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Thirty-Second Faculty Senate

Jeff Ferguson, President

Roy Schwartzman, President-elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary

Minutes

Wednesday, Feb. 1, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Jeff Ferguson, Stephen Ludwig, Peter Kondrashov, Carole Edmonds, Mark Corson, Matt Rouch (for Doug Sudhoff), Ernest Kramer, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Wayne Chandler, Jamie Patton, Glenn Williams, Roy Schwartzman, Nancy Foley, Beth Goudge, Dave McLaughlin, Tekle Wanorie (for Chi-Lo Lim), April Haberyan (for Jacqueline Kibler), Gary Ury (for Nancy Zeliff), Barret Eicher, Loren Butler

Guests present:  Kichoon Yang (Provost), Alfred Juhl (Support Staff Council President)

3:19, meeting begins.

I.    Unanimous approval of last month’s minutes.

II.  Discussion of amended agenda for today’s meeting.  Unanimous approval.

III.  Reports
A. Student Senate.  No rep, no report.
B. Support Staff Council. Al Juhl reports.  Application deadline for SSC scholarships has been extended by one week.  Various support staff committees are working on things.  Expecting a visit from University Council.  Next SSC meeting will be Feb. 10.
C. Academic Appeals. No rep, no report.
D. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Beth Goudge reports.  No meeting since last month.
E. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Carole Edmonds reports.  On January 23, the committee considered and approved 10 curriculum proposals.

F. Assessment.  Mark Corson reports.  Two training sessions with Dave Oehler are coming this week.
G. Budget, Planning, & Development.  Steve Ludwig reports.  No meeting since last time.
H. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.  Met on Jan.10.  Benefits subcommittee has been discussing the candidates for the University’s benefits consultant.  Comm. is working with Dave Oehler to gather data on comparison data re: salaries.  Comm. has discussed the imbalance among faculty salaries.  First symposium, on the writing of grants, will be on February 8 in the ballroom.  Dave urges faculty in their Departments to begin considering the clarification of Departmental guidelines for promotion and tenure, and urges us to work to keep Departmental guidelines within the parameters of the Boyer criteria.  Results from the Faculty Satisfaction survey need to be returned immediately, to Jerry Barnett’s office in Colden Hall.  Terry Coalter is working on both internal and external surveys of workload.
I. Level III Committees.

· Research— Peter Kondrashov reports.  Comm. met last Thursday and made several awards.  About $10 thousand seems to be left in the fund for applied research.
Peter says that according to a grant analyst with whom he spoke, guidelines for faculty research, including the web address of the link of the University webpage, should likely be included in the Faculty Handbook.

Roy Schwartzman suggests that the Research Committee and the Institutional Research Board may coordinate for more expeditious handling of applications.
· Student-Faculty Traffic—Scott Garten reports.  4 appeals, 4 denials.
· Access & Accommodations—Nancy Foley reports.  The comm. continues to meet regularly “and do good work.”
· Designated Curriculum Committee—Greg Haddock reports.  DCM met this past week.  If today’s IR proposals are approved, it will be time to consider specific course proposals, and some proposals that have already been submitted may need rewriting.  Therefore, pending the outcome of today’s vote on the IR proposals, DCM will contact Department chairs to let them know whether they need to modify specific course proposals.  Brand new course proposals need to be submitted by March 1.
· Jeff says that Roy Schwartzman has agreed to chair the Institutional Research Board until the end of this school year.  Roy states that the IRB’s next meeting will be this Friday.  Top priority will be to take care of all existing proposals, with decisions hopefully made by the end of next week.  Applications for IRB funds can be sent directly to Roy, who will respond with an e-mail and a tracking number to the writer of each proposal.  Roy also says that he may well soon be asking for assistance—at the Friday morning will be discussed a procedure for guest reviewers for IRB proposals.  Therefore, the IRB members are stretched thin, and the practice of soliciting outside reviewers is regular practice at other Universities.  The Provost now reminds us that to serve on the IRB, one must be IRB certified.  April Haberyan, who was chair of IRB recently, states that there currently is no official IRB certification procedure here.
J. University Chairs.  Greg Haddock reports.  Chairs’ Council meets tomorrow with the Deans’ Council.  “The most significant thing” discussed in the last meeting was the news of the new tracking system for curricular proposals.  Also, the Chairs voted among themselves to go from 4 to 3 hours of General Registration, and Greg expects that change to be implemented in August.  
K. Provost’s Report.  Two items today.
· The Provost discusses the projection for next year’s (2006-2007) state budget for higher education, as indicated in Jan. 11’s State of the State address and, the next morning, in a briefing to the higher education representatives by the state’s deputy budget director.  Due to improved revenue projections and other state savings, the governor projects next year’s income to be $700 million more than this year’s income, only $220 million of which can be spent in a “diffuse fashion” such as on higher education.  The governor is recommending a 2% increase in funding for higher education institutions.  For Northwest, that means additional state appropriations of roughly $600 thousand.  That amount actually represents 1% increase over the current ANG budget.
Comment from the Provost:  The latest survey from the Illinois State Higher Education Center, looking at FY 2005-2006 state budgets, came out on January 13, two days after the MO State of the State address.  According to that report, Missouri, when compared with other states, does not fare well.  Percentage increase from previous years is not large.  Nor is Missouri higher ed doing well in concrete dollar terms, by either per capita or per income basis.  Under all three of these criteria, Missouri is either 46th or 47th in the nation.  The Provost, therefore, sees the 2% increase in the governor’s budget as being positive, but not highly positive.
· On the morning of January 12, the deputy budget director indicated that the governor’s office is working on “a significant capital project plan for higher education institutions.”  Last week, it was announced by the governor’s office that they would sell MOHELA—Missouri Higher Education Loan Authority—which was begun in 1983 by the legislature to process federally funded student loans, and the organization was conceptualized as a non-profit organization.  (Only a handful of Northwest students go through MOHELA because Northwest is a direct lending institution.  Therefore, whether MOHELA goes or not, it won’t much affect Northwest students.)  The governor’s office stated that the sale of MOHELA would generate about $245 million, which would be used to fund capital projects at higher education institutions.  Much has happened since then.  Yesterday at the MOHELA board meeting, the board approved a resolution that they would sell about $2.4 billion worth of their existing portfolio—out of $5 billion—and their independent consultants told them that just by selling those assets they could generate $450 million.  This suggests that the governor’s consultant was seriously underestimating the value of MOHELA.  The Provost says that, as far as he can tell, such a sale can be done by MOHELA without the state legislature’s approval.  Therefore, if all goes well, money from that sale may be available by Fall 2006.
$100 million of that is earmarked for student scholarship endowments.  $50 million goes to endowed professorships and other things.  That leaves $300 million for capital projects.  The Provost now is trying to calculate what “our fair share” of that $300 million should be.  Taking out the University of Missouri system, there are nine 4-year institutions in the state, and the governor already has promised $95 million to the UM system, leaving $205 million to be divided among the nine remaining institutions.  The question is how that money will be divided.  Northwest’s state appropriations are about $30 million, and total state appropriations for all nine institutions is just over $600 million.  Depending on one’s preferred method of calculation, Northwest’s share of the $300 million should be somewhere between $10 and $23 million.  Now—Northwest has already been promised $11 million by the state for the Center for Excellence, so from one point of view, someone could claim that that $11 already represents Northwest’s “fair share.”  Barret Eicher asks whether that $11 million could be considered “an incubator.”  The Provost recalls that the price tag for the Ventria project, during the uncertain days of that project, got reduced from $30 to $11 million, and someone asserted—at a press conference—that that reduction represented a lowering of risk to Northwest.  The Provost disagreed.  The project as it currently stands is estimated at $4 million, which would enable Northwest to complete a building shell without fully furnishing the inside.  The Administration decided to move forward with that phase of the construction because Northwest already has crossed the cost-benefit threshold:  stopping the project would cost more than 50% of the $4 million, and Northwest would have nothing to show for it.  Since the pricetag no longer includes a 550 kilogram extraction equipment for Ventria, the final pricetag should be over $11 but significantly less than $30 million.  Therefore, the academic side of the project—the completion of the building—should happen, depending on Northwest’s actually receiving from the state the $11+ million that has been promised to us. 
L. Senate President.  Jeff Ferguson reports.  New faculty senators should be elected by March 1.  Next week, MAFS (Missouri Association of Faculty Senates) will have their spring meeting, and Jeff, Roy, and Laura Widmer will attend.
IV.  Old Business.  None.

V. New Business.   

A.  New wording for question #4 of the Faculty Evaluation survey, which is problematic when applied to online courses.  Mark Corson moves that the original question—“The instructor was accessible during office hours”—be changed to “The instructor was responsive outside of class time to requests for help.”  Discussion ensues.  Peter Kondrashov asserts, and multiple other senators agree, that the new wording is very subjective and might result in negative student responses—the new wording suggests that instructors should be available to students 24/7, and it is particularly problematic when applied to online courses.  Roy Schwartzman comments that the Assessment Committee was correct in addressing the original question but that the new wording is as problematic as the old.  Also, says Roy, “the problem lies with the answers, not with the questions,” because the existing course evaluations, due to their design, encourage “extremity bias.”  Roy asserts that more work needs to go into not just this question, but the instrument in general.  Dave McLaughlin suggests an additional option for student answers, something like NI—Not Important (to the individual student).  Scott Garten notes that the Mathematics Department includes an NA—Not Applicable—option on the questionnaire.
The Provost suggests that since so many senators today seem uncomfortable with the new wording, we should make a suggestion to the Assessment Committee as to new wording.  Mark Corson attempts to describe the process by which this new wording came about:  the Administration, personified in this case by Dave Oehler, indicated that Administration would like some validation of the new wording by Faculty Senate.  Dave McLaughlin moves that the phrase “outside of class time” be eliminated from the new wording.  The movement is seconded.  Discussion and disagreement ensues.  Tekle Wanorie asserts that, given students’ tendency to respond to survey questions based on their personal feelings toward the instructor, no wording for this question will be completely unproblematic.  Vote on the original amendment to Question 4:  18 in favor, 1 opposed, 2 abstentions.  Vote on the amended wording (Dave’s wording):  18 in favor, 2 opposed, 1 abstention.

B.  Change to the wording of Chapter 2, page 40 of the Faculty Handbook regarding Northwest faculty members running for public office.  Original wording:  “The holding of any elective full-time office in local, county, state or the federal government is…”  Suggested change:  “The holding of any elective full-time office in local, county, state (including that of representative or senator) or the federal government is…”  Move and second for approval.  Discussion ensues.  Dave McLaughlin asks why the change in wording is needed.  The Provost says that the issue is to clarify what constitutes a “full-time” elective office.  Vote:  21 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions.

C and D.  105-04-03 and 105-22-01 were sent as e-mail attachments, and many senators present do not have the proposals in front of them, so it is decided to defer consideration of these proposals until the March meeting.

E.  105-32-01.  Proposal for a Multicultural Institutional Requirement.  Dave McLaughlin moves, Peter Kondrashov seconds for approval.  Discussion ensues.  Dave says that while his Department approves the proposal, they would like an “and/or” inserted whenever “multicultural” and “diversity” appear together in the document.  Mark Corson claims that the proposal “clearly articulates” the difference between multiculturalism and diversity and asserts that both are important.  Roy asks about “the concrete implications” of possible courses between the current wording of the proposal and the proposal with the proposed change of wording.  Dave states that there is tension between the concepts of multiculturalism and diversity, that both are important, but that the change of wording would allow for more participation in this requirement.  Barret Eicher asks about the difference between Multiculturalism and Diversity, and Mark Corson repeats his assertion that the proposal defines the difference.  Carole Edmonds comments on the complexity of defining and teaching multiculturalism and diversity.  Lori Mardis asks if the inclusion of “and/or” would weaken the uniformity of what various classes would be attempting to achieve re: the proposed IR requirement.  Roy says that any course to be approved as one fulfilling an institutional requirement needs to be able to check off the specific, individual requirements as indicated in the related IR proposal.  Scott Garten asks whether a language course alone would satisfy this proposal:  Mark replies that if a language course addresses cultural elements behind the language, it may indeed satisfy the requirement.  Barret Eicher states that his Department had discussed the idea of adding IR hours at all, noting that the University a few years ago had reduced required Gen Ed hours to remain competitive with other state institutions.  Roy and Mark both comment that the original reason for reducing Gen Ed hours was spurious.  Barret also notes that his Department would like to see specific course proposals before approving the general IR proposals.  Response is that such cannot happen.  Peter Kondrashov’s department is concerned that adding IR requirements would effectively eliminate the opportunity for electives in their majors.  Roy asserts that unless a Department has specifically added required hours to majors since the 2002-2003 school year—when the Gen Ed hours were reduced—then required time to degree for a student would not be increased by the approval of these IR proposals.  Steve Ludwig comments that the earlier reduction of Gen Ed hours had provided some curricular flexibility that approval of these new IR proposals would take away.  Jamie Patton asks how these IR proposals would affect the BT (Bachelor of Technology) Gen Ed package.  Roy says that the proposal lists specific degrees that the IR proposals would impact, and the BT degree is not included.  Vote on the “and/or” amendment:  4 in favor, 8 opposed, 6 abstentions.  More discussion ensues regarding specific wording, particularly the difference between multiculturalism and diversity.  Nancy Foley and Carole Edmonds ask how course proposals could account for both.  Mark comments that the proposal does not require a specific 50/50 split between addressing multiculturalism and diversity.  Jeff comments that one of the Provost’s concerns early on in this process was that the IR proposals be designed to allow much flexibility in specific course proposals.  Barret Eicher asks for clarification on whether a specific course proposal would need to address both multiculturalism and diversity.  Mark says yes.  Vote on the proposal as originally presented:  18 in favor, 1 opposed, 2 abstentions.   Jeff says that he and Roy have been asked to include an additional cover letter with these institutional requirement proposals, for the Provost to examine before he takes the proposals to the Board of Regents.

F.  105-44-01.  Proposal for Computer Competency as an Institutional Requirement.  Roy moves, Gary Ury seconds.
Discussion ensues.  Dave McLaughlin says that his Department would like the title “Computer Competency” be changed to “Information Technology Competency” to allow a broader range of courses and content that could fulfill the requirement.  Gary Ury says that the wording and title of the proposal come directly from a University KQI.  Dave and Gary briefly discuss the difference between “information technology” and “computers.”  Dave’s point is that information technology is a broader field than specifically computers.  Mark asserts that the proposal already allows for a wide variety of courses to fulfill it, not just courses from the Department of Computer Science.  Peter Kondrashov says that his Department has expressed the same concern that Dave has communicated.  Mark calls attention to page 4 of the proposal, which specifies elements that a course must include in order to satisfy this IR, and asserts that these can be accomplished by many different courses.

Dave expresses concern that if only a single course is inserted to satisfy this IR, then all students are stuck at the same level of course, regardless of individual student needs.  Lori Mardis gives examples of how specifics named in the proposals—spreadsheets, etc.—could be covered in courses that do not come exclusively from the Department of Computer Science.

Roy reads us the specific KQI, entitled “Computer competencies.”  The KQI specifies the elements noted in the proposed IR.  Dave asserts that changing the name of the IR would not be going against the spirit of the KQI.  Steve Ludwig notes that the KQI itself probably needs changed.
Roy notes that his Department was concerned that the wording of the proposal limits the types of courses that could satisfy the IR.  His Department also was concerned that there needs to be, in the KQI, some element of reflection on the technology.
Gary Ury asserts that there is a perception in some quarters that this IR proposal is some kind of attempt just to get the Using Computers course back in the Gen Ed curriculum, but that such is not the case.  Dave asserts that he feels the wording “information technology” would be better than “computer” specifically because there are so many forms of technology that this IR could include.  Vote on amended title to “Information Technology Competency”:  18 in favor, 1 opposed, 2 abstentions.

Question is called on the amended proposal.  Vote results:  16 in favor, 4 opposed, 1 abstention.

G. Timeline for IR course proposal submissions.  Mark moves to ask the chair of DCM to discuss with us what the proposal process will include.  Greg Haddock says that he will send out an e-mail to us saying that there have been 10 course proposals submitted for institutional requirements and that DCM would like March 1 to be the deadline for proposals to be at the faculty senate office.  That would give DCM and Curriculum two weeks to deliberate on the proposals.  Dave asks how the chairs felt about this proposed timeline.  Jeff says that he expressed to the chairs at their last meeting that Senate would very much like to have the proposals before the Board of Regents at their April meeting.  Dave suggests that the deadline for proposals be moved to March 2.  Barret Eicher asks whether proposals for submissions for classes can go on at anytime, and whether the current concern with timelines is specifically for inclusion of these things in the catalog.  Dave retracts his suggestion to move the deadline to March 2.  Vote for a March 1 deadline for proposals to the Senate office:  unanimous approval.

5:31 p.m. meeting adjourned.

