34th FACULTY SENATE

Chi Lo Lim, President

Doug Sudhoff, President Elect

Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary

MINUTES
7 November 2007

Academic Hub Conference Room

Administration Building, Room 263, 3:15 p.m.
Senators present: Wilson, Zweifel, Muhsam, Thornsberry, Richardson, Immel, Spradling, Foley, Fridell, Rytting, Leach-Steffens, Drews, Long, Steiner, Sudhoff, Weiss, Wanorie, Kramer, Carla Edwards for Rebecca Hendrix, Ury.

Guests present: Provost Yang, Matt Walker, Linda Girard.
Meeting called to order 3:20 PM.
I. Approval of minutes from 3 October 2007 Zwiefel approved; Musham seconded
Drews reports her comments on SB389 have not been corrected on web page.  Lim assured that corrections will be made.  Zweifel approved;  Thornsberry seconded.  Minutes approved as amended.
II. Approval of agenda
Agenda approved.

III. Reports

A. Student Senate – Alex Drury – No report
B. Support Staff Council – No report
C. Provost – Kichoon Yang
· Report

One item – REEP.  An earlier version which included the conceptual portion of the proposal was discussed at Summer 2007 Cabinet meeting.  Deans Council has discussed the plan in various forms for two years.  Chairs have had extensive discussions; at least two with provost.  Executive Board of Faculty Senate discussed this with Provost.  Budget Committee has discussed as well.   Would like input from FS on REEP plan.  Plans to take to Cabinet in near future.  Would like senators to be able to ask questions, raise concerns, and so forth.  Possible that Faculty Senate would like to express opinion one way or another, but is not required.  One complication – the plan is fairly complex.  The best he would be able to do is at least 60 minutes to have a meaningful conversation.  Have urged chairs to discuss with faculty.     

· Question and Answer

Spradling expressed several questions from department.  How did Kichoon arrive at enrollment projections; concerns about sustainability of enrollments when other schools catch on.  Another concern about what the budget would be and faculty to be hired in the plan.  Another question: How many of those positions would be full-time, tenure-track?  Has the seven-step process been used in developing this and if so, will this be shared with us in future?  Rytting wondered about the year it would take to hire faculty.  Would there be provision to defer the enrollment increase for a year until faculty are hired?  Thornsberry wondered what was meant by “sacrifices in terms of pedagogical integrity”.
Provost’s answers to all above: Answers to some of these questions are embedded in the PP presentation, but not all.  Gives faculty credit for articulating questions with more accuracy than did the Chairs.  Cannot not now discuss all answers – these require substantive, complex answers that cannot be related in 5 minutes.  However, be assured that people have thought through all of these questions at great length.

Spradling – is it possible to schedule another meeting or have an open forum for faculty?  

Provost asked if a 45 minute presentation and 45 minutes question and answer time would be available in December meeting.  Asked us to discuss with your colleagues, chairs, deans and sharpen your questions.

Foley asked Lim if there would actually be more proposals for December.  Wilson pointed out that a special meeting could be called at Lim’s discretion.  Wanorie asked how quickly input would be needed.  Provost has been urging chairs to discuss this since September.  A few things would have to be put in place for next academic year to proceed soon.  The plan has gone through several iterations already and provost would like to process soon.  If Senate wants to think about over break and discuss it in January, that would be ok.   Wanorie asked if this will be implemented over next academic year.  Provost says that it is not going to Cabinet this year.  If we are greatly opposed to it he would take it into account.  Chairs approved 17-2.  They felt delaying this would be negative, rather than positive, on faculty.  Chairs feel they are under a great deal of stress.  The plan has potential to alleviate some of these stresses.  Spradling asked how it would eliminate stress.  Provost said this would have to wait for the full discussion. Spradling suggested we discuss it at December meeting if it’s something the provost felt we should move ahead on it.  In implementing sooner we have a chance to ameliorate stress our faculty feel.  
Lim proposes we go back to discuss with chair, discuss with each other over eCompanion, then decide whether to add to December agenda.

Provost points out that it is not required in shared governance that we approve, but the spirit favors FS having input.  Counterbalancing statement – there are various forms of input FS can provide.  Which form that input takes depends on our collective familiarity with the plan.  Given that the level of familiarity differs widely from senator to senator, it’s not clear what form that input would take.  Suggests we take a stab at it at the December meeting and then perhaps discussing in January.  Thornsberry asked if we shouldn’t have input from colleagues.  Provost mentions that he has asked chairs to share with department and has disseminated it widely.  Thornsberry asked if we should correct the problem by having a university-wide forum.  Provost said that is up to us.  Spradling – has seen three meetings – each time she hears it she learns more and more.  There are still questions after two department meetings.  She feels it would strengthen faculty input if they had more understanding.  Rytting has also discussed it with several questions.  Provost asked for their “in the large” reaction – English department has three general education classes; a larger incoming freshman class puts a particularly large strain on their dept.  Need to know how these size/growth issues will be addressed.  Precisely because of this sense of urgency among some departments, we need to have a debate about this sooner rather than later.  Many have expressed the view that, assuming the plan is implemented in a good way, is capable of addressing some of the stresses of the large gen ed load on some departments.  Steiner added that sooner is better than later because of the Valk renovation; there is limited expansion room in Valk.  It would be good to know if the plan would work in the first year of their two year renovation/moving process.  Ury expressed a deep concern that because of gen ed expansion concerns, there won’t be faculty increase for the library.  We already have been unbelieveably stressed with the increase this year.  If we add more gen ed classes, we are even more stressed.  We don’t know how we can do this without another librarian.  Provost has not discussed this concern yet. He intends to have that discussion in a Dean’s Council meeting.  Lim will put this in the December agenda.
Spradling asked: Has the board of regents approved the Institutional Requirements?  Provost has told board and cabinet that he will give them a report as regards IR assessment plan as they have asked him to do.  I think there’s only one person to blame for not yet having taken place, and that’s the provost.  The assessment committee has been hard at work and provost intends to discuss the framework of IR assessment plan and SB389 implications with the Board of Regents and Cabinet.    The IR has already been approved.
D. Academic Appeals – Carol Spradling – Has not met
E. Admissions & Advanced Standing – Jeff Thornsberry – Will meet next week on the 14th.
F. Curriculum & Degree Requirements – Max Fridell – 
DCM Committee met several times and we received reports back from their meetings.  Thanks to Dave Oehler, Carla Edwards, and the rest of the committee for their work.

DCM handled 153 proposals and one student petition since the last Faculty Senate Meeting.

Sent to COTE:  17

From COTE and met with no challenges: 17

Tabled: 4

Off the table and Approved: 3

Approved without tabling: 132

Off the table and Denied: 1

Denied: 3

We have met weekly.  Our first Monday off was 2 days ago.  Currently, we have a clean slate.

Thanks to the CDR Committee members for their diligence and hard work:


Christine Benson

Ben Collier

Linda Girard


Carolyn McCall

Kurt Haberyan

Dixie Piel


Michael Hobbs

Melody Hubbard
Lori Mardis 


Carla Edwards

Dean Sanders

Andrea Garcia 
Doug Dunham


Max Fridell, chair

G. Assessment – Nancy Foley – Met Oct. 23rd; meet again next week.  In second period of ITL grant proposals (due Nov. 30th); ITL will meet December 7th to consider new.  Approved 9, denied 2 ITL proposals.  Discussed revised Q4 on Student Opinionaire.  Emphasized that these questions must be consistent across departments.  Dunham would insure that by spring 2008 there is only one set of common questions out there.  Discussed ongoing task of IR assessment.  Have been under impression courses would be offered next fall in IT and Intercultural.  Committee would like to pilot questions in a few courses next Fall and will be built eventually into the Junior Assessment.  It will be 2010 before any data collected.  
H. Budget, Planning, & Development – Mike Wilson – two meetings since last meeting; get acquainted; discussed REEP, salary matrix committee; new member training on budget.  Second meeting on REEP – much increased workload, class size, earlier/later classes, scattered classes, more emphasis on retention and recruitment.  Process would need to start early.  Discussion on use of adjuncts and the fact that it’s hard to find some adjuncts around Maryville; budgets would need to be increased for adjuncts.  Could exacerbate salary compression.  Growth could affect different departments differently – some earlier, some later.  Sequencing classes becomes interesting, especially for prerequisites.  General opinion – new construction would take care of most capital needs and that the state would give us a new building with more students.  Wilson is more concerned this would not happen.  How is this going to affect the Northwest culture?  Will we be as responsive as we’ve been?  Will meet again Nov. 15th.
Zwiefel asked if the minutes for this meeting would be useful re: REEP.  Wilson said he would post on eCompanion.
I. Faculty Welfare – Tom Zweifel
The Committee met on 18 October 2007.

· Continued discussion on summer school contract policy – Tom Zweifel will meet with the Chairs and available Deans on November 20th to decide on the best way to assure faculty have willing agreed to a potential pro-rated contract before a course is advertised as ‘guaranteed’.  Also clarify the communication of policies.

· Salary and Benefits subcommittee will:  have a representative on the Salary Matrix committee; work with the Wellness Committee on a Culture of Wellness initiative; continue work on the day care initiative from last year; and investigate other benefits issues

· Professional Development subcommittee has created a list of symposia for this year and is creating a schedule of events

· Scheduled the next meeting of the Welfare committee for November 15th
J. Level III Committees – Carla Edwards spoke for Becky Hendrix.  Faculty research committee  funded 18 proposals, while 2 were withdrawn and one denied.  Nov. 9th due date for 2nd round of applied research. 
One-time course offering committee approved two one-time offerings and forwarded.  Two proposals to go – will meet next week.
K. University Chairs – Michael Hobbs
The Chairs Counsel met on October 16 from 2:00 to 3:30 and conducted the following business:

1) The Chairs along with Department Secretaries and other invited guests viewed a demonstration of scheduling software presented by Stacy White, a representative of Ad Astra Inc.  The entire meeting on October 16 was devoted to this demonstration and Q&A regarding the software.  What follows is a summary of the discussion and input:  

There seems to be a general consensus that our current way of processing academic scheduling (which includes not only room scheduling but also time, instructor, course and section) is outmoded, inefficient, and at times inaccurate.

There is much less agreement about whether Astra scheduling software would alleviate or even improve this problem.  Many comments from Chairs and Secretaries reflect upon the concern that chairs will still need to go through much of the same paperwork currently used in order to create term schedules since the scheduling software seems only to allow for room scheduling, not time, instructor, section, and course scheduling.  The latter part of the scheduling process would still need to go through the “paperwork” process, which is actually partly an electronic process now.

Based upon comments gathered after the demo, here are the recommendations:

Four are in favor of purchasing the software;

Three are against purchasing the software;

Seven remain uncertain.

2) On November 1, the combined Chairs and Deans Council met to continue discussion of the Provost’s proposal to increase enrollment at Northwest over the next five years.  The discussion was frank and difficult at times.  After the meeting Michael Hobbs called for an email vote asking Chairs to vote either for or against endorsing the enrollment growth plan as outlined in the most recent REEP PowerPoint presentation detailing the plan.  The Chairs voted to endorse the plan.  The final vote count was 17 in favor of endorsing the plan and 2 against endorsing the plan.

The next meeting of the Chairs Council is on Tuesday, November 20 from 2:00 to 3:30 in the Shared Conference Room.

L. Senate President – Went to Jefferson City.  One result – consumer information portion of SB 389 has been postponed till Spring 2008.

IV. Old Business
A. SB389  -- see above.
V. New Business
A. IR Wording – Linda Girard –  Issues: Students could not use IR count in the major.  Would this be consistent with Gen Ed package?  Need wording to Linda Girard for what goes into catalog.  Max – approved in CDR; Exec board noticed discrepancy for BT.  Chairs approved it.  Took back to CDR; agreed; sent to Senate President and President-Elect.  DCM stated that – what is missing is actual wording for catalog – “these are the choices for IT, these are the choices for Multicultural, and these are the rules and rationales”.  Can IR’s be directed as Gen Eds are?  Max – CDR sent email moving IRs out of course requirements for major.  Foley said it was assumed/intended that IRs were not to be directed.  This isn’t how it’s shaking out for some departments.  Was the Senate remiss in not making it a rule?  Girard – if it’s part of a major requirement, it will not be double-counted as IR and major course by the software.  Spradling – why should the IR requirement be different than gen ed requirements?  Carla – Education needs directed gen eds in multiculturalism.  General consensus – as far as IR is concerned, if IRs aren’t taken out of major, students will have to take both the IR and the major requirements.  Directed IRs will be left up to the department (not in writing for catalog, but assumed similar to Gen Eds).  The education multicultural requirement is gone, according to Nancy Foley.  May be a directed gen ed in Education Leadership.  Edwards – at this point in the process, the catalog deadline looms.  Any proposal could be put in place later if going with what we have is a problem.    Jenny Rytting – 207-32-02 points out that one of our proposals addresses just this issue in an articulate, clearly worded way.  Spradling – no description of what would be in the catalog; would like to see wording.  Lim has it – it’s now within senate.  Her department did not know how to proceed because it wasn’t known how this is dealt with.  Spradling – can a department have a directed IR?  Edwards – yes.  Zwiefel – should the format be similar to a directed gen ed in the catalog?  Spradling – yes.  But reducing the number of hours is not an editing change but a change in hours.  Sudhoff – if an IR is taken by a student who changes to a major with a directed gen ed, can’t this be taken care of by a course substitution?  Girard – yes.  Fridell mentions that the language will have to come before this body for approval for the catalog, but this can be done by email rather than a called meeting.  Lim will find the email from Max which deals with exact wording for catalog.
B. Curriculum Proposals  (See agenda).
Thornsberry moves to package all COTE together.  Foley seconds.  Unanimous approval for package.  Discussion: No discussion.  No challenges.

Wilson – moved to package 107-03-01 and 06 as package.  Zweifel seconded.  Question called.  Unanimous approval.  Fridell moved to approve package; Foley seconded.  Approved unanimously.

1. 107-03-01 Approved
2. 107-03-06 Approved
Wilson moves to consider 107-04-11 through 107-04-15 as package.  Foley seconded.  Unanimous approval.  Zwiefel moved to approve.  Steiner seconded.  Unanimous approval.
3. 107-04-11 Approved
4. 107-04-12 Approved
5. 107-04-13 Approved
6. 107-04-14 Approved
7. 107-04-15 Approved
Foley moved to consider  107-08-01 through 107-08-12 through as group.  Steiner seconded.  Unanimous approval.  Wilson moved approval of package.  Foley seconded.  Unanimous approval.

8. 107-08-01 Approved
9. 107-08-02 Approved
10. 107-08-03 Approved
11. 107-08-04 Approved
12. 107-08-05 Approved
13. 107-08-06 Approved
14. 107-08-07 Approved
15. 107-08-08 Approved
16. 107-08-09 Approved
17. 107-08-10 Approved
18. 107-08-11 Approved
19. 107-08-12 Approved
Rytting moved that we treat 107-10-01 through as package. Rytting seconds.   Wilson/Rytting approve package.  Discussion ensued on 107-10-01 as to whether consecutive takings of a special offerings class would be counted as separate classes.  Consensus is yes.  Long calls question.  Unanimous.

20. 107-10-01 Approved
21. 107-10-02 Approved
22. 107-10-03 Approved
23. 107-10-04 Approved
24. 107-10-05 Approved
25. 107-10-06 Approved
26. 107-10-07 Approved
27. 107-10-08 Approved
28. 107-10-09 Approved
29. 107-10-10 Approved
30. 107-10-11 Approved
31. 107-10-12 Approved
32. 107-10-13 Approved
33. 107-10-14 COTE – No Challenge
34. 107-10-15 COTE – No Challenge
35. 107-10-16 COTE – No Challenge
Foley moved to treat 107-14-01 through 16 (excluding COTE proposals) as a package ; Ury seconded.  

Discussion. – Spradling question – change to allow petition to chair for taking course out of sequence.  Case to Academic Appeals where students took languages out of sequence.  Does this address the concerns of this potential issue – shouldn’t have courses as prereqs if you’re going to let them take classes out of sequences.  Foley – when courses are on rotation, sometimes you can’t take prerequisite for years.  Otherwise students could be hung up for years.

Wilson moved for approval of package.  Sudhoff seconded. Unanimous.  

36. 107-14-01 Approved
37. 107-14-02 Approved
38. 107-14-03 Approved
39. 107-14-04 Approved
40. 107-14-05 Approved
41. 107-14-06 Approved
42. 107-14-07 Approved
43. 107-14-08 Approved
44. 107-14-09 Approved
45. 107-14-10 Approved
46. 107-14-11 Approved
47. 107-14-12 Approved
48. 107-14-13 Approved
49. 107-14-14 Approved
50. 107-14-15 Approved
51. 107-14-16 Approved
Wilson moved to package 107-15-01 through 06 as package.   Foley seconded.  Unanimous.  Wilson moved to approve package. Fridell seconded.  Unanimous.

52. 107-15-01 Approved
53. 107-15-02 Approved
54. 107-15-03 Approved
55. 107-15-04 Approved
56. 107-15-05 Approved
57. 107-15-06 Approved
Drews moved to package 107-27-01 and 02. Zweifel seconded.  Unanimous approval.  Zweifel moved to approve package.  Fridell  seconded.  Unanimous approval.
58. 107-27-01 Approved
59. 107-27-02 Approved
Foley moved to group 107-29-01 through 04 and  107-29-09 through 21 as package.  Fridell seconded. Unanimous approval.  Steiner moved to approve package. Wilson seconded.  Unanimous approval.
60. 107-29-01 Approved
61. 107-29-02 Approved
62. 107-29-03 Approved
63. 107-29-04 Approved
64. 107-29-05 No Challenge
65. 107-29-06 No Challenge
66. 107-29-07 No Challenge
67. 107-29-08 No Challenge
68. 107-29-09 Approved
69. 107-29-10 Approved
70. 107-29-11 Approved
71. 107-29-12 Approved
72. 107-29-13 Approved
73. 107-29-14 Approved
74. 107-29-15 Approved
75. 107-29-16 Approved
76. 107-29-17 Approved
77. 107-29-18 Approved
78. 107-29-19 Approved
79. 107-29-20 Approved
80. 107-29-21 Approved
Drews moved to package 107-32-01 through -03.  Rytting seconded. Unanimous approval.  Zweifel moved to approve package.  Wilson seconded. Unanimous approval.
81. 107-32-01 Approved
82. 107-32-02 Approved
83. 107-32-03 Approved
Drews moved to package 107-35-01 through -11.  Rytting seconded.  Unanimous approval.  Wilson moved to approve the package.  Sudhoff seconded.  Unanimous approval.

84. 107-35-01 Approved
85. 107-35-02 Approved
86. 107-35-03 Approved
87. 107-35-04 Approved
88. 107-35-05 Approved
89. 107-35-06 Approved
90. 107-35-07 Approved
91. 107-35-08 Approved
92. 107-35-09 Approved
93. 107-35-10 Approved
94. 107-35-11 Approved
95. 107-36-01 No Challenge
Foley moved to  accept 107-42-01 through -09 as a package.  Drews seconded. Unanimous approval.  Zweifel moved to approve the package. Sudhoff seconded. Unanimous approval.
96. 107-42-01 Approved
97. 107-42-02 Approved
98. 107-42-03 Approved
99. 107-42-04 Approved
100. 107-42-05 Approved
101. 107-42-06 Approved
102. 107-42-07 Approved
103. 107-42-08 Approved
104. 107-42-09 Approved
105. 107-42-09 Approved
106. 107-43-01 No Challenge
Foley moved to package 107-44-03 through -44 excepting COTE submissions.  Ury seconded.  Unanimous approval.  Wilson moved to approve package.  Long seconded.  Unanimous approval.
107. 107-44-03 Approved
108. 107-44-04 Approved
109. 107-44-05 Approved
110. 107-44-06 Approved
111. 107-44-07 Approved
112. 107-44-08 Approved
113. 107-44-09 Approved
114. 107-44-10 Approved
115. 107-44-11 Approved
116. 107-44-12 Approved
117. 107-44-13 Approved
118. 107-44-14 No Challenge
119. 107-44-15 No Challenge
120. 107-44-16 No Challenge
121. 107-44-17 Approved
122. 107-44-20 Approved
123. 107-44-21 Approved
124. 107-44-22 Approved
125. 107-44-23 Approved
126. 107-44-24 Approved
127. 107-44-25 No Challenge
128. 107-44-26 No Challenge
129. 107-44-27 No Challenge
130. 107-44-28 Approved
131. 107-44-29 Approved
132. 107-44-30 Approved
133. 107-44-31 Approved
134. 107-44-32 Approved
135. 107-44-33 No Challenge
Drews moved to approve. Rytting seconded; unanimous approval.
136. 207-32-02 Approved
B. Items from the floor

Foley – a couple faculty got an email that if they saw a certain student on campus they were supposed to report to campus safety.  Student was allowed into classes (night class) after the faculty-senate discipline committee.  Faculty were uneasy.  How can we be sure that this assures the safety of all of us?  Lim advises to call Clarence Green.  Convicted felon had threatened her life.  Second person is Jackie Elliott.  Does this address the issue?  Do faculty have a rep on the safety building?  Edwards thinks this would be a good idea.
Foley—are procedures of the discipline committee creating a less safe environment?  They may be getting less information than is needed.  Is there something we need to be doing to the procedure?  

VI. Adjournment at 5:35 PM
