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Minutes
Thirty-fifth Faculty Senate
3:15

November 5, 2008

Shared Conference Room

Administration Building

Dr. Doug Sudhoff, President
Dr. Max Fridell, President-elect
Dr. Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary
Members present: Sudhoff, Leach-Steffens, Zweifel, Fridell, Thornsberry; Foley; Weiss; Vetter; Rohs; Wanorie; Rytting; Muhsam; Rahnl Wood for Nance; D. Richardson; Johnson; W. Richardson; Petefish-Schrag; Hendrix; Spradling; Roush; Hesse

Guests: Paul Klute; Provost Yang; Mark Hetzler, director of auxiliary services; Mike Wilson.

I.
Approval of October 2008 Minutes (if available). Foley moved to approve; Roush.  Unanimous approval.
II.
Approval of Agenda.

Foley moved to approve; Roush seconded.  Rohs asked that 101-01-02 through -11 be stricken.  This was approved unanimously.  Roush, Zweifel moved to approve the amended agenda.  It was proved unanimously.
IV.
Reports:


A.
Special Report:  E-reader program (Paul Klute and Mark Hetzler).
Yang: Faculty’s first exposure to the e-reader project was the presentations at the general faculty/staff meeting.  Since then, Hubbard, Klute, John Rickman and others have been working tremendously hard on the project.  Klute will present a fairly substantive update on the e-book project.  Yang and Doug Dunham have been monitoring this project with mostly positive results.  By and large, response has been positive.  There is the e-book/reader CONCEPT and the e-book/project IMPLEMENTATION.  The concept is a compelling concept whose time has come.  However, when talking about e-reader/book implementation, we’re talking about translating the concept that is beneficial, useable through a variety of constraints.  That’s why there’s a pilot project and informational sessions.  

Klute: Presented informational piece on e-reader project to look at the e-reader as book.  When meeting with textbook publishers, it was discovered that an ebook is more than a pdf to be read on an electronic device.  First concept: Is moving away from traditional textbooks viable?  Second: Is the notebook a viable platform for delivery?  Third: Is an e-reader viable as a delivery mechanism?

160 e-readers were delivered to students and faculty in four classes.  The upshot of the pilot is that e-readers are attention-getters but not attention-keepers; notebooks as platform may be more viable.  Textbooks on a notebook are about 50% of the cost of hardback books.  Muhsam asked how e-books improve learning.  Klute pointed out that the text on a notebook platform offers a lot of interactive features through the internet – interactive assessments, imbedded video and audio files, etc.  There are supplemental course sites available.  Hetzler added that many publishers are conducting research, and finding that student grades with e-textbooks than with hard copy textbooks.  E-textbooks may work better for all four types of learners.  Klute pointed out that the psychology department was testing traditional/e-reader/e-textbook on laptop.  Leach-Steffens clarified that the issue here is not the helpfulness of the e-reader gadget, but the e-book as multimedia.  Klute said the pilot will be extended through McGraw-Hill as a research/delivery project to determine how e-texts can best be used on campus. Hetzler added that this would also involve how this will be beneficial to faculty as well as students.  Klute and Hetzler also met with the New York Public Library to make available classes supplementary texts in the arts and humanities.  Fridell asked whether this only involved books before 1923 because of copyright laws.  Klute confirmed this.  Fridell asked if this only involved undergraduates.  Klute confirmed this as well. Foley asked if the pilot included e-books on laptops.  Klute said yes, but this was ad-hoc.  Last word: e-books, not e-readers, are the new focus. There will be town meetings about concerns and a more thorough description of e-books vs. e-readers, etc.  There will also be meetings with arts and humanities departments about needed texts so that the NY Public Library can focus scanning materials.  Hetzler said they were hoping to expand the rollout next semester, with one person per department rolling this out.  Zweifel asked about time frame.  Klute said it was a bit less than making traditional textbooks available.  Many publishers have the courseware already available.  Zweifel asked how his faculty might get involved.  Klute said he was working with all publishers to get lists of e-published texts.  Wanorie asked if we were looking forward to a day where students will haul book to every class.  Klute said that he couldn’t speak to computers in the classroom, but to have the book on the computer.  The publishing industry sees this as the future.  Klute says textbook manufacturers can cut 60% of cost and keep same profit margin through e-publication, and that textbooks are going to follow newspapers off the cliff.  Wanorie asked if the texts would be distributed through CDs or the web?  Klute said mostly web-delivered.  Rytting asked if students were to buy and keep textbooks rather than rent them, wouldn’t students be paying more for textbooks or at least not save us any money?  Klute said it’s a possibility, but the publishers want to pilot with us because we all have laptops and are a textbook-rental based university.  The pilot will help us understand the complexity.  Foley pointed out that it might be beneficial to pilot e-texts vs. books in courses with several sections.  Hetzler pointed out that most e-texts are in general education because of higher demand.  This would help facilitate this side-by-side testing.  


B.
Provost.
  No items to report.  Took questions.  Muhsam asked about merit-based pay discussion in Budget Committee, where merit-based pay was discussed.  Yang pointed out that there was a question by a senator some months ago about the philosophy behind the salary matrix.  An almost identical question was posed in a visit to Booth College, relating to the concept of merit pay, and the relationship between that and the faculty matrix.  The president has addressed that question on numerous occasions, and says there is no room within the faculty salary matrix philosophy to substantively implement the merit pay concept.  One can have a conversation about the salary matrix itself.  Spradling noted that the Baldridge (and Yang added MQA) examiners asked about merit pay incentive.  The related question of “Do we want to have a philosophical conversation about the salary matrix?” is probably yes.  Rytting asked about the Presidential search and whether there is a timeline.  Yang pointed out that he doesn’t know much about the search and recommended we consult the faculty representatives.  (All senators looked at Renee Rohs, who pointed out that the first meeting of the search committee is tonight.)

C.
Support Staff Council (Danny Smith). – No report

D.
Student Senate (Abby Freeman). – No report

E.
Committees.



1.
Academic Appeals (Carol Spradling).
a.
Committee activity: Met once on an academic honesty case which was not overturned.  



b.


2.
Admissions and Advanced Standing (Michelle Nance).



a.
Committee activity: No report.



b.


3.
Curriculum and Degree Requirements (Renee Rohs).
a.
Committee activity: Several groups of proposals went through; some from psychology were tabled. Several art proposals were approved; the RN/BSN package was approved with suggestions.  Two student petitions were approved.  Rytting asked about proposals from English – these are now through CDR.



b.


4.
Assessment (Nancy Foley).



a.
Committee activity: Members are previewing the IR Intercultural assessment.  The ITLC subcommittee meets tomorrow.



b.




5.
Budget, Planning and Development (Armin Muhsam).
a.
Committee activity: Has met once as a full committee; the salary matrix subcommittee met with Doug Dunham.  Most discussion was focused on the salary matrix.  Zweifel noted that Welfare’s salary matrix representatives noted some missing line items. 



b.


6.
Faculty Welfare (Tom Zweifel).
a.
Committee activity: Workload subcommittee is collecting data from faculty on level III committee; benefits subcommittee was working on survey and rating wellness programs from other universities.  



b.


F.
Level III Committees



One-time course offering committee has approved two proposals.
VI.
Old Business.
A. Introduction of faculty representatives to presidential search committee: Renee Rohs and Mike Wilson.
Rohs visited with other people from college to get their input on qualifications that would be important in the presidential search.  The first meeting will be this evening.  

B.
Faculty Advisory Committee on Rank. 



1.
Recommended process for electing new members (Carol 

Spradling).  Spradling suggested a process for two-year and one-year members so that the process is staggered.  Eight people serve the committee  (two from CEHS, two from Booth, four from Arts and Sciences).  We need to elect from the list of eligible.  Those with the most votes would fill in for two years; the remainder would fill in for one year.  Foley read the list of eligibles.  Ury asked whether the librarians would be able to vote.  Fridell stated they would vote with Arts and Sciences.  Each college votes only for those of their own colleges.  
a.
Discussion.  Rytting asked if the lack of qualified personnel is going to be an ongoing process.  Sudhoff pointed out there was a lack of diversity on the committee as well.  Rytting pointed out a comment that the promotion process may need looking at because it might not promote diversity of full professors.
b.
Vote on process. Thornsberry moved to approve the proposal; Roush seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.


2.
List of nominated faculty will be distributed by email.
B. Review of Constitution/By-Laws (brief update by Max Fridell).
 The suggested process violates the Constitution because it must be done by a committee rather than by all senators.  Fridell commented that, while it’s true that it’s required to be done by committee, there is no specific size of committee.  All senators will be a member of the committee but will be guided in the steering committee for the Constitution review.  Any interested members should contact Max Fridell before the next couple weeks.  Wanorie asked if we are to share the process with the department.  Fridell said, “Absolutely”.  Wilson commented that his senate was the last to review the bylaws.  Hendrix asked if we are to use the eCompanion website this year.  Sudhoff stated he’s using the university’s web site.
VII.
New Business.

A.
Curriculum Proposals:

1. 108-08-01 – revision of a clerical error, held over from last year.  Ury pointed out that the proposal labled 108-08-01 was actually 208-08-01.   It was pointed out that this proposal is a graduate level class and may have to go through Grad Council. Zweifel moved to approve, Fridell seconded.  Hendrix pointed out the confusion alluded to earlier.  The hard copy that is not 208-08-01 and IS a 600-level class is the correct copy.  No challenge was given.
Fridell pointed out that we do not get any CDR comments or signatures on our CD copies of the proposals on disk before CDR returns proposals. Some proposals came without the accompanying checksheet, and CDR did not look at them without the checksheet. Rohs spoke to Karen yesterday so that the process is simplified and the proposals rescanned.  Spradling asked why we don’t put these on the web anymore.  Leach-Steffens pointed out that, without web access, department heads would not be able to alert senators about important issues they might miss.  Rohs asked if we could put them in as a group in MyNorthwest.  Spradling said it would be a good idea.  Sudhoff asked if there was a motion to place proposals on a usergroup on MyNorthwest.  Zweifel asked if there would be notification for posting.  Sudhoff said that these should be listed on the draft agenda and go check the group on MyNorthwest.  Zweifel asked if all faculty would have access; Rohs agreed.  Rohs took responsibility for adding proposal.

Sudhoff pointed out that Erin has done yeoman work on reorganizing Faculty Senate office with no information.  Faculty Senate student workers will now be hired on a veteran/new worker team.

Thornsbury approved; Roush seconded to approve 108-13-01 through 03 as a package. Packaging approved unanimously.  Rohs moved to approve the package; Thornsbury seconded.  Hendrix pointed out that this proposal looks like we’re guaranteed a faculty overload every spring and should approve a new faculty member than overload a faculty member constantly.  Muhsam stated that Craig Warner would have to drop a class to teach this one because he would not be getting an overload.  Rytting asked if this means the class would not be offered that semester.  Muhsam stated the class would not be offered or if adjuncts would be hired to teach the dropped class.  Muhsam said no adjunct would be able to fill in. A discussion on juggling classes ensued.  Sudhoff asked if the dean was aware of staffing difficulties.  Muhsam said the dean was aware.  Thornsberry called the question.  Package approved unanimously.


2.
108-13-01



3.
108-13-02



4.
108-13-03

Fridell moved we packaging 208-08-01 through 14; Rohs seconded.  Packaging the proposals moved unanimously.  Thornsberry moved to approve; Richardson seconded.  Spradling asked what the difference between 01, 02, and 03.  01 is the program, 02 is a course; 03 is another course.  Proposals got merged together.  Foley pointed out that 208-01-11 had its own file.  There were problems with the scanning so that some were merged together; others were in their own file.  All except 208-08-01 are new courses; 01 is the creation of the program.  Vetter pointed out that two of these courses, Health Promotions and Human Sexuality, are already taught in HPERD.  Thornsberry did not know why these courses were not used through HPERD.  Delivery may be an issue – if they can be guaranteed on line or through satellite, HPERD can teach.  Rohs made some statements that need to be amended via CDR recommendations.  Ury pointed out that CDR suggested the existing Human Sexuality and Health Promotions last year and this didn’t carry over.  Alisha Francis pointed out that some of the classes will have a different focus in nursing.  Vetter asked if there was discussion between departments on the differences.  Hendrix pointed out that there are some theory differences in focus.  Hendrix pointed out that developmental psych was not cleared with psychology and that’s going to impact their department by requiring another department.  Sudhoff asked if HPERD could review the proposals.   Richardson stated that if HPERD had not signed off on those classes, those should be excluded from the motion.  Sudhoff pointed out there are no signatures on any of the master copies he has.  Zweifel suggested there needs to be more discussion.  Foley said there needs to be a place on the form where the proposal offerers need to verify whether course duplication exists.  Vetter pointed out that both HPERD courses are classroom-only, but Dr. Symonds has been working to get both online and ITV options are available.  Rytting commented that the process was not followed and may need to be more thoroughly defined.  Fridell pointed out that it’s the Dean’s responsibility to check for the signatures.  Roush asked for clarification – his understanding was that each department should check the proposals to see if there are problems.  Hesse asked if “impacted or affected” means students may be poached from one course to another.  Roush said it might delude students.  Rytting pointed out that, if courses are different, they should be offered through different departments.  But if they are similar enough, then if we’re facing situations of faculty overloads, we should be able to streamline those similar programs.  Vetter pointed out there needs to be discussion between departments or deans.  Rytting called the question.  16 opposed to the package, one extension.  Sudhoff suggested that questions should be emailed to him tomorrow and the packet and questions will be reviewed by that department to be resubmitted quickly.



5.
208-08-01



6.
208-01-01



7.
208-01-02



8.
208-01-03



9.
208-01-04



10.
208-01-05



11.
208-01-06



12.
208-01-07



13.
208-01-08



14.
208-01-09



15.
208-01-10



16.
208-01-11



17.
208-01-12



18.
208-01-13



19.
208-01-14
VIII.
Adjournment.
