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Thirty-Second Faculty Senate

Jeff Ferguson, President

Roy Schwartzman, President-elect

Wayne Chandler, Secretary

Minutes

Wednesday, Dec. 7, 2005

Administration Building, Room 253

Members present:  Jeff Ferguson, Stephen Ludwig, Peter Kondrashov, Nancy Zeliff, Kris Alexander (for Carole Edmondes), Mark Corson, Doug Sudhoff, Ernest Kramer, Lori Mardis, Scott Garten, Wayne Chandler, Jamie Patton, Glenn Williams, Roy Schwartzman, Nancy Foley, Beth Goudge, David McLaughlin, Barret Eicher, Loren Butler, April Haberyan (for Jacqueline Kibler)

Guests present: Provost Kichoon Yang, Greg Haddock, Lisa Crater

3:20, meeting begins.

I.    Unanimous approval of minutes from November 2, 2005, meeting.

II.  Addition to Old Business—discussion and possible vote on proposal from Welfare Committee related to the non-tenure track faculty development plan and associated change in Chapter 2 of the Faculty Handbook.  Unanimous approval of amended agenda.

III.  Reports
A. Student Senate.  No representative, and no report.
B. Support Staff.  Lisa Crater reports for Al Juhl.  Support Staff has raised some money through the brick raffle, for its scholarship fund.
C. Academic Appeals.  Nancy Zeliff reports.  The committee meets next week.
D. Admissions and Advanced Standing.  Beth Goudge reports.  The committee in November heard 23 petitions, approving 13 and denying 10.
E. Curriculum and Degree Requirements.  Roy Schwartzman reports for Carole Edmondes.  The committee met on Nov. 21, denying 1 student petition.  Other agenda items besides individual curricular proposals involved proposals for institutional requirements.
· Greg Haddock, now speaking as head of the Designated Curricular Matters committee, addresses the institutional requirements.  DCM subcommittee met 11/14 and reviewed earlier decisions they had made, changing nothing substantial but recommending that the proposed institutional requirement for Computer Competence not include webpage competence in the suite of proposed skills. 

· DCM decided in September not to look at individual courses that would attach to institutional requirements until those requirements had passed Faculty Senate.  Now, DCM encourages Senate to consider a special meeting to consider those institutional requirements.
· Greg asserts that it would be best to bring the institutional requirement proposals plus specific, related course proposals as an entire package to the Board of Regents.  Therefore, because the institutional requirements and the course requirements will not be approved by Senate concurrently, he encourages the Senate not to hold the Provost to the typical 30-day period for taking proposals to the Board, but to allow the Provost to wait until he has both the institutional requirement proposals and the related course proposals in hand.
· Roy now summarizes the approval to pass along two institutional requirements to Senate at this stage, those areas being Multiculturalism and Computer Competency.
· Jeff says that there is a tentative date for January 11 to address these proposals, with the Senate Executive Committee meeting on January 4.
F. Assessment.  Mark Corson reports.  The committee met 11/3, and the ITLC committee passed one proposal and will meet again before the end of the school year.
G. Budget, Planning, & Development.  Steve Ludwig reports.  The comm. will meet 12/8 to discuss the faculty salary matrix.
H. Faculty Welfare.  Dave McLaughlin reports. 
· The committee met 12/7 and spent time discussing the Kansas City Center.  The committee is very concerned with the staffing of the Center.  Darla Runyon and Roger Von Holzen talked with the committee.  

· Bids will be opened December 14 for a new consultant that deals for the University with the insurance industry.


· There will be a series of faculty development sessions this spring, the first one being on grant writing, probably in January or February.


· Two questions have been added to the faculty survey this year:  one asking faculty satisfaction with the process of tenure & promotion, and one asking satisfaction with the content of tenure & promotion requirements.  The committee wants validation to begin addressing those areas.
The Special Committee on Faculty Promotion Issues will being looking into those requirements soon.


· There was once a bound volume describing particular, Departmental requirements for tenure & promotion.  The Welfare committee will probably be advising that Departments redo those requirements, believing that promotion & tenure should be Department-driven.  Having clear specifications for promotion & tenure should facilitate the process.  
· Dave asserts that the University Rank & Tenure committee should be concerned with broad, umbrella-type requirements rather than with discipline-specific requirements or expectations, which should be evaluated at the Department level.
· The Provost has suspended until futher notice the quota system for rank promotion that had stipulated that the tenured and tenure track faculty population be comprised of no more than 30% each of faculty at the levels of Associate and Full Professor.  (This stipulation is from Chapter Two, Section IX, Item 9 of the Faculty Handbook.)
· Jeff discusses the impetus for more clear Departmental guidelines for tenure & promotion—there are many faculty on campus now who do not, in fact, know just what their Departmental guidelines are.  We senators would do well now to ask our Department chairs and colleagues where our Departmental guidelines are now, and when they last were updated.  We should use such guidelines to mentor our new faculty.


· It’s important the faculty members going up for promotion have access to these guidelines, so there should be a copy of each Department’s guidelines in each Department.  Second, it’s important for Departments to carefully examine the content of their guidelines, updating them and making certain that they meet the broad criteria found in Chapter Two, Section Nine of the Faculty Handbook.  
· It’s not important that each Department knows what the guidelines of other Departments are.  The Provost agrees that this information should be Department-based.
I. Level III Committees.   
· Traffic Committee (Scott Garten):  The committee heard 18 petitions, denying 16 and granting 2.

· Faculty Research (Peter Kondrashov)—The committee has issued a second call for proposals.  Deadline is January 13.  Peter now shows the link, on the University webpage under Faculty & Staff Resources, to a page giving instructions on applying for research grants (the link is called, appropriately, “Research”) and providing additional links to guidelines for various types of research, discussion of intellectual property, and more.  Dave McLaughlin suggests a link naming the research projects to which awards have been given for the past few years, illustrating for potential applicants the types of projects being funded.

· Educational Technology (Jamie Patton)—Ed Tech committee says the faculty e-mail system will be switching, with storage capacity greatly increased, during the next week.  The web-based interface will be obviously different, but Outlook will probably look no different.  The “mail” from our addresses will be dropped from our addresses at that time, although that address will still work for one year. E-mail addresses now will be NAME@nwmissouri.edu. 
J. University Chairs.    Greg Haddock now reports as the chair of the University Chairs council.  
· The council recently considered a statement of support for President Hubbard, in light of developments with Ventria.  

· The council encourages Faculty Senate to pursue some kind of electronic tracking/notification of the curricular process.
· The council has asked the Registrar’s Office to remove one more hour from General Registration for next summer.  Related:  Greg encourages us to consider whether the General Registration in December needs to be on a Saturday—could it be switched to a Friday?


· The council has been hearing difficulties from faculty related to the Banner (Catpaws) system.  If faculty have more difficulties, they are encouraged to discuss the matters with their chairs, who can then take the issue to the chairs’ council.

· Concerning yearly course scheduling, the council has discussed whether there should be one opportunity to plan courses for the entire year rather than planning for the terms at different times.
K. Provost’s Report.  (The Provost, because of time constraints, actually gave his report directly following the approval of today’s agenda.)
· The Provost discusses the current efforts to save the University’s project with the biotechnology company, Ventria.   As the project currently stands, it is a $12.35 million project, with funding broken down as follows:  $6 million from a state-backed bond, the Missouri Development Finance Board, enabling state legislation that is expected in January; $4 million from internal borrowing (meaning the University will incur a one-time expense of $4 million); and $2 million from a federal grant, the Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration program—the due date for the application for that $2 million grant is this coming Friday, December 9.  The Provost is confident that the application will be completed and submitted on time.  The remaining $350 thousand will come from a community development block grant program.  The $12.35 dollars will be used to construct office space, labs, and a protein extraction facility.  The academic building is not part of the $12.35 million.  The Provost reports that he, the President, and others feel that the University may still be able to bring Ventria to Maryville, despite the setbacks of recent weeks.
· Dave McLaughlin: Where does the $4 million from internal borrowing come from?  Provost Yang: The University used precisely the same mechanism when they constructed the Health Center.  The University must hold a certain amount of money for auxiliary operations, money which the University can tap into with the understanding that such money is a one-time borrowing, to be repaid on a specified time schedule.  This money will not be coming out of Operations budget in years to come.
· In response to Jamie Patton, the Provost states that no University fund is involved in the protein extraction facility.  The money for that facility will come from an investment group of farmers.

· Barret Eicher:  Do we actually have these grants yet?   Provost: Legislators are in the process of drafting a letter in support of creating enabling legislation for these funds, and the governor’s office also has indicated its support.  The EDA grant looks to have a “very high” possibility of passing.  The University should find out about the EDA grant before the state legislature meets in January.



· Big question:  The Provost says we still don’t know precisely how Ventria feels about all this.  We should have our financial plans finalized very soon—hopefully by the end of the day on Thursday, December 8—and the University will communicate these plans to Ventria immediately thereafter.  The University’s main competition for Ventria is currently in North Carolina.



· Different topic:  The Provost says he was able to read through all the curriculum proposals and saw only one problem, that being in the Booth College, and feels that the problem has been resolved.
L. Senate President.  
· Jeff Ferguson tells us that the Special Committee on Faculty Promotion Issues has been given additional time to develop recommendations related to Chapter Two of the Faculty Handbook.  It is still hoped that the Senate will have a set of recommendations during the spring trimester that can be taken to the Provost and Board of Regents for approval.
· Those who initiated the petition requesting a special election to address the issue of representation of the Faculty Rank Committee will be asked to withdraw their petition.  This additional step is being taken to ensure that the Senate is not in violation of the Faculty Handbook and Constitution.
· Nancy Foley now asks for clarification as to why the petition should be withdrawn.  Response from Jeff is that University legal counsel has indicated there will be difficulties with the institution of what is essentially a quota system for the University Faculty Rank & Tenure Committee and that the wording should be studied so it can be changed to minimize the potential for litigation. 
· Some discussion now ensues regarding the difficulty of defining protected classes of people to be named in quota stipulations.  Dave McLaughlin asserts that our fundamental problem is that now we have far too few woman full professors, and that therefore we will solve the problem only through the process of creating more woman full professors.  We have the same difficulty regarding racial minorites on faculty.  Nancy Foley asserts that the difficulty the University has with racial minorities on faculty is one of retention but that such is not the same problem that has caused our current lack of full woman professors.


· Discussion as to whether the proposed change to the constitution is actually, currently on the table at Senate.  Apparently not—that proposal, drafted in response to the petition to address gender imbalance on the Faculty Rank Commmittee, was never presented as a motion.
· Dave McLaughlin now moves, Mark Corson seconds to table the petition to address the gender imbalance on the Faculty Rank Committee.  Unanimous approval of motion.
· MAFS (Missouri Association of Faculty Senates) has asked for information related to evaluation procedures used to evaluate chairs, deans, and administrators.  MAFS also has requested ideas about how the institutions of higher education can better educate the citizens of the state about concerns related to funding.
· A request has been made to the Senate to draft a letter of continuing support for the President and his efforts to enhance the future of the University.  Mark Corson moves, Peter Kondrashov seconds, to allow the Senate President and President-Elect to draft a letter of support for the President, to be forwarded to the Senate before going to the President and Board of Regents.  Unanimous approval.
IV.  Old Business.  Dave McLaughlin addresses the proposed change to Chapter Two of the Faculty Handbook as part of the non-tenure track faculty development plan.  (See APPENDIX A for the proposed Faculty Development Plan.  See APPENDIX B for the specific proposed change of wording to the Faculty Handbook.)  
· Lori Mardis asks for clarification of items #1 and #4 under “Career Development” on the proposed plan.  Doug Sudhoff asks for clarification of #5 under “Career Development.”  Dave emphasizes that everything suggested here—as everything suggested everywhere—is dependent on financial limitations. 

· Doug is concerned that #5 not be read as requiring non-tenure track faculty to move toward a terminal degree.  After discussion, the general consensus is that administrators are unlikely to construe #5 in such manner.  Dave says he would accept an amendment to strike the words referring to “ranked faculty” in #5 of “Career Development.”

· Lori Mardis asks whether the concept of “terminal degree” is according to University or profession-specific definitions.  Dave suggests he change the wording to “terminal degree as recognized by the University” rather than “terminal degree meeting the same certification requirements as are required of ranked faculty.”


· Mark Corson calls the question, to vote on the proposal as amended. Two abstentions, the rest approvals.

V. New Business.
A. Motion, second, and approval to consider 105-08-01, -03, and –04 as a package.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval of package.

B. Motion, second, and approval to consider 105-14-07 through –12 as a package.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval of package.

C. Motion, second, and approval to consider 105-15-01 through –12 as a package.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval of package.
D. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 105-17-05.
E. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 105-20-26.
F. Item 105-22-01 has gone to COTE, so the Senate can take no action on the proposal.
G. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 105-29-07.
H. Motion, second, and approval to consider 105-44-06 through –15 as a package.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval of package.
I. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 105-51-01.
J. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 105-63-02.
K. Motion, second, and approval to consider 105-66-01 and –02 as a package.  Motion, second, and unanimous approval of package.
L. Motion, second, and unanimous approval of 205-81-01.
Jeff reminds us that we have a meeting scheduled for January 11, at which we’ll deal primarily with proposals for institutional requirements and related courses.  Executive Committee will meet on January 4.

5:09 p.m., meeting adjourned.

Appendix A:

Proposed Faculty Development Plan for Non-Tenure Track Faculty

Passed at the Faculty Welfare Meeting of April 18, 2005

Note:  This proposal applies only to non-tenure track contracts definined in the Faculty Handbook.

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 hire.

2. A commitment on the part of the university to a continual dialogue about career development with the hire.

CAREER DEVELOPMENT

1. Mentors assigned to all new faculty

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

3. A career ladder designed for faculty not likely to become tenure track.

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

5. A career ladder designed for faculty who are likely to be moved to tenure track.

6. Facilitation of pursuit of a terminal degree.

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

8. Guidelines in accord with the university requirements for promotion as reported in Chapter 2.

9. A salary scale commensurate with the career ladder.

10. An effort to move non-tenure track positions to tenure-track when the occupant meets the requirements for tenure track – i.e. a terminal degree.

Note: the above set of recommendations was compiled from two focus groups conducted in February of 2000 and two focus groups held in March of 2005.  All non-tenure track faculty were invited to attend these focus groups.

David McLaughlin

Subcommittee Chair

Appendix B:

Changes required to Chapter Two of the Faculty Handbook if the proposed Faculty Development Plan for non-tenure track faculty is to be implemented

Chapter Two, Section V, Item B of the Faculty Handook currently reads as follows (underlining added):

A non-tenure contract is offered for a designated period, and automatically terminates upon the expiration of the designated period.  A non-tenure contract does not require notice of non-renewal.  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 as credit towards tenure, although such credit may be given if agreed to in writing and approved by the Board of Regents.

The underlined portion of the passage would be replaced by the following:

A non-tenure contract is offered for ranked faculty for a period of one year.  Subsequent non-tenure track contracts will be two-year contracts offered at the end of each contract period.  If the contract is not renewed at the end of the first year of the two-year contract, employment will terminate at the end of the 2nd year.

