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Thirty-Third Faculty Senate

Mark Corson, President

Chi-Lo Lim, President-Elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary
Minutes

Wednesday, February 7, 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, Lauren Leach, Mix Fridell, Wayne Chandler, Patty Drews, Dave McLaughlin, Terry Long, Chi-Lo Lim, Doug Sudhoff, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Ernest Kramer, April Haberyan
Guests present:  Jen Vavricek
3:15 p.m., meeting begins.  

I. Motions from January 10, 2007, approved unanimously.

II. Agenda for today approved unanimously.
III. Reports.  

A. Student Senate.  No representative present, and no report.  Mark says he has “been in consultation with” a student senate representative, to discuss better representation at Faculty Senate.
B. Support Staff Council.  No representative present, and no report.  

C. Provost.   The Provost sends his regards, and he will be unable to join us today

 

D. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  The committee met twice in January, approving one petition, denying one, and refusing to hear another because of no new information.
E. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Barrett Eichler reports.  Met last on Jan 18, approving 9 and denying 2 petitions.
F. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Doug Sudhoff reports.
G. Assessment.  Nancy Foley reports. Met Jan. 17 to discuss the specifics of IR assessments, and will meet again on Feb. 14.   Five-year review training is Feb. 28.  Deadline for most recent teaching & learning grant was Feb. 2, and that subcommittee will be meeting soon.
H. Budget, Planning & Development.  Mike Wilson reports.  Comm. met on Jan. 31 to discuss the issues of academic space raised at the last senate meeting.  Mike notes that he received feedback from only three Departments regarding issues of academic space.  The committee decided that a permanent facilities committee would not be necessary.  The committee did feel, however, that a proposal be drafted to make a constitutional amendment stating that the Budget Committee should review the University master plan yearly.

The comm. did discuss part of the list given by Provost Yang and is investigating now what items have been accomplished and is looking at room utilization in various places around campus.
Next meeting is Feb. 15 at 3:30 in CH 3010.
I. Faculty Welfare.    Dave McLaughlin reports.  Met Jan. 22.  The salary compression committee met on Jan. 29—composed of the salary matrix subcommittee and members of the Budget and Welfare committees.

Only two Departments have not turned in the faculty satisfaction surveys.  (Mark now requests Dave to visit with the senators of those Departments, and Dave responds that the identities of the two specific Departments are not known.)  Dave notes that Departmental indicators are purposefully left off of the surveys.

The childcare proposal “is moving forward,” and Dave and April Haberyan will be reviewing a survey of the issue being created by a marketing class.
The rest of the committee’s time was spent on the process of rank & promotion.
Next meeting is Feb. 12.
J. Level III Committees.

1. Traffic committee.  Scott Garten reports.  The committee has met four times since the last senate meeting, denying 16 and granting 5 appeals.
K. University Chairs.  No representative present, and no report. 

L. Senate President.   Mark asks Chi-Lo Lim to brief the senate on her activities at the Missouri Association of Faculty Senates meeting.  The biggest piece of news revealed at the meeting was Bill 389:  Northwest will be getting a larger appropriaton of state funding than we had thought (4.3% increase for public four-year institutions for each of the next three years) (that’s the positive news).  The more negative news is that there is a move to place a restriction of $100 on the amount of increases available in student tuition, with a percentage penalty applied to schools that exceed that amount.  Other bills include 444, an attempt to exempt various sorts of income from income tax, and Bill 620 (ABCTE), which proposes an alternative certification for Missouri school teachers.
1. Mark now discusses the University’s plans for facilities.  Mark thanks Mike Wilson for the Budget committee’s work on this issue and asks him to consider whether the makeup of the Budget committee is appropriate to be “representative of the stakeholders.”

2. The Provost has charged Dean McAdams with creating an Academic Division Planning Committee, consisting of a rep from the Provost’s office (Renee Rohs), all the Deans, the Senate president, and Mike Wilson, head of the Budget committee.  These individuals were taken on “a grand tour of the University,” and Mark notes that the tour was informative.  For example, the Fine Arts Building has a number of health & safety and aesthetic issues that need to be addressed.  Mark now notes a number of specific issues.  The committee then saw the Mary Lin Performing Arts building, which has its own issues.  The committee will be visiting other buildings regularly over the next several Mondays.

Mark says that University, regarding space, has issues of safety, aesthetics, and other sorts.  With 25 major buildings on campus, the University has a problem because it no longer is receiving renovations money from the state.  Mark says that the committee will be trying to make the process of prioritization transparent and public.  The major difficulty will be deciding how to utilize the University’s resources.
3. Second topic:  This topic deals with the source whence Faculty Senate derives its authority.  Mark says that the Provost clarified this issue for him, and that he (Mark) feels it appropriate to clarify this for the Senators.
    The University is a semi-independent state agency—all authority in the University is vested in the Board of Regents, who delegate authority to the Chief Operating Officer, the President, who then delegates various functions to the Chief Academic Officer, the Chief Financial Officer, and so on.  The Faculty Senate do not derive our authority, then, from the Regents, but through the President and then the Provost, through the constitution.  Because of various legal cases and precedent, the Senate has authority to represent the collective will of the faculty.  
Provost Yang believes that the Senate very much needs to operate as an independent body in order to represent the will of the faculty, and he—this specific Provost—seems committed to seeing that the Senate’s positions and authorities are respected.  However, there is no guarantee that future Provosts will take that same position.  Provost Yang has assured Mark that only in very egregious cases would he overturn decisions made by committees formed from Faculty Senate.  However, legally he has no obligation to follow any suggestions or decisions that stem from Faculty Senate.  The Senate, thus, is technically an advisory body.  Even beyond the Provost, any decisions could be appealed to the President, then to the Board of Regents.


Dave McLaughlin adds that the Faculty are able to go directly to the Regents to appeal a decision made by the Provost or by the President (although Mark notes that such a move would not be particularly politically sound, probably).
IV. Old Business.  

A. Academic Space Report (see above)
B. Tenure and Promotion Process Transparency.
Laura Kukkee distributes a document draft proposal to amend Chapter 2 of the Faculty Handbook regarding transparency in the process of promotion and tenure.  She asks us now to take this document back to our respective Departments and gather feedback.  Mark now asks if there is any concern that existing committees should take a look at this draft.  Dave McLaughlin, speaking for Welfare, asks Senators to send him feedback as soon as possible so that Welfare can consider this document, also.  Dave says he has requested a meeting with the Provost and with Joe Cornelison and that this issue will likely be an agenda item.
Mark now asks Laura’s permission to forward this document to the Deans and Chairs, and Laura states no objections.

Mike asks if he, as a member of the Rank & Promotion committee, should bring this document to that body, too.

Dave says he doubts that this idea will be accepted and enacted this year.

Nancy Foley asks where Senators should send feedback from their Departments regarding this issue.  Mark asks Dave to receive that feedback.
Doug Sudhoff asks for clarification:  this document today is not a specific proposal to change the wording of the constitution—it is not an actionable item to change the constitution, but it is an actionable item to take back to academic Departments for discussion.
Ernest Kramer notes that the document’s first line says “Draft Proposal”, and Mark asks that the minutes (as he just said) clarify that this is not an actual proposal.  Patrick Immel asks if Senators could be sent this document electonically.  Mark notes that simply changing the title of the document would clarify its nature.


Mark now asks Senators if they have any feedback from their Departments on this issue (transparency in the tenure & promotion process).  Max Fridell:  Ed Leadership does have a list of concerns.  April Haberyan: No concern about transparency, but about consistency from year to year.  Lori Mardis: Concerns about providing feedback but maintaining anonymity.  Nancy Foley: Concern that people would be reluctant to serve on R& P committee if the process were completely transparent.  Idea—shorten the timeline for that part of the process.  Laura Kukkee: Discussion about the process in general.  Terry Long:  HPERD discussed the issue briefly, and Terry thinks this document will help future discussion.  Patty Drews: Most people were in favor of greater transparency.  Barrett Eichler:  Some concern—they would appreciate more transparency in general.  Wayne Chandler:  No concerns about transparency, really, but some Department members feel that the entire promotion & tenure process is at least a year too long.



C. Proposal to do away with Spring Departmental Planning and Development Days.  Motion and second to approve the proposal.  Discussion ensues.  Scott Garten notes that he hasn’t had a chance to discuss this proposal with his Department since the last Senate meeting, since they have not had a Department meeting since then.  Nancy Zeliff provides feedback from “someone who serves on the calendar committee”:  the length of the year-end break is determined by the day of the week on which July 4 falls.  The end result is that “three years, it [the year-end break] will be short, four years it will be longer.”  Various suggestions, Nancy reports, including designating one specific day for meetings.  Patty Drews says her Department likes having the opportunity to gather all the faculty together for a big meeting such as Planning & Development Days allows and they are concerned that the proposal might make it more difficult for Departments to have such meetings.  Dave states that his understanding is that the days proposed to be done away with are the first two days of meetings in the Spring semester.  Mark states that his understanding is that they are the first three days.   Clarification:  the proposal is to eliminate the first two days of meetings, not the University meeting on Friday. Question is called:  Yes:  11.   No: 7.  Abstain:  2.  The proposal passes, and Mark will take it forward to the Provost.  
V. New Business.  
A. Departmental Tenure Guidelines.  Mark says that Doug Dunham sent his Department’s guidelines for tenure & promotion and that the Senate executive committee discussed the issue.  Exec committee discussed that it would be useful to have general guidelines posted on the Faculty Senate website:  such posting would ensure transparency, and such posting would ensure that the Rank & Promotion committee would have those guidelines available as they consider the packets of applicants.  The intention now is to post Departmental guidelines on the website so that they will be available for process facilitation.  Mark asks for observations.  Much discussion ensues, among which the following points are made/issues are noted:

1. Dave reiterates that without Departmental guidelines for promotion & tenure, then any clarification or decisions about the suitability of scholarship & so forth will have to be made by the University Rank & Promotion Advisory committee, the Provost, etc.  Responding to a question from Nancy Zeliff, Mark notes that the intention now is to ensure that the committee has access to Departmental guidelines.

2. Nancy Zeliff says her Department does not wish to submit their guidelines and that two of her Department members have asserted that Chapter Two of the Faculty Handbook is “the definitive guidelines” for promotion and tenure.  Dave states that the guidelines in Chapter Two were constructed with broad enough criteria that individual Departments could fit into it what they consider to be acceptable scholarship, which varies from discipline to discipline.
3. There seems to be no concrete answer to the question of where Departmental guidelines fit into the promotion & tenure process this year.  Some faculty wish Departmental guidelines to be considered this year, and some do not.  Mark states that Senate will provide the University Rank & Promotion Advisory committee with 1) all the Departmental guidelines that we receive, and 2) Mark will pursue with the Provost clarification on the process of promotion & tenure.  
4. Mark notes that the question of where Departmental guidelines fit into the promotion & tenure process has “highlighted the disconnect” among various entities regarding the process.  The fact that many, but not all Departments have specific guidelines illustrates yet another such disconnect.  (Jeff Thornsberry says that his Department noted that the Handbook suggests that there is “an ongoing dialog” between the administration and the Department regarding criteria and asks if that dialog is happening.  No one seems quite certain how to answer that question.)
5. Mark says that hopefully next week will see posting on the website of the Departmental guidelines for promotion and tenure.  The question is asked to whom the guidelines should be sent, and the answer is that the guidelines should be sent to the Faculty Senate office.


6. Mark asks if there are any problems or objections with the idea right now, in Senate, from Departments.


7. Dave notes that these guidelines are important not only for promotion & tenure, but for the earlier, third- and fifth-year reviews.
B.  Proposal to group 106-04-01, -02, and -03.  Second and unanimous approval to group the proposals.  Motion and second to approve the group.  Unanimous approval.
C. 106-24-01.  Motion and second to approve.   Unanimous approval.
D. 106-65-02.  This proposal is challenge only.  There are no challenges.

E. 207-32-01.  Motion and second to approve.  Unanimous approval.
F. One item from the floor:  Doug Sudhoff brings up the issue of the Encore series.  Mark says that an e-mail from Dean McAdams has gone out regarding the series.  Apparently there have been discussions with various faculty members to serve on an informal committee to assist with nominations for speakers/acts to bring to the University.  However, Mark says, there is some question as to whether the Encore series is functionally curricular in nature.  However, the Distinguised Lecture series “clearly has a curricular nature,” and the faculty members on the committee are only from Arts & Sciences.  The question for the Senate, then, says Mark, is whether the Senate feels that the curricular nature of the Distinguished Lecture series makes it appropriate for Senate to provide input into the process of considering speakers for the series.  Mark says that Dean McAdams brought this question to us, concerned that the committee does not represent faculty across the University, to see if the Senate is interested in taking a more active, advisory role in the process.  Much discussion ensues, culminating with Doug motioning that the issue be tabled right now (Lauren Leach seconds the motion) and asking 
if “we’re trying to fix something that isn’t broken.”  Doug suggests that Senators asks their Departmental colleagues if they’re “disenchancted with the lecture series.”  If there is no such disenchantment, says Doug, perhaps we need take no action.  Barrett Eichler asks if Departments could simply talk collegially among themselves about broadening the representation on the committee.  Unanimous approval to table the discussion.
4:48 p.m., meeting adjourned.

