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Thirty-Third Faculty Senate

Mark Corson, President

Chi-Lo Lim, President-Elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary
Minutes

Wednesday, October 4, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Mark Corson, Steve Ludwig (for Mike Wilson), Tom Zweifel (for Jamie Patton), Laura Kukkee, Jeff Thornsberry, Barrett Eichler, Patrick Immel, Nancy Zeliff, Nancy Foley, Sheila Brookes, Carole Edmonds, Wayne Chandler, Patty Drews, Dave McLaughlin, Terry Long, Doug Sudhoff, Frank Baudino (for Lori Mardis), Scott Garten, Ernest Kramer, Jacqueline Kibler

Guests present: Provost Kichoon Yang, Support Staff President Zylpha Duffy, Jen Vavricek, Scarlet Casey   [Thank-you to Jen and Scarlet for help with the minutes this week!]

3:17 p.m., meeting begins.

I.     Approval of minutes from September 6 meeting.

II.   Approval of today’s agenda.

III.  Approval of personnel changes to the Animal Welfare Committee.

IV.   Reports.  

A. Student Senate.  No representative present, and no report.

B. Support Staff Council.  Zylpha Duffy reports.  Discussion of various programs and fundraising that the SSC is involved in right now.

C. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  No meeting since last Senate meeting.

D. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Committee met on September 14, considering and approving 3 petitions.

E. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Doug Sudhoff reports. Committee has received 8 proposals that will be distributed and then considered on Monday (October 9).

Mark notes that Senate agendas, minutes, etc. will now be sent to everyone via e-mail and online rather than in hardcopy.

F. Assessment.  Nancy Foley reports.  [See Appendix A]
G. Budget.  Steve Ludwig reports for Mike Wilson.  Comm. will be working on salary compression, and the subcommittee for that task has been formed.

H. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.

· Met on Sept. 11 and talked about the Faculty Satisfaction Survey.  The comm. was concerned that no one had spoken with the University Administration regarding the survey results.  A meeting soon will take place with the President, the Provost, and Mark to discuss those results.  Mark says that the survey results will be placed on the website.


· The comm. is still working on the proposal for graduated parking rates, gathering data on the number of parking permits for each level of employee (faculty, staff, administration) and what must be done to satisfy the bonding companies from whom the University borrowed the money to build the parking lots.

· The proposal to bring childcare services to faculty and staff is still being worked on.  Hopefully the project will commence relatively soon.  Kawasaki seems interested in helping with funding.


· Welfare members met with Budget to discuss salary compression, which will be a major concern for the Welfare as well as the Budget Committee.

· Proposed development plan for non-tenure track faculty. [See Appendix B.] The Provost has suggested wider publication of the proposed plan, and Dave will meet with the chairs and deans soon to discuss faculty satisfaction survey results and the NTT faculty development proposal.  There is a concern with avoiding any legal complications that could arise from people assuming more than is specified in the actual plan.  Dave now asks the Senators to take this plan back to their respective Departments to discuss and gather feedback.  If Departments would like Dave to come and address them regarding the plan, he will be happy to do so.

· Mark Corson notes that the Provost has “clearly articulated” that he is looking for “the collective wisdom of the faculty,” which is ostensibly collected through Faculty Senate.  Therefore, Mark reminds us, the Senators are responsible for bringing information from and representing their Departments as well as keeping the Departments informed about developments in Senate.  The NTT faculty development proposal already has been passed by Faculty Senate, but the Provost felt that the faculty as whole had not been sufficiently informed. Before taking the proposal forward, the Provost needs to know that it does, indeed, reflect “the collective wisdom of the faculty.”

I. Level III Committees.

· Traffic.  Scott Garten reports.  Committee met recently and considered 39 proposals, accepting 2 and denying 37.

· Institutional Review Board.  Brief report, no problems so far.

J. University Chairs.  No representative present, and no report.

K. Provost.  

· The Provost comments, regarding what Mark said a few minutes ago, that the role and work of the Faculty Senators is a “visible and significant instance of shared governance.”  Two primary trends of today’s academia are of privatization (“increased emphasis on the ‘private good’ rationale over the ‘public good’ rational of higher education”) and commoditization (increased emphasis on professional over liberal education).  These two trends, combined with external factors such as economics etc., represent a potential to undermine the concept of shared governance in academia and, therefore, the “long-term health of the academy itself.”  Faculty Senators’ work is important because it is, in fact, a visible example of shared governance, and also because such work contains a “significant interpretive dimension” rather than simply a reporting of simple, objective facts, meaning that a Senator must frequently interpret academic policies etc. “while keeping in mind meta-principles” such as fairness, excellence, and the importance of arriving at “fair and reasoned” decisions.

· Tuition Exchange Program.  Last week, the University’s application to become a member of the national Tuition Exchange Program was approved by the Program’s national office.  The Provost’s office will administer the program, and Renee Rohs has been designated as the liaison.  Membership in the Program means that “a small number of eligible dependents of Northwest employees—be they faculty or staff—can enroll in” another institution while paying Northwest in-state tuition.  The number of students Northwest can “export” in this arrangement is expected to be balanced by the number of students it “imports,” although there is an initial, multi-year “grace period.”

· Edenspace update.  Bruce Ferguson, CEO of Edenspace, a private company specializing in “the development of…ethanol” (among other things), visited the campus and toured the Center of Excellence building on August 31.  Afterward, in mid-September, he requested proposals for Edenspace company relocation.  The due date for proposal submission is October 12.  The President’s office has been working on this issue.

Dave McLaughlin asks about the possibility of going to another agency other than MOHELA for funding.  The Provost says that, “given the uncertainty, including when the MOHELA funding might become available, the University is pursuing alternative funding options.”

L. Senate President. 

· Mark, Dave, and the Provost met last week (of Sept. 24) to discuss the issues Dave mentioned earlier, and will meet with him later to discuss assessment.  

· Mark, Dave, the Provost, and Nancy Foley will meet with the President soon to discuss the Faculty Satisfaction Survey.  

· Next week (of Oct. 8), Mark will go the Missouri Association of Faculty Senates and present a short report on things that our Senate has accomplished recently, including the abolishing of the quota system and the enactment of institutional requirements.
Dave asks Mark to encourage the MAFS members to take part in the survey that Terry Coalter has sent out concerning workload.

V.  Old Business.  None.

VI.  New Business.

A. 
Mark hopes soon—perhaps before the next Senate meeting—to have a curriculum proposal tracking system on the web, which will be updated on “close to a daily basis.”  This system should not only keep track of precisely where a proposal is in the process, but should indicate where (to what committees) and when the proposal will be going in future.  Hopefully this tracking system will enable proposals to be processed in a much more timely fashion.

B. Missouri Association of Faculty Senate Voting Delegates (Primary and Alternate).  Motion and second to make Mark our Primary delegate, and Chi-Lo Lim the Alternate.  Unanimous approval

C. University Emergency Plan Orientation.  Mark has requested a 15-minute presentation on the Emergency Plan.   Clarence Greene will, at the November Senate meeting, demonstrate this presentation, and all senators will be given a copy of the presentation so that they can, during their respective Department meetings, present the plan to their constituents.  Hopefully, in this way, most of the University can have at least a rudimentary understanding of the Emergency Plan, a plan that covers a wide array of possible emergencies, from the death of a student to power plant failure and so forth.

D. Emergency Instructional Delivery working group for Pandemic Planning.  The Provost has asked Mark to represent the academic side of the University on this group, whose charge is to develop a plan for coping with a potential pandemic.  Significant points from the discussion include the following:

· Mark clarifies that “pandemic” does not indicate a short-term inconvenience, but rather a long term (multi-year), serious problem, such as the 1918 influenza epidemic, involving high numbers of deaths at all levels:  students, staff, faculty.

· Mark clarifies that the mandate now from the Provost is to have at least some broad discussions about how to proceed in the event of a pandemic or other emergency that would necessitate emergency instructional delivery.

· The University currently has no plan at all for emergency instructional delivery.

· Mark says that while the situation is not pressing at this moment, the CDC (Center for Disease Control) looks every month at the status of avian flu on the planet.  When human-human infection arises, especially in North America, the situation will immediately become urgent.

· Dave comments that devastating tornadoes, a nuclear meltdown at Brownsville, and so forth would require very immediate response, but that some other, more distant emergencies might not be quite so urgent.  Therefore, he suggests that we not invest too many resources in this issue at this point.

· Mark responds that while he doesn’t want to invest a tremendous amount of resources in preparing for something that might never happen, he does believe that the more prepared we are in case of such an emergency, the more resilient we will be.

· Mark now asks for input, either now or via e-mail, concerning the best mechanism to study the situation and make recommendations for emergency instructional emergency.  Should a standing committee be created?  A subcommittee?  An ad-hoc committee?  Dave comments that the committee perhaps will have to be ad-hoc since it involves more than just the faculty.

· Mark says that other committees are investigating other aspects of planning for large-scale emergencies and that the pandemic committee’s job will be to flesh out the plans and combine them into a single, coherent plan.

· Mark again notes that, at present, we lack knowledge of best practice on this issue, and he asks for any thoughts on the best way to have this discussion.  Mark asks the Senators to contemplate this issue and to send him a brief e-mail—perhaps after consultation with colleagues—with any thoughts on this issue.

E. Mark asks Pat Immel about the recent survey to gather faculty input regarding CATPaws (the Banner system).  Pat says that he received much helpful, constructive input, which should illustrate that the faculty do, indeed, have some serious concerns with the system.

4:18 p.m., meeting adjourned.
Appendix A:

Assessment Committee Report to Faculty Senate 

Nancy Foley, Chair

The Assessment Committee met Sept. 27, 2006, and considered the following items:

1. Improvement of Teaching & Learning Grants

a. Funds available: $26, 197.50 

b. Greg Haddock will chair this subcommittee

c. He will determine appropriate representation & contact people to serve

d. ITL proposals should be sent to Greg

2. 5-year Reviews

a. 3 for 2006-07

b. 2 carried over from last year

c. Review activities will occur in Spring 2007

3. Institutional Requirements: Information Technology & Multiculturalism Assessment of Outcomes

a. Courses addressing Institutional Requirements were approved by Board of Regents with the understanding that assessments outcomes would be determined

b. Determine assessment procedures & methods in each course that address IR competencies

c. Nancy Foley, Dave Oehler, Renee Rohs will develop a matrix and letter to be sent to all department chairs & IR course proposal authors 

d. Compile information & determine campus-wide assessment method & process for IRs
Appendix B:

CHANGES TO THE NON-TENURE TRACK CONTRACT TERMS

SECTION V.B. OF CHAPTER 2

Section V.B of the Faculty Handbook would be reworded to read as follows:

A non-tenure track contract is offered initially for a period of one year.  Subsequent non-tenure contracts will be two-year contracts offered at the end of each contract period.  Notification of Non-renewal of a contract shall be given in writing on or before March 1.  Appointments to positions and promises concerning future appointments, salary increases, et cetera, are authoritative only when made in writing and executed by the Provost and subject to the approval of the President and the Board of Regents.  Time accrued on a non-tenure contract does not count towards tenure, although such credit may be given if agreed to in writing and approved by the Board of Regents.

Proposed Development Plan: Non-Tenure Track Faculty

This proposal applies only to non-tenure track faculty as defined in the Faculty Handbook.  The proposal was passed on 18 April 2005 by the Faculty Welfare Committee and by the Faculty Senate on 7 December 2005.

RECRUITING

1. A clear definition of the rights and responsibilities of non-tenure track faculty at Northwest Missouri State University.

2. Communication with the applicant as to the career possibilities at Northwest.

HIRING

1. A written contract clearly identifying the rights and responsibilities of the non-tenure track faculty.

2. A commitment on the part of the university to a continual dialogue about career development with all non-tenure track faculty.

3. All no-tenure track faculty shall be hired as ranked faculty.

CAREER DEVELOPMENT

1. Mentors assigned to all new non-tenure track faculty.

2. After a one-year probationary period, issuance of rolling two-year contracts.

3. A salary scale based on years of service and guided by the College and University Personnel Association code.

4. Recognition for contributions made to the department—e.g. workload

5. University support for pursuit of a terminal degree meeting the same certification requirements as recognized by the University.

6. A clear set of departmental guidelines for the one-time promotion to assistant professor.

7. Guidelines in accord with the University requirements for promotion as reported in Chapter 2 of the Faculty Handbook.

8. An effort to move non-tenure track positions to tenure-track when the faculty member meets the requirements for tenure track—i.e. completion of terminal degree.

Note:  the above set of recommendations was developed from non-tenure track and tenure track faculty input.  This input was generated from focus group discussions held in March 2005, and from discussion in the Faculty Senate Executive Committee and Faculty Senate.
