35th Faculty Senate
Executive Committee
Dr. Doug Sudhoff, President

Dr. Max Fridell, President Elect

Dr. Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary

Minutes
September 24, 2008

Wells Hall 233

3:15 P.m.

Present: Foley, Fridell, Leach-Steffens, Muhsam, Nance, Rohs, Spradling, Sudhoff, Zweifel,Provost Yang.

I.

Approval of Minutes from August 2008 Meeting.

Zweifel approved, Nance seconded(with amendments)
II.

Approval of Agenda.



Nance approved, Muhsam seconded. Approved.
III.

Reports:


A.
Provost—




1.
2010 Budget Request Update.

The CBHE approved a set of budget recommendations in mid-September, which will go to the governor’s office, then the legislature:
They are recommending a 7.2% increase to core budget (our request was for 8.15% increase).  On the strategic initiative side, out of our four areas requested, they recommended two: $3 million for general repair and maintenance and the $524,000 to the RN/BSN program contingent on curricular approval.

Spradling asked what the provost’s take on how the economy will affect us:

 a) Economy: CPIu is running at 5.6%, so we will be able to raise tuition by this percent.  Corporate tax receipts are down.  To counter that, higher education is a small piece of state budgets; this year, we’re sitting on a $8 million surplus.  For FY 2010, although the surplus has been budgeted, we’re not starting the year in a deficit.

b) Gubernatorial election: Both candidates have come out with a pretty strong plan for shoring up higher education.  Hulshof- CPI+2% (consistent with current amount).  

c) SB389 on this year’s processes vs. past: Because SB389 is law, the legislature is under obligation to follow it to the best of their ability.  CBHE budget recommendations, based on SB389 provisions, should carry more weight.




2.
Request to Provost regarding 





information on tenure/promotion success 





rate.

Request from faculty member/s – can the provost tell them the annual success rate statistics for tenure and promotion.  His response was to check with faculty senate executive committee and perhaps full senate.  Two issues: Whether the question is answerable; whether the question should be answered.  Is the question answerable?  It is important to realize that tenure and promotion are the sole discretion of the Board of Regents.  Up to that point, all parties merely recommend.  The Board has decided that promotion and tenure decisions are to be made in a closed session.  This decision has a legal basis in the Missouri Sunshine Law.  Therefore, if this information was disseminated without the Board’s approval, it would violate Board policy.  Past practice has been to only disseminate positive outcomes, not drawn attention to negative ones.  That policy, at Provost level, is reinforced by Faculty Handbook on confidentiality.  If a lot of people felt that the principle of transparency is such that we need to overcome the current Board practice, then we should.  

Even if the Board allowed dissemination, in all likelihood, it would draw attention to negative outcomes.  This is generally not done.  Provost will answer any question that he is legally answer; this question comes up during promotion and tenure orientation; he answers within the bounds.

Rohs asked what the purpose of disseminating information.  Exec board suggested it might reduce anxiety.  Twin pillars of faculty welfare in promotion and tenure: 1) Want to make clear to faculty what institution’s expectations are, and encourage deans and chairs to do their part in college/departmental expectations. 2) Listen carefully to all faculty as to what can be done to provide support so that they can meet expectations.  Working on those two principles, the success rates have gone up.  In an ideal world, each application should be successful.  

Disseminating numbers on one’s career invariably leads to misinterpretation and misunderstanding.

Muhsam asked if the provost would support transparency if the faculty/faculty senate wanted to pursue it.  Yang stated that if we feel strongly about it, we should work to convince him of it so he can facilitate the change.  Yang also pointed out that any questions about the percentages would lead to him having to reveal specific circumstances.  Sudhoff suggested that he recently went through job search – not one place he interviewed told him about success ratios; long conversations were based on the two pillars Yang talked about.  Fridell stated that none of the universities he was at were forthcoming with success rates either.  Zweifel asked if their best hope comes through faculty, we don’t know what the committee’s rationale is. Yang reiterated his analysis, and the fact that it’s possible that he’s mistaken.  He would like to have a colleague-to-colleague conversation where we come to consensus if we want the transparency.  Foley asked if there was a way to have some information available without breaching confidentiality.  Yang stated that, if you took 2001-2004 and compare to 2005-2008 and there was a marked difference, there may be different reasons for this.  No matter how you slice and dice numbers, it would raise more questions than it would answer. Sudhoff suggested that the exec committee should discuss whether to pursue further discussion. 

Zweifel stated that, at the last faculty welfare committee, people wanted to know how departmental criteria factored in to the tenure and promotion process, and that this question will come up at the tenure and promotion information meeting.  Yang summarized the history of the departmental up-to-date departmental criteria.  Yang says he has not yet received these from all departments.  He will make sure the rank and promotion committee receives this.  Senators should check with their department to assure that this is used.

Rohs asked about a curriculum issue – if a department wanted to drop senior seminar and there was a university (presidential) directive to offer that, could the directive be changed or a department go against that. Yang pointed out that a department could make a curricular recommendation to Senate through normal curricular processes.  



B.
Committee Reports 



1.
Academic Appeals




a.
Revised Student Appeals Form 
Spradling distributed revised student appeals form.  Leach-Steffens approved presentation at next senate meeting; Fridell seconded.  Zweifel asked who would sign if a freshman was undecided – Spradling said we’d deal with it when it happened.





b.
Departmental Academic Integrity 






Documents. 

–Question came up as to whether clarifications to university academic integrity policy would be permissible in an academic integrity case.  Joe Cornelison, university counsel, says they only strengthen the case.  Sudhoff asked her to mention this.
c.   Question comes up: what happens if a student drops a course with an academic dishonesty case pending?  Linda Girard says there’s nothing she can do to keep the student from dropping, but the case can still be pursued.  Sudhoff wanted to know the chairs’ point of view.  Dunham stated that there were two scenarios the chairs suggested – 1) academic hold to prevent student from dropping (this doesn’t exist); 2) any student who drops the course after the charges have been made waives the right to appeal.  Foley said this was based on an actual case where a student did not receive an F because they dropped the class.  Spradling stated that the dishonesty was still reported to the university; two dishonesties would lead to dismissal.  Fridell asked if a code could be put on the transcript.  Spradling stated there was no process to take care of it now, and any process needs to be stated in the catalog.  Fridell asked if we could institute a policy before a catalog year; Spradling stated this would have to be run by legal counsel.  Sudhoff pointed out that the catalog is a contract.  He asked the committee if they saw a need for discussion at the October meeting, or should Academic Appeals put together a proposal? It was decided that Appeals would put together a proposal.




2.
Admissions & Advanced Standing.

Meeting Tuesday – most petitions are for excess credit.  Nance pointed out that most of the students petitioning for excess credit are already enrolled for the courses pre-petition.  Spradling stated that petitions should be completed pre-semester, but that this would have to be stated in the catalog.  Sudhoff asked if the form indicated that the course was excess credit.  The excess credit form states this, but the add/drop does not.  Rohs asked why the committee should have to approve an overload if the advisor approved it.  It was clarified that this form was for people with lower GPAs or over so many hours.  Nance pointed out that some faculty are not advising their students or reading forms that they sign.  Sudhoff recommended the committee look at the form and devise a draft policy to be brought back to the Exec Committee and full senate, hopefully by November.  



3.
CDR.

Three petitions, all approved.  Three proposals – two were program changes approved by COTE and Grad Council (no challenge).  





a.
Psychology program changes (Renee 






Rohs).  




b.
New course (44-585) approved by 






COTE & Grad Council. – 

were unsure whether to vote or challenge/no challenge – except that this was a course that would affect undergraduates.  Fridell treated all COTE courses as challenge/no challenge.  Zweifel stated it should be up to a full vote because it had no prerequisites and could be taken by undergraduates.  Sudhoff suggested that it be sent back as a challenge stating that the lack of prerequisites and/or grad standing necessitate a challenge and asked if there was documentation of the process.   
c. Second issue was the senior seminar directive – a proposal is asking to remove the senior seminar class.  There appears to be no documentation.  Sudhoff pointed out the provost gave her the blessing to remove it.  This will go to CDR.  




4.
Assessment.

Has met – IR.  Last meeting – assessment members took the IDI to learn intercultural development.  ITLC will meet soon; $32,400 in the budget – reviewing 6 proposals requesting over $24,000.  




5.
Budget, Planning & Development.

Met once – workshop on budget from Ray Courter.  Same presentation as in Academic Space Group – the money that the university gets from the state keeps being less and less.  The question Courter kept repeating: How is the University going to come up with the revenue it keeps losing from the state?    Infrastructure – paid by student building fee is a possibility.  $3/credit hour fee would raise $500,000 a year.  Rohs – pointed out that Academic Space Group has a challenge so that the budget on the academic side isn’t at a loss.  Sudhoff asked if we wanted Courter to come to Senate to talk about student fee for maintenance and repair.  Sudhoff will check with Courter about timetable to see if November meeting is soon enough.  The issue is that students are likely to approach faculty asking about the fee, and that administration would prefer we be positive.  Rohs asked about the FY2010 budget; Spradling and others suggested that FY2010 could look really bad because of the economy.  Muhsam asked if we should be addressing questions to the student senate president.  Sudhoff said yes.



6.
Welfare.

Met once; arranged subcommittees.  Spradling asked about the health survey; Zweifel stated this would have to wait for after open enrollment, at the end of the term.
VI.

Old Business.

A. Presidential Search Committee. 
(see attachment).  Sudhoff asked to put bulleted points with names on the agenda.  Fridell asked if it would be helpful to put ranks/promotion and tenure in for part of decision.  Sudhoff suggested that this should be in the discussion, but not the agenda.
1. Progress of process 
a. Candidates from each college
b. Next step for candidates prior to senate vote.  Sudhoff offered to email candidates tomorrow and to bring a catalog to look at how long they’ve been here.  Zweifel said that candidates should reveal information they wish known to their senator.  



2.
Purpose of faculty on committee (Renee 





wants to raise the question). 

Does the faculty member reflect concerns of college, or just general concerns?  Sudhoff feels that faculty should be university-centric approach as opposed to departmental or college-focused approach, because the decision affects the entire university.  Rohs asked what kinds of questions she should present.  Fridell said there was no way around the perspective of faculty being shaped by their faculty membership.  Sudhoff suggested not to worry about that till after speaking with the search firm.  This should help shape the search and the questions asked.  Fridell asked if we should ask the search committee faculty members to an executive board committee.  Spradling suggested we should in order to help them understand the history.  Sudhoff asked if he could forward the document we gave to the Regents, and then meet with them.  Fridell moved we invite the three to an executive board meeting; Spradling seconded.  Nance suggested we invite them to a meeting; Spradling suggested we have this as a chat.  Six were in favor; one against.  Zweifel suggested that the method of voting be by college, candidates listed alphabetically.  Fridell suggested general discussion first.   
VII.

New Business.

A. Presidential Celebration Committee 

(Laura Widmer) – April 23rd event is the big gala event.  What would the faculty like to do to celebrate?  Spradling asked about his soft spots on campus and we should recognize him that way.  

B.   Faculty Parking
(Requested by Max).
Number one issue in Brown Hall.  Would like to have a lever arm with parking access. This appears to be a Parking issue.  Nance pointed out that everyone will ask for a lever arm, and the budget issues are pressing.  Fridell would like to see some committee take ownership of this.  Sudhoff asked if this issue should be brought before the full senate to address creation of an ad hoc committee to address the issue of improper parking.  Zweifel suggests the committee identify who has the power to change it.  The executive board suggested this be pondered.  


C.
Student Senate Committee Chairs (Doug). 
See attachment – committee chairs should contact student members.
VIII.
Adjournment 

