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Thirty-Second Faculty Senate

Jeff Ferguson, President

Roy Schwartzman, President-elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary

Minutes

Wednesday, April 5, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Jeff Ferguson, Steve Ludwig, Karen Schaffer (for Peter Kondrashov), Nancy Zeliff, Carole Edmonds, Mark Corson, 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), Jacqueline Kibler, Barrett Eicher, Loren Butler

Guests present:  Al Juhl, Greg Haddock

3:22, meeting begins.

I.    Unanimous approval of minutes from March 1 meeting.

II.  Removal of agenda item A under “New Business” (Rationale for Removal of Quotas by Rank—that issue was addressed in March), then unanimous approval of amended agenda.

III.  Reports
A. Student Senate.  No representative present, and no report.
B. Support Staff Council. Al Juhl reports.  
· SSC met March 14 and raised $440 by selling raffle tickets for two to the Centennial Gala, $300 going to the American Dream Grant and $140 to the Support Staff Scholarship (Susan Colt, secretary for the Department of Agriculture, won the tickets). 
· The annual staff satisfaction survey was conducted March 17. 
· The SSC voted to maintain the dual print-and-online version of the Support Staff Newsletter.
· Representative Hargin, of Campus Safety, proposed an SSC-sponsored safe house program within the Maryville city limits for University students and community members:  SSC woud sell windows signs to indicate a safe house, and revenue from sign sales would finance the scholarship fund.  The proposal is still under consideration.  
· Next SSC meeting will be April 11.
C. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  No meeting since last month’s report.
D. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Beth Goudge reports.  The Admissions & Advanced Standing Committee met Tuesday, March 14th.  Twenty one petitions were addressed with 17 approved and 4 denied.  Beth notes that at this time of year, an increasing number of students are requesting to walk early (graduate).
E. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Carole Edmonds reports.  CDR considered and passed five proposals.  CDR passed all proposals for courses fufilling Instituational Requirements.

F. Assessment.  Mark Corson reports.  No meeting since last month’s report.
G. Budget, Planning, & Development.  Steve Ludwig reports.  No report.
H. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.  The comm. met March 14.
· Dave passes around a copy of the results of this year’s Faculty Satisfaction Survey.
· The comm has begun two projects that will continue into next year:  an effort to establish a daycare facility on campus, and an initiative for Faculty Welfare to study the problem of salary compression.
· Analysis continues of the recent Faculty Workload survey.

· Faculty Welfare passed a resolution they’d like Senate to consider:  Proposal for a Senate Resolution that would offer free parking to University staff (not faculty—staff), with the justification that since parking permits now cost the same to both staff and faculty, that cost “takes a bigger bite” from staff salaries than from faculty.  Discussion ensues, in which several senators ask about the financial impact on the University of this resolution, and of the Administration’s willingness to support it.  Doug Sudhoff suggests calculating how much the proposal would cost and the degree to which faculty and student parking fees would need to be raised in order to support it.  Suggestions put forth to make the proposal more palatable to the Administration include increasing parking fees for faculty, calculating parking fees individually for faculty and staff based on income, implementation of a multi-tired parking cost structure, and more rigid enforcement of current parking regulations (especially behind Colden Hall).  Dave states that FW is going to investigate the potential fiscal impact of the various possible proposals.
· Mark Corson and Lori Mardis both note that parking fees were raised recently ostensibly to pay for the construction of new parking facilities, but that there has been no indication that parking fees will be reduced once those facilities have been paid for.  How long will have to keep paying for those facilities?

· There is a motion and second to move consideration of this issue to the Thirty-Third Senate.  Unanimous approval.
I. Level III Committees.

· Student-Faculty Traffic—Scott Garten reports.  28 appeals, including 27 denials and 1 approval.
· Designated Curriculum Committee—Greg Haddock reports.  DCM is putting together talking points for the Provost to consider before he takes the Institutional Requirements and related course proposals before the Regents later this spring or summer.  DCM also is drafting a proposal to merge the two “valuing” components that Freshman Seminar no longer explicitly addresses.
· One-Time Course Committee—Roy reports.  The committee approved four one-time courses.
J. University Chairs.  Greg Haddock reports again.  The Chairs meet again on April 6, when they will be considering issues including 1 ½ hour MWF classes;  final exam scheduling (especially the 7:30 a.m. final this semester for 10 a.m. MWF classes);  and the issue of advisors’ overriding course prerequisties for courses in other Departments.  Apparently there has been a suggestion that General Registration be moved from Saturday to Friday 2-4 p.m.  Also, some departments next year may be participating in a pilot program for the use of a plagiarism software program located at www.turnitin.com.

Nancy Zeliff requests that Greg stay for the ensuing discussion today of the IR course proposals.  The motion receives a second, then  unanimous approval.
K. Provost’s Report.  The Provost is not present today, but he requested that Jeff and Roy inform us of Bill 1865, currently before the Missouri House of Representatives, directly affecting the funding of higher education in the state.  The Provost feels that the bill would have an adverse effect on funding.  Jeff distributes a copy of the Provost’s letter to the MO House and encourages Senators to think carefully about this issue and discuss it with our Departments.
L. Senate President.  Jeff Ferguson reports.  Jeff distributes certificates and plaques of appreciation to the Senators and members of the Executive Committee, respectively.  Roy then presents a gift of appreciation to Jeff.  Jeff thanks the entire Senate for serving during “a hard, long year.”
IV.  Old Business.  None.

V. New Business.   

New Business today primarily concerns course proposals for the recently Senate-approved Institutional Requirements of Multiculturalism/Diversity and Information Technology.  There is initially a significant amount of confusion because many of the proposals included in the pre-meeting materials distributed to Senators are not in final form and/or do not include syllabi.  This situation is attributed to confusion and/or error within the Faculty Senate Office.  During discussion of proposal 105-10-02, because a number of proposals were sent back to their authors for revisions and/or clarifications requested by DCM, and because the Curriculum Committee ultimately approved the amended proposals, the sentiment today is that the Senate cannot fairly or accurately weigh the merits of any proposal that is not before us in its final form.  Therefore, it is decided to table consideration of any proposal that is not present today in its final form, and to hold another Senate meeting next Wednesday, April 12, to consider those proposals.  Motion and second to hold the Senate meeting next week, approved 17-0-0.

Ultimately, the following seven proposals are tabled until next week:

105-10-02

105-32-02

206-61-08

206-19-02

206-40-01

206-61-09

206-63-01

Jeff distributes a sketch of the recently passed Institutional Requirements content, including some additional considerations relevant to approval of course proposals to fulfill the IR’s.
  These considerations include IR’s not increasing total hours required for students to graduate, students’ not being required to take additional IR courses as a result of changing majors, and the desire for students to have a variety of choices that would fulfill each IR.

Nancy Foley requests that the Senate discuss the difficulties with Banner;  Jeff agrees to consider that issue after we’ve considered the specific course proposals before us today.

Jeff urges us to consider each item today individually, rather than grouping any of them.

Jeff briefly explains the process by which these proposals have come before us today:  DCM reviewed all the proposals, making suggestions for revisions to the authors of proposals not initially approved, then passed the results to Curriculum.  Authors of proposals, says Jeff, have been invited to appear today if they desired to defend their their proposals.  Nancy Zeliff requests that the DCM chair share that information today with the Senators. 

Dave notes that he feels unable to vote for approval of any proposal that does not include a syllabus.  Discussion regarding whether or not syllabi were or should have been required to accompany the proposals.  Greg clarifies that at the February meeting of Faculty Senate, DCM was instructed to put out a call for IR course proposals, and that the call for proposals that DCM wrote specifically asked for a syllabus for each proposal.

Regarding proposal 206-14-01, Roy clarifies the nature of the proposal—it involves “placeholder” courses for language courses other than Spanish or French that were transferred into NWMSU.


Nancy moves, and Dave seconds, that we consider all the IR proposals before considering those proposals not concerned with the IR’s.  Motion approved, and the meeting’s scheduled agenda thus modified.  The proposals are considered in the following order:

105-10-01. Motion and second for approval.  Nancy Zeliff notes it was recommended by DCM and Curriculum and also is accompanied by a syllabus, so that evidently it “showed worth.”  Vote:  19-0-0.  Proposal approved.

105-10-02. After much discussion, there is motion and second to table the proposal.  19-0-0.  Proposal tabled.

105-14-01. Motion and second to consider.  Roy notes that the problem with the original proposal was that DCM received every other page of the proposal, due to a problem with copying.  The proposal we have before us today is the final version that Curriculum approved.  Question is called.  18-0-1, proposal approved.

105-20-25. Motion and second to approve.  Discussion: Nancy Zeliff notes that she doesn’t think that the fact that a course may once have been considered as appropriate to fulfilling a multicultural IR is an acceptable justification for approval of a course.  Greg notes that the proposal and syllabus contain more justification than just that mentioned by Nancy.  Question is called.  19-0-0, proposal approved.

206-26-02. Motion and second to approve.  19-0-0, proposal approved.

105-29-01. Motion and second to approve.  Nancy Zeliff again notes that just because this course was part of the Multiculturalism requirement in an earlier time, the proposal does not automatically deserve approval.  Question is called.  19-0-0, proposal approved.

105-32-02. Motion and second to table, vote 18-1-0.  With approval of the other Senators present, the Senator who opposed the tabling changes his vote to “approve.”  Final vote 19-0-0, proposal tabled.

105-45-01. Motion and second to approve.  Discussion ensues as to the rigor of the proposed course.  The assertion is made that the word “leisure” in the course’s title may have led some faculty to assume the course would not be rigorous.  Two Senators assert that the course appears more rigorous than some others proposed today.  Question is called.   17-1-1, proposal approved.

206-61-08. Motion and second to table.  18-0-1, proposal tabled.

206-14-01. This proposal did not pass Curriculum Committee, so the Senators do not act on it today.

206-19-02. Motion and second to table.  19-0-0, proposal tabled.

206-26-01. Nancy Zeliff asserts that while her Department “in no way” feels that they “should be the only deliverer of an informational technology course in this day and age,” her Department has concerns that the present proposal lacks rigor and “dedicated computer time” necessary for students to develop appropriate levels of technological skill.  She also indicates concern with other content in the proposal’s syllabus, concern centering on software and “proprietary” websites.  Dave suggests that Nancy contact the proposal’s author for more information about these issues.  Dave asserts that students should understand not only the mechanical skills involved in using technology, but also the cultural context of that technology, which this proposal stresses.  Lori Mardis notes that the IR to which this proposal responds does not specify the ratio of technical skills to cultural information that a course should cover.  Question is called.  13-1-4, proposal approved.

(NOTE:  Because of the length of the meeting, some Senators had to leave early or step out of the meeting temporarily.)

105-27-01. Motion and second to approve.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-40-01. Motion and and second to table.  17-0-0, proposal tabled. 

105-44-02. Motion and second to approve.  17-0-1, proposal approved.

206-61-09. Motion and second to table.  Nancy Zeliff says that this proposal was passed by COTE but not unanimously.  16-0-0, proposal tabled.

206-63-01. Motion and second to table.  17-1-0, proposal tabled.  Doug Sudhoff suggests that the authors of proposals being tabled today be told that the proposals have been tabled and will be considered next week.

105-02-08. Motion and second for approval.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-010-01. Motion and second for approval.  Barrett Eicher points out that there is a page missing from the course content description.  The missing page, however, is not directly relevant to the proposal.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-013-01. Motion and second for approval.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-022-01. Motion and second for approval.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-022-02. Motion and second for approval.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-044-01. Motion and second for approval.  Nancy Zeliff asks whether this proposal has been approved by Graduate Council, and then cautions the Faculty Senate support staff to be more careful in their photocopying.  18-0-0, proposal approved.

206-045-01 and 206-45-02.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval to group 206-45-01 and –02.   Motion and second to approve the group.  18-0-0, proposals approved.

206-54-02 and 206-54-02.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval to group 206-54-01 and –02.  Karen Shaffer asks if Faculty Senate even needs to see these proposals, since they’re only for prerequisite courses.  Wayne Chandler asks if Senate today is setting “an inconvenient precedent” by voting on these approvals.  Dave recommends that we send these proposals back to the originating Departments, saying that they don’t need to send such proposals to Senate.  Tekle Wanorie asserts that Senate approval of these proposals is necessary because they involve courses beyond the Department from which the proposals originate.  18-0-0, proposals approved.

Nancy Foley having left already, the Senate does not now discuss the Banner difficulties in enforcing prerequistes.

5:40, meeting adjourned.

