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Thirty-Second Faculty Senate

Jeff Ferguson, President

Roy Schwartzman, President-elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary

Minutes

Wednesday, April 12, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Jeff Ferguson, Stephen Ludwig, Peter Kondrashov, Ernest Ferguson (for Nancy Zeliff), Carole Edmonds, Mark Corson, Doug Sudhoff, Ernest Kramer, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Wayne Chandler, Jamie Patton, Roy Schwartzman, Nancy Foley, Beth Goudge, Tom Spencer (for Dave McLaughlin), T.O. Wanorie (for Chi-Lo Lim), Melinda Russell-Stamp (for Jacqueline Kibler), Barret Eichler, Loren Butler

Guests present:  Christine Benson

3:21 p.m., meeting begins.

I.    Unanimous approval of minutes from April 5, 2006 meeting. 

II.    Unanimous approval of today’s agenda.
III.  Old Business.  

A. 105-10-02.  Motion and second to approve.  Question is called.  17-1-0.  Proposal approved.

B. 206-19-02.  Motion and second to approve.  Question is called.  18-0-0.  Proposal approved.

C. 105-32-02.  Motion and second to approve.  Question is called.  18-0-0.  Proposal approved.

D. 206-40-01.  Motion and second to approve.  Christine Benson addresses emendation requested to the proposal by the Curriculum Committee.  The Department clarified the wording dealing with prerequisites called for in the syllabus.

· Lori Mardis asks how the Banner system will deal with the word “prerequisites” required in the syllabus.  Answer (from several Senators) is that Banner will cause problems because of the word “prerequisites.”

· Wayne Chandler expresses discontent that the limitations of the Banner system necessitate such extensive wordsmithing of this proposal, and Roy Schwartzman clarifies that the Banner system is not to blame, but the particular programming.

· Motion and second to change the word “prerequisite” in the proposal to “recommend.”  Motion passes, 18-0-0.  Ernest Ferguson asks if Computer Services has been notified about the increase in calls to the help desk that this course, with its lab component, will cause.  The comment is made that several of the proposals recently passed will result in increased, similar demands.

· Question called.  18-1-0.  Proposal approved.

E. 206-61-08.  Jeff distributes the latest version of this proposal, which includes a syllabus.  Loren Butler notes the Curriculum Committee’s earlier concern that this course be changed from a 500-level to a 200-level.  Question is called.  16-3-0.  Proposal approved.

F. 206-61-09.  Jeff distributes the latest version of this proposal, too.  Motion and second to approve.  Ernest Ferguson expresses concerns that this course, directed specifically at Educational Leadership majors, might not result in competencies that will serve for other majors, the competencies specified in the IR proposal.  This concern leads to a rather prolonged discussion centering on Senators’ concerns that discipline-specific IR courses not require a student to take a second course for the same IR if that student switches majors.

· Carole Edmonds and Loren Butler both state that their understanding is that any IR course will fulfill the IR requirement for all majors, and that if a student, having already taken an IR course, changes majors and finds that the new major prefers a more discipline-specific IR course, the student nonetheless will not have to take that new major’s preferred IR course.  However, the student will still need to pick up the other, non-IR, discipline-specific skills that the new major’s preferred IR course would have communicated.  This discipline-specific content will need to come from other courses in the new major.

· More discussion ensues, including the question of how courses in the two IR areas will be assessed, to ensure that students will, in fact, be gaining the competencies required/specified by the IR proposal.  The question facing us now is:  Who will oversee the material of these courses?  Who will do the assessing?  In response to Ernest Ferguson, Jeff says that an assessment system for the IR courses will need to be created.  Doug Sudhoff comments that the assessment will need to address “baseline competencies.”

· Question is called.  15-3-1.  Proposal approved.

G. 206-63-01.  Motion and second to approve.  Mark Corson asks Carole Edmonds for a summary of what Education courses are targeted for whom within the College of Education.  Christine Benson responds that one is geared for Secondary and Middle School, and the other for Elementary and Curriculum & Instruction but will be open to anyone from any discipline.  Question is called.  16-2-1.  Proposal approved.

Doug Sudhoff, referring to questions he fielded from colleagues following last week’s Senate meeting, stresses the importance of we as Senators communicating accurately and completely to our colleagues what is happening in Senate.

Ernest Ferguson notes now that although he has voted against multiple proposals today, he is willing to work with colleagues who may wish to become more informed about specific issues/problems that have been noted in proposals today.

IV. New Business.   Registration concerns related to Banner.  Nancy Foley last week raised concerns that her Department (and others) have because the Banner software is causing much difficulty during registration, regarding prerequisite courses.

Jeff says that he discussed this situation with Linda Gerard, the Registrar, during this past week.  Linda noted that it was Faculty concerns that led to the implementation of the prerequisite limits—keeping students out of courses for which they haven’t yet taken the prerequisite course(s)—within the Banner system, a year or so ago.  We have three options now to deal with our current situation: 

· The current parameters of the Banner system can be retained, and students who wish to take a course for which there is/has been confusion regarding the prerequisite will need to complete a Drop/Add form with a statement on the form waiving the prerequisite.  This is what we have been doing this term.

· The subprogram in Banner that looks for prerequisites can be turned off, which means that advisors and instructors will have to be vigilant in making sure that students have completed prerequisites.  Whether a student can take a course without having completed a prerequisite, or concurrently with the prerequisite course, will be left to the instructor, chair, etc.

· A form could be created that students and faculty would fill out at the time of registration.  This form would need to be given to the Office of the Registrar to complete enrollment.

Steve Ludwig comments that prerequisites are being flagged now, in the system, that were not being flagged last Fall, and that consequently we are having more difficulties in registration now than last Fall.

Nancy Foley asserts that the “bigger issue” in this situation is that the “tail is wagging the dog,” that the system is driving how we approach registration, that we’re unable to do everything on the Banner system that we could do on the previous system despite the fact that we’re now into the sixth semester of using the Banner system.

Tekle Wanorie notes that, since we have gotten more or less used to the new system despite its flaws, our going back to an older version of general registration would be impractical.  He says that he would rather handle manually the specific problems that we have now rather than reject the entire automated system.

Lori Mardis notes that the options listed above amount to, essentially, “turn it on or turn it off” and asserts that there should be another option:  to fix the problems within the system.  Lori asks now whether there is a way to refine the current system, and whether there is a technology committee or something to do this.  Roy responds that the Educational Technology committee is relevant to this issue and reminds us again that Faculty Senate was the driving force behind the implementation of the prerequisites in Banner.

Jeff notes that there should indeed be a way to fix the problem.  If a recommendation comes from Senate and from Deans’ Council, that should empower the Educational Technology committee to pursue options for fixing this situation.

Roy notes that many other universities deal or have dealt with this same system and these same issues and that we should be able to study how other institutions have responded.

Ernest Ferguson says that the system itself is not the problem, but the programming of that system.  To implement big changes to the system such as we are discussing today might take a full year.

Jeff suggests that we collect concerns over this issue, bring those concerns to the Senate, and act from that point.

Motion and second to direct the Educational Technology committee to gather information related to concerns over Banner and bring results and recommendations back to Senate.   19-0-0.  Motion approved.

Jeff reminds those Senators on the 33rd Faculty Senate that the initial meeting will be next Wednesday.  Roy states that the “basic charge” of the 33rd senate next week will be to elect officers, and he clarifies that while he will be putting forth nominations, nominations from the floor of the Senate always are welcome.

Roy mentions too that he has accepted a position at the University of North Carolina at Greensborough for next year, which means that the designated President-Elect of the 33rd Senate will become the President of the Senate as soon as Roy, the President, leaves.  Roy says that if Senators are considering nominating someone for President-Elect, the nominee must have served on Senate previously, must meet all formal eligibility requirements, and that—informally—it would be good if the person has tenure so that he or she can more aggressively work for the faculty.

Next year, as soon as the person who is elected to be President-Elect becomes President, he or she will select the new President-Elect.

The first meeting of the 33rd Senate will be April 19.

4:34, meeting adjourned.
Appendix:

Subcommittee on Designated Curriculum Matters

2005-2006 End-of-year Report

Members: Douglas Dunham Ernie Ferguson, Richard Fulton, Carla Edwards, Lauren Leach William Richardson, William Waters, Michael Wilson, and Gregory Haddock (chair)

The subcommittee met 16 times this academic year.  Key accomplishments include:

· Evaluating 8 institutional requirement proposals.  This includes revisions with the original authors.  From these, two proposals were forwarded to the Curriculum and Degree Requirements committee.

· Participated in the Senate Assembly on General Education meetings (on November 8 and 9, 2005).  Members of DCM served as panel discussants.

· Evaluated 17 course proposals for institutional requirements in Information Technology and Multiculturalism/Diversity.

· Prepared talking points / fact sheet for senate leadership to present institutional requirements issue before the Board of Regents.

· Proposed changing the general education competencies in Valuing by merging “A” and “D” together.  The new competency could now read.

Competency A – Students will recognize and analyze values (especially moral and ethical) of a diverse society.
