsberry moved to approve the proposal, Rauch seconded. Hesse’s colleagues were concerned about the precedent of a life sciences course being taught by Geography/Geology – could business create a history or government course with this precedent?  Zweifel pointed out that state competencies don’t encompass all that should happen in a life science course.  Biology distributed a statement stating that it should not be a general education requirement.  To summarize:

· The class fails to recognize the key competencies of impact of science on society and the nature and organization of living systems
· Competencies are not the only defining factor of life science courses.  Scientific literacy in the US is 32 of the 33 industrialized nations.  Photosynthesis, metabolism, cellular structure, heredity, biotechnology, organ systems physiology, and impact of humans on the environment are important aspects of life sciences that are not addressed adequately in this proposal.

· Important material seems to be covered in a very short time period.  

· Most colleges state that “History of Life” is a natural science requirement, but not necessarily a life science requirement.  

Rohs pointed out similar issues came up in the Curriculum meeting.  Weiss was concerned that future teachers may not be adequately prepared.  Rohs pointed out that teacher education students are required to take biology specifically as their life science.
Pope rebutted that Botany doesn’t discuss animals, but is not considered less inclusive.  He also stated that the class is looking at modern equivalents alongside the fossil record.  Another objection, that the class does not look at photosynthesis, could equally be stated about a zoology class.  All students do not need to have these concepts in as much detail as education students or biology majors.  Sudhoff pointed out that this proposal doesn’t change the life science requirement.  Weiss pointed out that this could be substituted for biology as a life science.  Thornsberry pointed out ongoing curriculum revisions in his department – zoology and botany are on the verge of being excluded from general education.  Rohs asked: Do we look for a broad base to serve more of our students’ interests, or do we narrow down to a specific course?  These discussions took place in DCM and Curriculum committees and were not taken lightly. Do we provide a course that may be truly general education for those students who don’t need the specific course of biology? Ury pointed out there was a lot of discussion in CDR that not everything has to come from the strict biological perspective.  Zweifel asked about CDR’s criteria.  Ury stated that the criteria were based on competencies.  Zweifel pointed out that competencies were not the only criteria for a life science. Richardson said, if the competencies are not enough, a proposal needs to go to DCM/CDR to set up criteria for general education above the competencies.  Zweifel pointed out that the scientific method, should be in all life sciences, but this competency was not placed in life sciences.   He pointed out that Northwest originally created Life Sciences as a requirement in general education.  It was done in terms of “what does an educated student need?”  He stated that there are 5 principles that define life sciences, including “All systems are based on chemistry”.  If you don’t look at those processes, he stated, students will not be well-equipped.  Rohs stated that all of us are passionate about our own specialties.  She feels that all students should know about climate change.  Should that be allowed to narrow our scope?  Zweifel felt the current class is broadening, not narrowing, our scope.  Weiss said that there is a duplicate course called Historical Geology.  Pope said that this is not the same class as Historical Geology, which is about plate tectonics and not the fossil record.  Another of Weiss’ colleagues was surprised it got through curriculum as a life science course.    Hendrix could not find the proposal on the web site.  Who is the anticipated student?  Pope said that any student who wanted to understand biology in terms of how organisms and they came about.  Hendrix looked at the list of life sciences – she saw plant sciences to meet the needs of agricultural meetings, some take that plus botany.  Hendrix said that her students would be steered away from that class.  HPERD felt that biology would be needed as a basis for anatomy/physiology.  Spradling pointed out that someone commented that “we should be provide courses of more interest to students”.  This should not be our focus – students are not in a position to decide what is of most interest.  Rohs stated that Vince Bates pointed out that students learn more when they are interested in the course.  Weiss pointed out that, if the biology department offers a course somewhat equivalent to earth science, does this mean biology should offer an earth science course?  Rohs stated she didn’t think this will set precedent. Spradling pointed out that Curriculum necessarily follows the recommendations of Designated Curriculum Matters.  Leach-Steffens called the question.  Four approved, thirteen voted against, with two abstentions.

29-14-01 through 04 -- Rauch moved to consider these as a package; Nance seconded.  Packaging approved unanimously. Nance moved to approve the package; Rauch seconded.  Package passed unanimously.

209-43-01 through 32.  Zweifel moved to package; Rauch seconded.   Fridell moved to approve package; Thornsberry seconded.  The package was unanimously approved.  Wanorie asked about new courses as a concern in budget constraints.  Oehler pointed out that, for curricular change, many classes were deleted as well as added.  An adjunct would be hired for one section of speech in the fall; one less theater appreciation course would be offered to help facilitate this.  Zweifel asked if signatures were appropriated.  Rohs stated they were.  Hendrix called the question.  The package was approved unanimously.

209-29-01 through 04.  Rauch moved to approve; Petefish-Schrag seconded.  These are for challenge only.  Nobody challenged.

209-29-05 Richardson moved to approve, Rohs seconded.  Approved unanimously.

209-20-01 Ury moved to approve, Rauch seconded.  Fridell called the question.  Passed unanimously.

209-20-02 Nance moved to approve, Rauch seconded.  Fridell called the question.  Passed unanimously.

209-20-06 Muhsam moved to approve, Rauch seconded.  Fridell called the question. Passed unanimously.

209-20-04 though 05, 07-11 Zweifel moved to approve, Rauch seconded.  Packaging passed unanimously.  Fridell called the question.   The package passed unanimously.

209-08-02 through 06 Ury moved to package; Rauch seconded. Fridell called the question.  Packaging passed unanimously. The package passed unanimously.

 209-08-07.  Rauch moved to approve, Nance seconded.  Fridell called the question.  Seventeen approved, one voted against, no abstentions.  

209-08-09 though 13.  Nance moved to approve the package, Rauch seconded.  Fridell called the question.  Vote was unanimous to package.  Because 209-08-10 was not submitted electronically yet was part of the package, Nance and Rauch withdrew their motions to package.

209-08-09, 11 though 13.  Richardson moved to accept as a package, Zweifel seconded.  Call to package approved unanimously.  Rauch moved approval of the package, Richardson seconded.  

108-62-05 Challenge only.  No challenge.

108-45-01 Challenge only.  No challenge.

VI.
Adjournment.   All moved toward the door at 5:50 PM.
