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Thirty-Second Faculty Senate

Jeff Ferguson, President

Roy Schwartzman, President-elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary

Minutes

Wednesday, March. 1, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Jeff Ferguson, Mark Corson, Ernest Kramer, Steve Ludwig, Beth Goudge, Dave McLaughlin, Karen Schaffer (for Peter Kondrashov), Jamie Patton, Barret Eicher, Jacqueline Kibler, Phil Laber (for Glenn Williams), Scott Garten, Nancy Zeliff, Nancy Foley, Doug Sudhoff, Lori Mardis, Wayne Chandler, Roy Schwartzman

Guests present:  Greg Haddock, Rick Frucht

3:27, meeting begins.

I.    Unanimous approval of minutes from February’s 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. Academic Appeals..  Nancy Zeliff reports.  In January and February the committee considered three appeals, approving two.
D. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Beth Goudge reports.  The committee met on February 28,  approving six petitions.
E. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  No representative present, and no report.  [See Appendix A for minutes from Curriculum’s Feb. 27 meeting.]  

F. Assessment.  Mark Corson reports.  All personnel are now trained.  Five-year reviews are due shortly.  HPERD has decided to delay its review for a year.
G. Budget, Planning, & Development.  Steve Ludwig reports.  A subcommittee met with Dave Oehler and representatives from Faculty Welfare to review the salary matrix.
H. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.  
· A new insurance consultant has been hired, CBIZ.
· Surveys on salaries have gone out.
· The First faculty development symposium has taken place, the next will be on March 7.

· 175 out of 250 faculty members have so far replied to the faculty satisfaction survey, but Dave feels more responses will come in.  
· Dave encourages all faculty to turn in their faculty workload surveys.

· Again, each Department is encouraged to establish their own criteria for promotion, relating to the Boyer criteria.
I. Level III Committees.

· Research— Karen Schaffer reports for Peter Kondrashov.  The comm. met on Feb. 23, awarding 4 grant proposals and denying 2.  Total of 12 Applied Research projects were funded in 2005-06, totaling $40,189.  Just over $5,778 remains in the Applied Research account.  If $25,000 is received for the 2006-07 academic year, there will be $30,778 available for awards.
A total of 14 Faculty Research grants were funded in 2005-06, totaling $19,999.35.  Hopefully the funding will be at $20,000 again next year.
· Animal Welfare—Karen Schaffer reports.  Three applications involving animal research were submitted and all approved.  There have been several important physical upgrades to the animal buildings, and we now should meet all federal guidelines.
· Student-Faculty Traffic—Scott Garten reports.  There have been appeals, mostly denied.
· Access & Accommodations—Nancy Foley.  The committee is now looking at electronic accessibility and a couple of other issues.
· Designated Curriculum Committee—Greg Haddock reports.  DCM has received 14 course proposals so far to match to the Institutional Requirements that were passed by Senate last month.  The DCM will begin working on these tomorrow, March 2.  Today, March 1, was the deadline for submissions.
Also, there are two unassigned competencies in Gen Ed—A and D—and DCM has been tasked to examine these.  Freshman Seminar had removed themselves from these two competencies.  DCM hopes to have a recommendation regarding what to do about these by the end of this year.
· Institutional Review Board—Barret Eicher reports.  The members all are now certified, and the backlog of proposals is nearly cleared out.  The committee has been meeting every two weeks.
J. University Chairs.  Greg Haddock reports.  No report.
K. Provost’s Report.  The Provost is not present today.
L. Senate President.  Jeff Ferguson reports.  
· Most Departments that needed to elect new senators for next year have completed those elections, although four or five have yet to submit results.  
· Jeff provides photocopies of the electronic form for faculty to indicate their preference for next year’s committees.  The site needs to be up and running very soon, and hopefully by the Senate’s April meeting Roy Schwartzman will have a draft of next year’s committees.
· Related to the IR requirements:  DCM will be encouraged to finish their part of the process before Spring Break, so that Curriculum may meet on March 27 to review the 14 proposals (mentioned by Greg earlier).  Hopefully Senate can then look at the proposals in April and the Provost can take the approved proposals to the Regents at their April meeting.

· Faculty Committee on Rank have identified the individuals from the three colleges who are eligible to be on the ballot for next year.  There are very few, among whom is at least one female candidate.  The list has been sent to the Deans and Chairs for verification.  The ballots will be sent to each college in early April, with results due back by mid-April so that the late-April/early-May meeting of the 33rd Senate can look at those results.

· The College of Education has a speaker on campus tomorrow.  The speaker will be introduced by the Missouri Governor.  The conference starts tomorrow at 4 o’clock tomorrow in the Ballroom, says Nancy Foley, and the conference runs all day Friday as well.
IV.  Old Business.  None.

V. New Business.   

A.  Rationale for removal of faculty quotas by rank.  Senators have with them copies of the proposal.  Rick Frucht, one of the co-chairs of the subcommittee that created the document, is present today to answer questions.  [See Appendix B for the statement of rationale for removal of quotas by rank.]

· Rick now recounts the creation of this special subcommittee after, last year, the University reached the quota limit of Associate Professors.  The Provost, says Rick, now wants all the info so that he can prepare to answer any questions the Board of Regents might have. 

· Particularly, says Rick, the Provost cautioned that the Regents would be skeptical of anything that appeared to be “a diminution of the criteria” for promotion, and Rick says that the committee wanted to be very sure that there would be no such appearance.

· Rick gives credit to Carla Edwards and Mike Wilson for writing the proposal.   

· Three reasons for the elimination of the quota system:  No other school in the state has such a quota system;  in a “culture of quality,” a quota should not prevent a qualified applicant from being promoted;  and faculty denied promotion because of a quota are most likely to quit, leaving the University with the cost of hiring new faculty.

· Jeff, citing the Provost, asks for clarification of the third sentence of the proposal’s second paragraph.  Rick:  It means that people who demonstrate the quality that Northwest seeks should not be locked out of promotion by quotas.

· Rick reminds us that Northwest has historically had some difficulty with quotas:  Departments, in fact, used to have quotas, and they were done away with as being unfair to applicants for promotion.

· Dave McLaughlin adds that the seven-year “up or out” process, including faculty mentoring and the three- and five-year reviews, is structured so that by the time a faculty member reaches promotion time, he or she should be all but automatically ready for promotion.  If a faculty member gets to that point, demonstrating his or her worth, and is denied promotion, such a denial would negate with the entire seven-year process.

· Jeff asks if there is, in the proposal, any other passage about which people have questions.  He asks if the Senators are comfortable in letting the Faculty Senate Executive Committee make changes to the passage in question.  No one objects.

· Rick notes that going up for promotion & tenure is by nature a tense situation but that it becomes very tense when several people go up and find themselves competing for a limited number of slots.  Such a situation—which exists under the quota system—makes the process unfair.

· Jeff reports that the Provost wants to take today’s proposal, along with the other changes to Chapter Two of the Faculty Handbook (related to other actions taken by Senate this year), to the Regents as a package.  The Provost, says Jeff, would like to get today’s proposal approved by Senate so he can sit down with the President’s Cabinet to determine if there are any weak spots or points of opposition to it.  Jeff says the Provost probably will not take this proposal to the Regents until their May or June meeting.

· Nancy Foley moves to accept the statement, Mark Corson seconds.  Unanimous approval.

B.  105-02-01.  Mark Corson moves to group 105-02-01 through 105-02-06 for consideration as a package.  Second and unanimous approval.   Dave McLaughlin moves, Doug Sudhoff moves to approve the package.  Unanimous approval of package.

C.  105-02-07.  Motion and second to approve.  Unanimous approval.

D.  105-04-03.  Motion and second to approve.  Unanimous approval.

E.   105-22-01.  Motion and second to approve.  Unanimous approval.

Roy Schwartzman, arrived to today’s Senate meeting late from a Board of Regents meeting, says that both the Provost and Al Juhl are absent from the Senate meeting today because of their presence at the Board meeting.

3:59, meeting adjourned.

Appendix A.
Curriculum and Degree Requirements Committee

Minutes of Monday, February 27, 2006, 3:15 p.m.; Brown Hall 236

Members Present: Carole Edmonds (Chair), Christine Benson, Michael Hobbs, Melody Hubbard, Loren L. Butler, Carla Edwards, Doug Sudhoff, and Dixie Piel and Dave Oehler ((2) ex. Officio)
A. Approval of Minutes from January 23, 2006

B. Petitions: Registrar: NONE

C. DCM Report-Carla Edwards 

The Deadline for proposals is March 1, 2006. DCM will align them with the approved IRs and make recommendations to Curriculum. Curriculum Committee is still welcome to ignore those recommendations if they so choose. CC will receive ALL of the proposals, a summary of the process and criteria DCM used for their recommendations, and a list of recommended and nonrecommended courses.

DCM is also looking at the valuing component that has been dropped from freshman seminar and was tabled in DCM while they worked on the IRs.

When proposals come down the line later, they will continue to go to DCM (IR and General Education Package)

Question for DCM to discuss: If a course is both in the general education package and approved for an IR, (a course that fulfills both sets of competencies) with that one course fulfill both the gen. ed and the IR requirements, or can they only count the course for one requirement?

D. Old Business

E. Curricular Proposals:

1. Notification: 105-02-08 New Course Area Name – Career Education from Vocational Education was passed by COTE 12/8/05.

2. It was moved to approve 206-13-01 Change in Major – BFA & FA candidates in a studio area. (Approved 6-0-0)

3. It was moved to approve
206-54-01 Major Prerequisite Change – Require all students to complete both Oral Communication (29-102) and Composition (10-112 or 10-115) prior to enrolling Managerial Communication (54-310). (Approved 6-0-0)

4. It was moved to approve
206-54-02 Major Prerequisite Change – Require all students to complete both Economics I (52-150) and Economics II (52-151) prior to   enrolling in Organizational Policy & Decision Making (54-417) (Approved 6-0-0)
F. Next Meeting: March 27, 2006, 3:15 (Expect a LONG meeting)

G. Adjourn

Appendix B.

RATIONALE FOR REMOVAL OF QUOTAS BY RANK

In light of the changes in the Faculty Handbook over the past decade, especially the implementation of the “up or out” tenure review process, it is apparent that a revision in the “quota by rank” system be eliminated.  Not only will this relieve pressure that has come in the rank of Associate Professor, it will also bring Northwest into alignment with most universities across the country but also similar institutions in the state of Missouri (including Truman, CMSU, MSU, Southeast, and Missouri Western, all of which have no established quotas by rank).

However, it is important to note that only the quotas on rank should be removed.  In no way should the standards established in the Handbook be diminished.  The Culture of Quality demands quality in its instruction but it should not preclude those who demonstrate the quality we are seeking from recognition.

In looking at the university’s KQIs and University Values, this need to remove the quotas is clearly evident.  To wit:

We focus on our students and stakeholders. Limiting promotion and tenure to a certain number of individuals limits the ability of students to receive quality instruction and learning from professors who have a strong history and dedication to Northwest values and ideas. Individuals who are denied tenure and promotion due to a quota system are unlikely to stay at Northwest and will take their excellent skills and training to serve at another academic institution. 

 We are a learning organization, continually improving our University and ourselves. A constant flow of new and young talent is important to continually improve our curricula and classroom work. Yet, without mentoring and guidance of others who are able to set the standard for excellence learned through years of service and loyalty, new labor resources may prove inefficient. 

We collaborate and work together to accomplish our goals. A problematic situation arises from a quota system related to faculty morale and willingness to work collaboratively in departments and colleges. Knowing that promotion and tenure is unavailable may lead to a focus on other employment and a sense of anxiety related to promotion and tenure issues that are counterproductive. 

We are open and ethical. The ethics of a quota system are highly questionable. Many codes of ethics in the business and professional world explicitly state that promotion/ hiring practices should be performance based. A quota system does NOT ensure that the “best employees” are gaining promotion and tenure. This practice has a high likelihood of moving toward promotion/tenure of those who can wait past usual time periods (or who cannot obtain employment at other institutions). This assumption posits that students are actually harmed in the long run through a quota system that has a high likelihood of leading to long-term employment of inferior workers.    

We are leaders in our field. It would be impossible to make such a statement and justify this statement without an open system of promotion and tenure that is based on leadership and professional product rather than on quotas that cannot insure that high standards are maintained.  

Critical/Creative Thinking Competencies: Critical thinking and creative thinking have long been linked to enriched educational experiences that include expertise and quality leadership. A system based on quotas thwarts this by supporting a system based more on seniority and years in service than on competitive professional activity. Where competition is thwarted, creativity and critical thinking bend in preference for sedate and traditional thought.   

Self-Directed Learning Competencies: Students who receive services largely provided by adjunct faculty and new faculty who may never obtain promotion or tenure will be less likely to build skills that result from consistent challenges and competition in the classroom. Adjuncts and new faculty may be more susceptible to grade inflation and the need for positive student evaluations to maintain their employment.  

Competence in a Discipline: Competence in a discipline is likely related to longer-term experience and a wealth of knowledge built on years of study and self-discipline within a field of study. Newer professors bring new and cutting edge skills, but more experienced professors provide a strong classical base of knowledge providing a balance for the cutting edge and state of the art.  

Personal/Social Development and Teamwork/Team Leading Competencies: Experience and professional knowledge that leads to the rewards of promotion and tenure facilitates satisfying professional life. Teamwork in an educational situation is reliant on the transmission of consistent ideals. Failing to base promotion on adherence to these ideals may be deleterious to the transmission of those ideals across time.    

 Multicultural Competencies/Cultural Enrichment: This competency begs for support of a proposal to eliminate promotion quotas. Historically, education has not been as available to minorities and women. Setting a quota for a certain percentage of faculty to be tenured, at this point in history, would obviously lead to the door being closed on more recent hires that are more likely to be from diverse and differing cultural backgrounds.  

Likewise, there are costs to the university associated with the maintenance of a quota system. Of course, many of these assume the loss of a respected and highly qualified faculty member and subsequent replacement with another qualified faculty.   

1.
The first of these costs would be for recruitment of job candidates and the overall hiring process as senior faculty leave positions related to quota for promotion. Advertising, letters, phone calls, and campus visits would be included in a partial listing of costs. This doesn’t mention the time commitment on the part of administrators, chairpersons, clerical help, and faculty members involved to seek out qualified job applicants.

2.
Second is the issue of salary compression.  This viable argument dictates that newly employed college professors often receive salaries higher than currently employed professors. The person who is being considered for promotion has been here for several years.  Raises during that time often do not keep up with the outside competition, especially industry.  To attract a replacement to Northwest, it is very possible that the new person would have to be paid close to, if not above, the current faculty member’s salary.

3.
A third factor is harder to quantify.  If a person chooses to leave because of the quota system in rank and promotion, there may be detrimental communications about the institution. This problem may lead to higher costs in recruiting new and qualified individuals who are privy to information about an already filled quota of faculty in higher ranks. 

4.
We are engaged in quality.  A practice of failing to reward quality work through promotion sets a standard that is not in line with this value. Northwest Missouri State University has a long tradition of family relationships with faculty and staff “once a Bearcat always a Bearcat”. The practice of quotas could feasibly lead to a larger turnover in faculty and inconsistent educational experience for students. It may be quite important for some alumni to return to visit admired and respected professors, who have made an impact on the former student’s life. 

5.
Loss of institutional memory is also difficult to quantify, but is also important.  The faculty member who has been here several years knows how to work within the system to get things done. They know who people are and probably have served on committees with many colleagues from other parts of the University.  They can operate efficiently and on their own. Experienced employees may be more cost efficient than new hires. 

6.
Sixth, it is difficult to attract terminally qualified persons to Northwest in some fields.  In those cases, developing a person who has a special interest in an area is often time and cost intensive. Failing to promote this individual wastes training and professional development hours and money.   

