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Thirty-Third Faculty Senate

Mark Corson, President

Chi-Lo Lim, President-Elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary
Minutes

Wednesday, Nov. 1, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Mark Corson, Mike Wilson, Jamie Patton, Laura Kukkee, Jeff Thornsberry, Barrett Eichler, Patrick Immel, Ernest Ferguson (for Nancy Zeliff), Caroline Clark (for Nancy Foley), Sheila Brookes, Carole Edmonds, Wayne Chandler, Patty Drews, Dave McLaughlin, Terry Long, Chi-Lo Lim, Doug Sudhoff, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Ernest Kramer, Jacqueline Kibler

Guests present: Clarence Green, Provost Kichoon Yang, April Haberyan, Michael Hobbs, Nancy Mayer, April Haberyan, Jen Vavricek, Scarlet Casey
3:17  p.m., meeting begins.  Mark notes that he delivered today’s agenda and last month’s minutes electronically and that the Faculty Senate office assistants, Jen Vavricek and Scarlet Casey, delivered the curriculum proposals by hand.

I. Approval of minutes from October 4 meeting.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval.
II. Approval of today’s agenda.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval.  Mark then requests and receives general permission to move the Provost’s report to the start of the meeting.  (See Section IV.C. for the Provost’s report.)
III. Emergency Plan Briefing.  Campus Safety Director Clarence Greene is present today to discuss with us the University’s Emergency Operation Plan.  Senators are given handout items and shown a PowerPoint presentation to accompany Director Greene’s talk.  (Much of the language describing the plan in general, below, is taken from the PowerPoint presentation.)

A. The University’s plan, which “is tied to State, Regional, County, and [the] City of Maryville’s Emergency Operations Plan,” is based on four phases of emergency management:  Preparedness, Response, Recovery, and Mitigation.

B. Preparedness phase:  Through training, information sharing, and practice exercises, the preparedness phase is a continuous process of identification of potential threats, resources, and response options.

1. The entire Campus Safety Department, for example, “is required to have National Incident Management Systems training.” 

2. “Individual departments are charged with the development of interdepartmental emergency plans (i.e., meeting places, calling [lists]).”  Departments also are charged with development of an Academic Continuity Plan, a teaching system to ensure continuous instructional delivery even in the case of an emergency that disrupts normal University operations.

C. Response phase:  The steps in the Response phase are based on information sharing and clarity of procedure during an emergency and are implemented according to a matrix.

1. The first step is the establishment of “an emergency operation center (EOC) led by an incident commander.”  The command of the EOC follows this hierarchy:  President, Provost, Vice President for Finance & Support Services, General Counsel, and Vice President of Student Affairs.

2. Other steps in the Response phase—all stemming from the EOC—include situational assessment, the naming of a Public Information Officer (“the contact person for the public and University questions relating to the incident”), a scribe (to document the actions of the EOC), and a liaison officer (“o work with the community or outside agency responders”).

D. Recovery phase:  “The development, coordination, and execution of services and site restoration” in response to the specific emergency incident.

E. Mitigation phase:  “The activities designed to reduce or eliminate risk to persons or property found by lessons learned from prior incidents and debriefings.”

F. Discussion ensues, from which several main points emerge.

1. The matrix will be changing next year, and more specific indications of commanders will be listed under each type of incident.

2. In the event of an emergency, one should first and immediately call Campus Safety (562-1254).  Director Greene suggests that everyone have an ICE (In Case of Emergency) listing on his or her cell phone, a person to contact in case there is an emergency involving the individual.  For example, in an influenza pandemic, it is highly likely that many next-of-kin would need to be contacted: having an ICE number on each cell phone would greatly assist that process.

3. The Faculty’s role at this point is to understand that there is a plan, a process, in place and to contact Campus Safety if a potential emergency is not listed on the matrix, so that the matrix can be modified to account for that contingency.  To illustrate the sort of suggestions or situations that faculty can make regarding this plan, Mark puts forth the concept of a technology blackout, and Director Greene notes that the University does not, in fact, have a clear plan for such a contingency, although that particular situation is a high priority

4. The Senators’ charge now is to explain to their respective Departments the basic nature of the Emergency Operation Plan.  Mark has asked the Department chairs to allow each Senator fifteen minutes during the next Department meeting to discuss with the Department faculty the following items.

a) The range of emergencies the University might deal with

b) The contributions that faculty can make to improving the process (see III.B.2 and III.F.3, above).

c) Explanation of the steps of the general process

5. Mark will e-mail each Senator the PowerPoint presentation that we saw today, so that Senators can use it in their discussions with Departments.

6. Director Greene says that it is important for all faculty to have an understanding of the general system framework and response, because every disaster would be significantly different.  Mark notes that if the community understands generally how responders will function in an emergency, that understanding will assist the functioning of the entire process.  Hence this presentation today.

G. April Haberyan and Jacqueline Kibler now discuss the steps taken in suicide postvention and offer to provide more information for anyone who would like further to investigate the steps and suggestions for dealing with such a situation.

1. Jacqueline notes that Maryville has a higher-than-average teen suicide rate, which affects directly or indirectly what happens on campus, even if the suicide is not that of a Northwest student.

2. April informs us that suicide among college students is rising nationwide in part due to advances in psychotropic medication:  because of medical advances, more and more students who, in earlier periods, might never have gotten to college, are now becoming college students.  Thus the percentage of the student population who could be considered at-risk for suicide is growing.  April notes that Northwest has had 12 suicide attempts on campus in this semester alone.

3. Suicide creates a definite contagion effect; therefore it is important to educate faculty and the general population now on how to deal with students in crisis.

4. Senators are given a handout with phone numbers to call in case of a student emergency.  Jacqueline stresses that if one thinks a student is contemplating suicide, do not let the student go.  Instead, walk with the student to the Counseling Center (located at Room 120, Wells Hall)

5. April notes that adolescents contemplating suicide will frequently use their webpages, My Space and Facebook pages, etc. to discuss their plans.

6. Jacqueline says that a nationally-known speaker on the issue of teen depression and suicide (Ross Szabo) will be on campus Wednesday, Nov. 29, at 7:00 p.m. in the Mary Linn Center, and she asks the Senators to encourage their students to attend.

7. April and Jacqueline would be happy to come address specific Departments on this issue, should anyone desire it.

IV. Reports.  

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

B. Support Staff Council.  No representative present, and no report.

C. Provost.  (The Provost’s report directly followed the approval of today’s agenda.) The Provost discusses a topic that the President discussed at a meeting early today.  There are three bullets concerning the budget for FY 2007-09 (base budget, special decision items, and capital appropriations).

1. Capital appropriations.  It is likely that we will get $11.4 from the state to partially complete the Center of Excellence project.

2. Special decision items.  Northwest is attempting to request capital appropriations so that we can “modernize or update our alternative energy project.”  “The plan we’re pursuing is…consistent with the plan we put forth to CBHE in July 2004.”  We will update and add to the current energy project efficient energy generation capability—a “cogeneration plant.”

3. Base budget.  “The most likely scenario…is we would get 5% state appropriation increase in [2007-08] and again in [2008-09] and a CPI-based tuition increase in those two years, as well.  In dollar terms, that means [that] five percent of roughly $30 million [in the two-year period]” plus tuition income etc. totals $2.64 million increase in Northwest’s total operating budget.

4. The Provost now takes questions.  Barrett Eichler asks if the Provost has heard anything from Edenspace.  The Provost responds that he has, in fact, heard from Edenspace, and that he believes the University soon will be putting out a press release.  Otherwise, he declines to comment.  The Provost, his report completed, must leave at 3:36.

D. Academic Appeals.  Ernest Ferguson says they have not meet since the last Senate Meeting.

E. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Barret says they met on Oct. 16, hearing and approving 6 appeals.  Next meeting is Nov. 9.  No appeals are currently pending.

F. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Doug Sudhoff says they met Oct. 9, passed out the curricular proposals we’ll be seeing today, and will consider about 7 proposals on November 13.

G. Assessment.  Caroline Clark for Nancy Foley.  (See Appendix.)

H. Budget.  Mike Wilson says they met Oct. 24 and discussed three documents given them by the Provost (capital appropriations, state money, and salary compression).  Mike, Mark, and Chi-Lo Lim will meet with the Provost on Nov. 17 to discuss salary compression.  They’ve also worked on the salary matrix.

I. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin says they met on 9 Oct. and will meet again on 13 Nov.  The committee worked on some of the same things (salary compression, salary matrix) as Budget.

1. There will be a teaching symposium on Nov. 8 at noon, in the Station, addressing Diversity.

2. The committee is still gathering information on workload from 41 peer institutions.

3. The committee hit something of a roadblock regarding the parking proposal that was put forth last year.

4. April Haberyan will meet with Matt Johnson soon on the childcare proposal, and grant monies are being investigated.

5. Regarding the Non-Tenure Track Faculty development proposal, the committee is still receiving feedback and hopes they will be able to garner administrative support for this.  Dave will meet Nov. 2 with the Deans and Chairs to discuss this issue, including potential wording changes.

6. Another concern of the committee is from the Faculty Satisfaction Survey—continued concern with the tenure & promotion process and criteria.  Dave notes that a source of the dissatisfaction with the process seems to be that many faculty feel they don’t know what the criteria are.  Dave now passes around a list of methods to development criteria for promotion.  Such criteria should be reviewed and, if necessary, updated annually, distributed to all faculty members, and the Dean & Provost should be part of each Department’s five-year review.  

J. Level III Committees.

1. Traffic.  Scott Garten.  Committee has met several times, although there haven’t been a large number of appeals.  Apparently, he says, people are unaware that Campus Safety is open 24/7 for the issuance of temporary parking permits.

2. Access & Accommodations.  Patrick Immel says the committee has met and will be focusing on the possible creation of a disabled students’ support office.  Also, the committee is working on electronic access to webpages through screen readers.  Currently they’re benchmarking from other Universities on that issue.

3. Institutional Review Board.    Terry Long says they haven’t met since last meeting, and nothing is stacked.

4. Barret now mentions the Sponsored Programs Task Force.  A sponsored program is any funded project (through grants, and so forth).  Barrett asks all senators to ask their constituents to fill out and return a questionnaire that has been sent out to gather info on the idea of creating a Sponsored Programs Office.  The deadline is this Friday, Nov.  3.

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

L. Senate President.  Dave, Chi-Lo, and Mark met with the President a couple of days ago to discuss the Faculty Satisfaction Survey.  According to Mark:

1. The President was pleased to have the information and noted that although we have data that gives us continuity from year to year internally, we do not have any external, comparative data.  This reduces his ability to act on the data from the survey.  However, he has instructed the Provost to bring forth any actionable items.

2. The President will have his staff prioritize item and data from the survey, to identity actionable items that could be brought before the Board.

3. The President seem pleased with our process on Institutional Requirements and on the Emergency Plan.

4. The President also noted that Northwest will be embarking on General Education assessment next year and said he would like to see our faculty look at & discuss the Harvard University program, which has been praised.  It was suggested that DCM would be the appropriate group to take up that mandate.

5. The question sis asked whether changes are ever enacted directly in response to the Faculty Satisfaction Survey.  Mark and Dave both assert that the President—and, adds Mike Wilson, the Board of Regents—takes the feedback from the survey quite seriously.  The President says, through Mark, that he cares that faculty are satisfied, and he cares what we do.  Mark says that the President is interested in the data from the survey being “more actionable,” thus the request for external, comparative data.

V. Old Business.  After consultation with various entities and persons, Mark says, the DCM is being trusted with evaluation of the Emergency Plan for an influenza pandemic—as well as other emergencies—from an academic standpoint.  DCM will be asked to do a threat assessment, an examination of how the current plan will make possible continued curriculum delivery.

VI. New Business.  Mike Wilson, at Mark’s request, sums up the process of considering and voting on these proposals:  motion and second to pass, then discussion, then vote.

A. 106-08-01.  Motion and second to approve the proposal.  No discussion.  Question is called.  Unanimous approval.

B. Mike moves to consider the English Department proposals as a block.  106-10-02 through 106-10-14.  Scott Garten seconds.  Motion is unanimously approved.  Now follows a motion and second to approve the group.  Discussion ensues.

1. Dave McLaughlin asks if these course proposals are all 500-level proposals.  They are. 

2. Mike Wilson asks if the program change has been through grad council.  It has.

3. Michael Hobbs, Chair of the Dept. of English, addresses the nature of the changes in these proposals.  The English Dept. has refashioned its graduate program around the concept of “umbrella courses.”  Such courses will allow a broader and deeper range of course offerings while maintaining a structure to the program, and these courses will enable students to take the courses more than once, since each time the course is offered, the material will be different.  Michael notes that these changes to the program, away from “content-rigid” classes, enables the Department to offer more courses that closely fit the expertise the English Department’s faculty, expertise which is now significantly different.

4. Mike Wilson asks how these courses will be indicated on transcripts.  Michael says that we hope to add subtitles to each class on transcripts and that discussions with Linda Gerard have taken place on this topic.

5. Question is called.  Proposal block is passed unanimously.

C. 106-63-01.  This proposal is “challenge only,” dealing with Education and having been through COTE.  No one today wishes to challenge the proposal.

D. 106-66-01.  This proposal, too, is “challenge only.”  No challenges.

4:34 p.m., meeting adjourned.
Appendix:

Assessment Committee Report

The Faculty Senate President, Vice President, and Nancy Foley met with the Provost to discuss the assessment plan for the Institutional Requirements. Following that meeting, proposal authors and Department Chairs were sent an explanation of the need for assessment information for each approved course and an assessment matrix. The matrix includes the competencies/goals for each IR, with a column for a description and/or specific assessment activities for each competency. The matrix is to be returned to Nancy Foley by November 13. If specific assessment activities were not provided on the matrix, they will need to be submitted by Jan. 8, 2007. Dave Oehler, Renee Rohs, and Nancy Foley will be available Thursday, October 26 at 5:30 in the Provost’s Conference Room to address questions about the matrix or the IR assessments.

After reviewing the assessment information from these courses, the Assessment Committee will develop an assessment system that will apply to all courses that meet these IRs. 

 

The Assessment Committee will meet Nov. 6 for general discussion of IR assessments, and review of the assessment matrices will occur on Nov. 29.

