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Thirty-Third Faculty Senate

Mark Corson, President

Chi-Lo Lim, President-Elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary
Minutes

Wednesday, January 10, 2007

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Mark Corson, Mike Wilson, Jamie Patton, Laura Kukkee, Jeff Thornsberry, Barrett Eichler, Patrick Immel, Nancy Zeliff, Nancy Foley, Sheila Brookes, Max Fridell, Wayne Chandler, Patty Drews, Dave McLaughlin, Terry Long, Chi-Lo Lim, Doug Sudhoff, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Ernest Kramer, April Haberyan

Guests present:  Provost Kichoon Yang
3:19 p.m., meeting begins.  

I. Unanimous approval of minutes from December 6, 2006, meeting.
II. Unanimous approval of today’s agenda.

III. Reports.  

A. Student Senate.  No representative present, and no report.

B. Support Staff Council.  No representative present, and no report.

C. Provost.   The Provost has only a single meeting today, the memo entitled “Academic Space,” which the Provost wrote for the Deans’ Council and Faculty Senate President and which will be forwarded to the senators.

1. The Provost says he had a number of queries from faculty members, students, and Deans’ Council members, over the last month, about “various space and space-related issues.”
In response, the Provost says he has been studying such issues that that the memo addresses such questions as “What is the status of the Center of Excellence Project?” “How often does the University revisit its master plan for academic space?” and so forth.


2. Providing background information relevant to the memo today, the Provost begins by stressing that “we do have a campus master plan,” compiled originally in the mid-1990s with much input “from the campus community.”
Secondly, the Provost states that he “must take responsibility for not having an ongoing space process within the academic division,” and he expresses now his intention to remedy that situation.


3. The Provost states that the campus seems not collectively to have thought about comprehensive planning in some time, and that this situation seems related to the “lack of capital appropriations in recent years.”  Also, various funding difficulties and uncertainties related to the Center of Excellence Project are obviously a significant factor.  The Provost now takes questions.

4. Dave McLaughlin asks if the removal of the mods—which the President, in August 2006, had said was to be a top priority—has been deprioritized in terms of academic space projects.  The Provost responds that the “campus master plan” must be differentiated from “major space priorities” that may or may not qualify as capital projects.  Dave states that the removal of the mods is not a maintenance/repair project, but a major adjustment of academic space.  The Provost replies that the removal and replacement of the mods is on the big list, as part of one of nine major capital projects.  Further, the Provost opines that if the President has stated that replacement of the mods is a major priority, then he (the Provost) agrees.  Dave says that he and his colleagues are “very concerned” about their students, for various health reasons, who have been put into the mods for many years now, structures that originally were meant only as temporary spaces while other buildings were being renovated.


5. The Provost states that it would be a good idea for “the academic community” to think collectively about space-related issues in order to create a shared understanding of space-related challenges and develop a reasonable approach to meeting those challenges.  Such creation of shared understanding, he says, is an important part of shared governance and therefore is related directly to Faculty Senate.
  The Provost clarifies, too, that although, as the University’s chief academic officer, his influence relates more to specific, academic space planning than to space planning campus-wide, he will continue to think about “optimal planning processes” to address space issues and will urge others to work toward gathering information and developing processes, as well, so that a shared understanding of space challenges can develop as soon as possible.


6. Doug Sudhoff asks if the University now is counting on the sale of MOHELA to provide more than $11 million, and, if the MOHELA sale goes through, if that entire amount of money will go toward the Center of Excellence Project.  The Provost says that such is his understanding.  Doug follows up by asking what will happen to the Center for Excellence if the sale of MOHELA does not, for some reason or other, happen.  The Provost does not specify alternatives should the MOHELA sale fail to materialize, but says that he and the President appear to be “on exactly the same page” regarding this situation:  “Prudence dictates that we begin thinking about contingency plans…regarding the Center of Excellence Project.  Indeed, as the level of uncertainty rises…it is even more important that we begin considering contingency plans.”  The Provost says now that if we do not, collectively and through consensus building, set our own priorities, then others eventually will set those priorities for us.  And, he says, others on campus have indeed been thinking about this issue, and he is now requesting the academic community’s collective input.   The Provost leaves the meeting at 3:46.



 

D. Mark pauses now to introduce Max Fridell, who will replace Carol Edmondes as the senator of Educational Leadership for the rest of this trimester.  

E. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  The committee will meet on Thursday, Jan 11.

F. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Barret Eichler reports.  The committee met on December 12 and again on January 9, considering on January 9 twenty-three proposals, approving 7 and denying 16.  Seventeen other proposals remain to be considered.  The proposals relating directly to readmission to the University have been handled.

G. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Doug Sudhoff reports.  Next meeting is Monday, January 22, and there should be nine proposals.

H. Assessment.  Nancy Foley reports.  The committee has not met since their last meeting but is scheduled to meet during the week of January 15, at which time they will be taking up the issue of IR assessment.  Nancy will be requesting proposal authors to send detailed information if they have no already.

I. Budget.  Mike Wilson reports.  No meeting since last time, and nothing now to report.

J. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.  Budget and salary compression were among the issues discussed at the last Welfare meeting.  Max Fridell will be the speaker at the next faculty symposium.  Dave says that “hopefully” all Departments have completed their faculty satisfaction surveys and returned them by now to Doug Dunham.  

K. Level III Committees.

1. Traffic committee.  Scott Garten reports.  No meeting since last time.

L. University Chairs. No representative present, and no report.

M. Senate President.  

1. The President-Elect and the chairs of Assessment and Budget met with the Provost to discuss what constitutes appropriate assessment for the IRs and to discuss the issue of salary compression.  Mark says that the Provost “very much acknowledges the concern about salary compression” and that, given a budget increase, he will push the rectifying of salary compression as a top priority.  Also, says Mark, the Provost will push the proposed degree program in Nanotechnology as a high priority.  

2. Referring to the Provost’s memo on academic space, Mark says he has yet to forward it to the senators and that the “actionable component” of the memo was not completely clear.

IV. Old Business.  

A. IR implementation. 

1. At the Deans and Chairs meeting recently,  a vote indicated a lack of consensus regarding implementation of the Institutional Requirements (IRs) in Fall 2007.  Mark says that in response to the question of why IR implementation is so important, he had responded that our curriculum, since the deleting of IRs several years ago, has been “broken,” and that it is important to fix the curriculum, through IR implementation, as soon as possible.  Nonetheless, Mark says that the Provost, through a transparent process and attempting to be “as fair as he could be,” has decided that the IR implementation will be delayed until Fall 2008.


2. Mark now comments that he believes the administrative pursuit of this issue was “not vigorous enough” and that the Provost acknowledged to him that such may indeed be the case. 

3. However, continues Mark, we as faculty also must recognize that we are not where we need to be, curricularly, in order to implement the IRs.  He urges senators now to return to their Departments and seek to do whatever is necessary, particularly in terms of curricular change, in order for the Departments to be ready for IR implementation in Fall 2008.  If a curricular change, as opposed to a simple catalog change, is required, Mark urges such changes to be instituted with all speed.  For example, says Mark, if a Department currently has courses listed as major requirements that are now included as IRs, those courses should be removed as requirements.

B. Regarding the Provost’s request for input on the issue of academic space, Mark asks what we need to do to provide such input.  Discussion ensues, with specific points including the following:

1. Doug Sudhoff says that in Wells Hall, the roof leaks over a 30,000-volt electric grid.

2. Dave McLaughlin notes that the mods are “a lawsuit waiting to happen” and suggests that senators now at the very least ask their Departments what they consider to be top space priorities for their areas.  The collection and, in Faculty Senate, discussion of such data would be a good thing. 

3. Mike Wilson says that such concerns can be forwarded to the Budget, Planning & Development committee.  Dave responds that the Budget committee could form a permanent subcommittee to address issues of academic space.

4. Jeff Thornsberry notes the importance of “stakeholders” in this issue communicating with each other, so that everyone understands the range of needs.

5. Dave prompts senators to send to Mike Wilson the names of whatever ad hoc committees currently exist that are dealing with space issues.  Jeff says he currently knows of five such committees.  Terry Long comments that merely lists of projects may be of limited use and that, therefore, it would be good to have some guidance regarding the specific type of information required.

By informal consensus, it is decided the idea of how best to create a permanent subcommittee to the Budget committee, to address issues of academic space, should be pursued..

C. At the general meeting of the College of Arts & Sciences, on January 3, Armin Muhsam, of the Art Department, asked Dean McAdams about the possibility of keeping faculty who had applied for promotion or tenure informed about the status of their applications.  Today, Mark asks for observations as to who has the appropriate competency on making the rank & promotion process more transparent: “Does our colleague have a valid concern…and if he does have a valid concern, what is the appropriate mechanism to address his concern?” asks Mark. 

1. Barret says that although transparency is desirable, there also have been discussions that indicated, in general, that revealing the identities of individuals who opposed an application might open the possibility of lawsuits against individuals, and that, therefore, a “degree of obscurity” may be desirable. 

2. Nancy Foley now says that she, too, as someone who now has an application packet being considered, would like to see more transparency in and feedback from the process.  

3. Mark now says that he is rather bothered by the structure of the process involved in the raising this concern.  He now asks the senators to inquire of their Departments if there is dissatisfaction or “an issue” among faculty regarding the transparency and feedback of the specific process of consideration of a promotion and/or tenure application.  Further, Mark asks Laura Kukkee to ask her colleague what his specific concerns are.  

4. Dave McLaughlin says that the only step of the process that currently is mandated to be anonymous is the specific vote results from the University Rank & Tenure committee.

5. More discussion ensues.  Ultimately, Mark states that if the general sense of the faculty is that this issue is a concern, then we can consider how to communicate that concern to the administration.  That is, after all, what Faculty Senate is supposed to do:  to represent faculty concerns to the administration.



V. New Business.  
A. Dave McLaughlin says that his Department would like to eliminate faculty planning & development days for the Spring trimester.  He would like Senators now to inquire of their Departments whether faculty feel those days truly are needed.  Mark asks Dave to articulate clearly in writing what specifically he is requesting, and says he (Mark) will then e-mail the request to the senators, who then can discuss the issue with and get a vote from their colleagues and then bring those results to the next senate meeting.  Brief subsequent discussion today makes clear the necessity of a clear, specific written expression of what Dave is asking.

B. There was, hypothetically, a curriculum proposal to consider today, but senators did not receive it far enough in advance to take up the issue today.

4:34 p.m., meeting adjourned.

