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Thirty-Third Faculty Senate

Mark Corson, President

Chi-Lo Lim, President-Elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary
Minutes

Wednesday, Dec. 6, 2006

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Mark Corson, Mike Wilson, Jamie Patton, Laura Kukkee, Jeff Thornsberry, Barrett Eichler, Patrick Immel, Nancy Zeliff, Nancy Foley, Lauren Leach (for Sheila Brookes), Carole Edmonds, Wayne Chandler, Patty Drews, Dave McLaughlin, Terry Long, Dough Sudhoff, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Ernest Kramer, Jerry Barnett (for Jacqueline Kibler)

Guests present:  Pat Gieskin, Jen Vavricek, Scarlet Casey
3:18  p.m., meeting begins.  Mark Corson begins by thanking Diana Pope for the extremely impressive snacks and holiday mice.

I. Approval of minutes from November 1 meeting.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval.
II. Approval of today’s agenda.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval.   Mark notes his intent to be finished with today’s meeting in an hour.  (It’s down in the minutes, now, so he’ll have to follow through.)

III. Reports.  

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

B. Support Staff Council.  Pat Gieskin reports.  The Support Staff has adopted the “character traits” of the area schools, which will be listed at each month’s meeting.  Next month, Clarence Greene will present the University’s Emergency Plan to the SSC.  SSC now is selling stadium blankets to raise money.  Pat, Lisa Crater, and Michelle Drake have the blankets for sale, which are $20 each.  SSC has already sold about 200 of these, and 30 or so are left.

C. Provost.   The Provost will be unable to join us today.

D. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  Committee will meet Thursday, Dec. 7, for the first time since the middle of September.  They’ll be looking at the petition cover sheet, for possible revision for increased clarity.

E. Admissions & Advanced Standing.  Barrett Eichler reports.  Comm. met on Nov. 9 and on Nov. 27, hearing 36 proposals, approving 23 and denying 13.  Comm. will meet again next Tuesday and 3.

F. Curriculum & Degree Requirements.  Doug Sudhoff reports.  Comm. met on Monday and advanced three proposals.  Comm. will address some issues that arose at their last meeting regarding wording in the University catalog.  Doug says that perhaps the biggest issue the comm. is facing now is a proposal from Marketing & Management for a mandatory study abroad component. 

G. Assessment.  Nancy Foley reports.

1. The ITLC subcommittee met on December 5 to review 3 proposals.  These proposals were recommended to be approved by the Deans Council, totaling $5,321 with a remainder of $2,489 for the 2006-2007 year.  The next deadline is February 2, 2006.  
2. The full Assessment committee met on Nov. 29.  Discussed next year’s five-year reviews, and will continue to work on assessment tools for the Institutional Requirements.  Nancy asks all chairs and proposal authors to send information regarding the competencies addressed in each IR course. 

3. Topics the committee has discussed include whether assessments will be university-wide or course-based, whether everyone will be assessed or there will be random sampling, whether courses approved in future will need to submit assessment info, how data on competencies will be collected, and how to provide feedback to Department chairs and proposal authors.  

4. Nancy will soon meet with the Provost to discuss what the committee has come up with at this point.  Two goals: to get something to the Board of Regents so that, hopefully, IR courses can be offered in Fall 2007.  Second, to develop more an assessment system that might be considered a trial for the General Education assessment coming up in 2007-08.  After Nancy’s meeting with the Provost, she will ask Department chairs and proposal authors for any additional info still needed.  

5. The committee hopes to wrap up the immediate concerns about assessment in early January, and from February on, the committee will be looking at five-year reviews.

H. Budget.  Mike Wilson reports.  The committee didn’t have a formal meeting in November, but by e-mail they gathered some comments on the salary matrix, at the request of the Provost.

I. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports.  The committee met on November 13.  

1. Dave now distributes the latest version of the proposal for the Non-tenure track faculty development plan.  

2. The Benefits & Salaries subcommittee is drafting a proposal using Baldridge criteria to suggest salary increases at the University.  

3. Faculty continue to express grave concerns about spiraling health insurance costs.  The committee is now looking into a medical savings account.  

4. Subcommittee’s next proposal will be to formulate an answer to the problem of salary compression based on the salary matrix. 

5. Max Fridell will speak at the next faculty symposium. 

6. The faculty satisfaction survey will be distributed to senators after the year-end break, and senators are asked to pass out the surveys during planning & development days.  The committee hopes to get a 90% response this year.  

7. The committee has suspended its proposal on staff parking until bonding problems can be addressed.  

8. The subcommittee for childcare has arranged for Deb Toomey’s class to research the issue, hopefully making grants available.

9. Dave met with the Chairs & Deans on Nov. 4 to discuss some issues with the NTT faculty development plan.  Dave’s answers to some of those questions are attached to the latest draft of the plan, distributed to senators at today’s meeting.

10. Mark asks what Dave would like the senators to do with the draft of the NTT plan given today.  Dave says that senators should review this revised plan with their Departments.  Mark notes that the Senate has already approved the basic plan, so we don’t need to vote on it again, but that Senators should actively seek out their colleague’s feelings/thoughts on the plan.

J. Level III Committees.

1. Traffic.  Scott Garten reports.  The committee heard 23 petitions, denying 20 and granting 3.

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

L. Senate President.   Mark and others will meet with the Provost on December 11.

IV. Old Business.  None.

V. New Business.  
A. Discussion of implementation of Institutional Requirements.  

1. Mark says that the Senate voted to postpone implementation of the IRs until Fall 2007.  

2. “Substantial concerns” have been raised by administration and the Registrar, with the suggestion that implementation of the IRs be moved back a year.  Mark responded that since the Senate has voted in favor of the IRs, the Senate’s position is that we would be willing to help with concerns but would prefer still to see the IRs implemented in Fall 2007.  However, it turns out that the Senate has no say in the date of implementation.  

3. It appears that Fall 2007 implementation is still planned, and Senators should be prepared to help mitigate any difficulties from such a mid-catalog implementation, should they arise.

B. Clarification about the General Education Requirements review.  

1. The Provost, says Mark, has articulated that the Gen Ed review task is not to open up the 42-hours of Gen Ed for general review, because that would entail a major, multi-year project.  There seems to have been a misapprehension that such was expected next year. 

2. Mark notes that there have been proposals to add courses to fulfill Gen Ed requirements, but there has been question as to whether such is allowed.  Mark now asks the Senators if there is any structural bar to proposals for courses to fulfill Gen Ed requirements.

3. Doug Sudhoff states that his initial response to the idea of a Gen Ed that fulfills an IR is to ask if such would add another layer of confusion:  Apparently there have been requests from students to switch catalogs in order to avoid or to gain access to certain courses, and there is confusion as to whether and how such a process is allowed.  “There seem to be holes in the catalog as far as what students can do and when they can do it, and that is creating problems for the registrar…advisors…and leaves problems for the students,” Doug states.  CDR is going to look at those gray areas this coming Spring, to see if they need clarification.

4. Lori Mardis states there is some question of how broad an overview of a discipline is intended through a Gen Ed course.  Therefore, one must question whether a proposed course for a Gen Ed fulfills that expectation. 

5. Nancy Foley asks if there are not competencies for Gen Eds as there are for IRs, and states that she would not like to see consideration of new courses to fulfill Gen Eds.  General discussion follows.

6. Mike Wilson says that the constitution is clear that “anybody can propose anything at any time” and that we as a body need to assign such a proposal to a committee for consideration.  Mike also notes that committees can make their own rules for operations.

7. The big question here, notes Mark, is the criteria by which committees are guided.  This whole discussion revolves around structural concerns and a lack of clarity regarding procedure.

C. Items from the floor.   None.

D. Curriculum Proposals.

1. 106-03-01.  Motion and second to approve.  Mike notes that there is no Dean’s signature on this proposal.  There is a suggestion to send the proposal back to the Dean.  Jamie Patton says that the proposal went to the Dean’s office, and Nancy Zeliff notes that the Dean may have been out of the country at the time.  Dave McLaughlin asks if we can approve this proposal pending the Dean’s signature.  The amendment is made and accepted unanimously.  Question is called and the amended proposal is approved unanimously.

2. 106-15-01.  Mike proposes to group 106-15-01 through –03 as a packet.  Unanimous approval of the grouping.  Motion and second to approve the packet.  Question is called, and proposal packet is passed with unanimous approval.

3. 106-63-02.  Proposal to group 106-63-02 through –04 as a packet.  These are COTE-approved and therefore are challenge-only today.  No challenge to any of the three proposals.

4. 106-65-01.  Again, a COTE-approved proposal and therefore challenge-only today.  No challenge.

 4:04 p.m., meeting adjourned.

