Faculty Senate Minutes – 10/23/07
I. The meeting was called to order at 3:35, and the attendance sheet was passed around.  In attendance were Kit Andrews, Scott Beaver, Beverly Cannon, Bryan Dutton, Claire Ferraris, Bob Hautala, Sandra Hedgepeth, Ryan Hickerson, Shaun Huston, Elaina Jamieson, Klay Kruczek, Elisa Maroney, Karie Mize, Ike Nail, Kathy Farrell (for Peggy Pedersen), David Murphy, Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon, Kristina Frankenberger (for Mark Seabright), Tracy Smiles, Chehalis Strapp, Mark VanSteeter, Alice Sprague (Staff Senate President), and ASWOU President Tiffani McCoy.

II. The minutes from the Faculty Senate meeting of 10/09 were approved.

III. Faculty Senate President Shaun Huston’s Report: 
President Huston thanked everyone for their effort put toward the recent NCATE/TSPC visit which, by initial accounts appears to have been quite successful.  He also noted that at the previous Executive Committee meeting, a minor Education course change (one course to be supplanted by another) was approved by the Executive Committee.  He also asked the Division chairs to ensure that those selected to participate on the LACC Review Committee do in fact agree to participate, and if not, submit names of those who will serve instead, so that the committee membership can be finalized and work can begin.  The goal is to have at least one meeting of this committee prior to the end of the current term so that a report can be prepared regarding how the committee will proceed.

IV. University President John Minahan’s Report:

President Minahan’s report was given by WOU Vice President of Finance Mark Weiss.  Vice President Weiss noted that our enrollment numbers

are above 5000 for the first time since 2002-03; WOU currently has 5037 students.  Further, WOU’s retention numbers are up from in the 60%’s during the previous few years to 72% in the 2006-07 AY; our retention of first-generation students has improved during each of the last three completed academic years as well, and stands at about 67% for AY 2006-07.  Vice President Weiss was asked about attendance for the 10/20 Preview Day, and replied that he was told that there were over 200 people in attendance.

V. WOU Staff Senate President Alice Sprague’s Report:

President Sprague reported that the Staff Senate held a meeting on 10/18, and is forming a Committee on Committees.  She also noted that they will hold a New Staff Welcome Event (New Staff are those who have started their position since November 1, 2006), Friday, November 2 from 2:00 - 4:00 pm in the Columbia Room in the Werner Center.  The Staff Development Committee is continuing its work, and the Staff Senate Newsletter Committee is working to producing a new issue, to be released 12/1.
VI. ASWOU President Tiffani McCoy’s Report: 

President McCoy reported that ASWOU is holding a ballot measure panel on Measures 49 and 50 on 10/25 from 12:30-1:30 in the Oregon Room, hosted by ASWOU Director of State & Federal Affairs Max Beach.  Advocating on behalf of Measure 49 will be State Representative Brian Clem, and advocating against will be Bill Mashofsky; advocating for Measure 50 is Barbara McDonald, and Russ Walker from Freedom Works will oppose 50.  Also, ASWOU will be campaigning for the DREAM Act, which is federal legislation permitting children of undocumented immigrants who have graduated high school in the US, and who satisfy two requirements – possessing “good moral character” which currently is defined as having no felony convictions, and having arrived in the US at age 15 or younger - to apply for conditional status extending for 6 years, during which they would be required to graduate from at least a 2-year college.  (Note: the Dream Act was prevented from going to the full Senate for debate by a procedural vote of 52-44 on 10/24; 60 votes “for” were required for the Act to pass to the full Senate)

VII. Dean the College of Education Hilda Rosselli’s Report on the Provost’s Council: 

President Huston noted that Dean Rosselli had indicated that there was no report as there have been no Provost’s Council meetings since the last Faculty Senate meeting.

VIII. Old Business
1. Peter’s Callero’s suggestions for the UCS Acceptable Use Agreement:

a. University computer users will not be required to formally agree with the acceptable use policy.

b. Any individual who has computer use monitored will be notified within 24 hours.
c. All specific acts of monitoring will be identified in a monthly report to the faculty.

d. All specific monitoring will be accompanied with an explanation and justification.

President Huston noted that the consent wording has already been changed in that users need no longer agree to the Agreement, they only must acknowledge the Agreement.  
Peter explained that his suggestions do not speak to the larger issue of whether or not there exists some right to privacy while using campus computers.  He noted that in the Agreement, early on, it is stated that there is a right to privacy with regard to certain issues as in the case of a phone conversation, but that later in the Agreement, it is asserted that there is no expectation of a right to privacy.  Peter stated that the four points above taken collectively is an attempt to avoid the whole legal argument that may possibly be worked out in court, by at least having some reporting mechanism here on campus.

Beverly Cannon noted that such a reporting mechanism could amount to a further invasion of privacy, if the names of those monitored were to be made public.

Peter responded that the point had merit, but the information is public anyway, releasable by a Freedom of Information Act.  Further, the report could be made without reference to specific names.

Peter stated further that it is his and his division’s hope that a committee be appointed to study the issue further and to make additional recommendations and/or build a consensus.

President Huston noted that the matter could be referred to the AIC, but that his recollection was that in 2005 Bill Kernan had sent the AIC a link to the Agreement, and that the judgment of the Committee at the time was, Shaun believed, that it essentially mimicked other such policies, and was therefore not discussed at much length and not brought before the full Faculty Senate.  So one course of action would be to refer it back to the AIC for review.

President McCoy asked if, in the case that Peter’s recommendations were not adopted, that the administration could essentially monitor computer use without justification.

Peter replied that his understanding is that administration currently has that prerogative.

Mark VanSteeter stated that in his opinion, Peter’s concerns had merit; if someone was monitoring him, he would at least be aware of it, and perhaps remedy the situation if the monitoring were groundless.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon noted that one part of the issue was the definition of “monitoring”.  She noted that if it were broadly interpreted as “access to statistics” then in a way, she can monitor faculty use as well.

Bob Hautala asked for a clarification of which reasons are sufficient to permit such monitoring.

Mark Weiss replied to these concerns that the administration is very willing to dialogue with faculty on this issue.  He stated that on occasion, bandwidth issues, specifically when disk space usage rose suddenly, an alert is triggered. With respect to why faculty might be monitored, he deferred to Bill Kernan.

Bill stated that UCS has provided responses to the FBI and the Oregon DOJ, when he has been provided with subpoenas once the Attorney General’s Office has verified the authenticity of the subpoena.  He noted two occurrences of this; last year and the year before, when campus IP addresses had been hijacked by off-campus users.  Bill also stated that when huge amounts of bandwidth are being used, typically by students in the residence halls, UCS shuts off the source and then removes LimeWire (an application often used to download large media files) from their machine.

He further noted that since disk space costs are high, when disk space usage increases exponentially, a script runs which provides them with the names of those whose accounts are consuming the storage.  UCS then contacts the user (who then is aware of the monitoring) to ask if the disk space usage is really necessary.

Bill also explained that he has never read any faculty member’s emails.

Peter made note of the fact the he trusts the current administration at its word.  But he pointed out that if a policy is to be installed, such a policy should be designed to transcend any particular group of administrators, so that the faculty should be comfortable with such a policy under any administration.

Bryan Dutton suggested that since there is value in Peter’s suggestions and since a significant amount of discussion on the topic had arisen, the Faculty Senate should refer the matter to the AIC for further review.

A motion was made to pass the matter to the AIC so that the AIC can consider what kinds of recommendations to make, in line with the concerns and suggestions made by Peter in his proposal.  The motion was passed.
2. The program changes for Chemistry, for Modern Languages, and for Mathematics introduced at the previous Faculty Senate meeting were passed.

IX. New Business

1. The Tenure Line Request and Justification Form submitted by Dean Scheck (see below):

Tenure Line Request and Justification

Western Oregon University

Division



Department


Date





New tenure line 



Replacement tenure line 














Name


Rank

Yrs. at WOU

Requested starting rank and rationale:

Requested starting time for search:

Requested start date:  
Summer

Fall

Describe the teaching work that the department or program needs to accomplish, and how the requested position will contribute to the Division’s and College’s goals or initiatives?   To the University’s Strategic Plan?

Complete the chart provided and describe how program productivity will be affected by this proposed hire?

	Division (Dept in LAS)
	Enrollment
	2006-07
	2005-06
	2004-05

	
	Lower level
	SCH
	SCH
	SCH

	
	Upper level
	SCH
	SCH
	SCH

	
	Grad. level 
	
	
	

	Prog/Major
	Graduates
	2006-07
	2005-06
	2004-05

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


How will the addition of this tenure line influence enrollments, numbers of majors graduating each year and student credit hours for your division? 

How many advisees do you project this individual to be assigned?  What is the average load of advisees for faculty in the discipline?

Is there any possibility of a shared or joint appointment with another division in either college? 

Please note any collaborative relationships with other programs.

Use the chart to characterize the current rank structure of the division or department. 

	Name               
	Yrs Serv.
	Full
	Assoc.
	Assist.
	Instruc.
	Adjunct

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


How will this position change the structure?

How will the addition of this tenure line increase budgeted FTE for the division?  Describe any corresponding reduction in Adjunct FTE anticipated. Indicate the anticipated teaching assignment for the next academic year.

Describe the impact of not adding this requested tenure line.

Is an office space available?  Will it need renovation or office equipment?

Special considerations:

Division Chair




Signature                                          Date

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Approved


Approved with reservations


Denied

Date





Dean’s Signature

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Approved


Approved with reservations


Denied

Date





President

President Huston noted that this is an item to be taken back to the Divisions and discussed, with the goal of ascertaining whether this is the right document for the job, since the process of determining which TT lines are continued or created has great impact on what WOU will look like in the future.

Dean Scheck noted the he and Dean Rosselli created the document during the previous summer, and that he encourages the departments and divisions to review it and suggest improvements.  He also explained that although enrollment numbers are not the only criteria involved in making these decisions, they do play a role.  Hence the above form is to help he and Dean Rosselli make informed decisions and to argue their cases to President Minahan.

Bob Hautala asked for a clarification of how lines are dedicated: by department, by division, or to the University to be distributed therein.

Dean Scheck replied that if someone in a current position retired or resigned, if there was a reason why that position needs to be there, certainly it will stay.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon noted that any involvement of enrollment numbers in decisions regarding lines would be problematic in application to library faculty lines, and Dean Scheck replied that the above form does not apply to lines for library faculty.

2. WOU’s Participation in the Joint Boards Articulation Commission; Presentation delivered by NSM Division Chair Lonnie Guralnick (see attached pdf file):

Lonnie stated that the mission of the JBAC is to help improve the transferability of lower-division general Education courses by articulating more clearly a framework of commonly agreed-upon learning outcomes and course criteria, particularly for Writing, Speech/Oral Communication, Mathematics, Arts and Letters, and Social Science.

For each of these subjects, the outcomes and criteria are listed in the accompanying pdf document, which is being distributed to each of the OUS institutions’ Faculty Senates for further distributions to the appropriate Divisions for review.  To that end Lonnie requested that our Senators bring the JBAC document to their respective divisions, and that comments regarding any outcomes or criteria should be collected and then forwarded to the JBAC.  Lonnie noted that there is a somewhat short timeline for this, comments should be finalized by January at the latest.

Further, Lonnie noted that there would be impact on both the LACC committee’s work and impact on the OTM as well.

Shaun noted that on p. 13 of the accompanying document, there is a suggested format for discussion of the outcomes and criteria, and pointed out that the issue at hand is that of what form the discussion should assume at WOU.

Lonnie also noted that this Commission was formed so that the Oregon State Legislature could be relieved of the responsibility of setting up such outcomes and criteria, i.e., that it would be a faculty-driven process rather than a legislative one.

3. Proposal to Restructure the Honors Committee (see below):

	To:
The Faculty Senate

From:
Elisa Maroney, Chair of the Committee on Committees

Re.:
Proposal to Restructure the Honors Committee

The Honors Committee proposes to restructure its membership in order to improve the productivity and effectiveness of the committee.  They believe a restructured committee would help them with, among other things, quality improvements in, and rightful recognition for, the Honors Program.

The following table lists the current and proposed structure for the Honors Committee:




	Current
	Proposed

	Education
Education
Liberal Arts
Liberal Arts
Liberal Arts
Liberal Arts
Liberal Arts/ Library
Freshman Honors Student
Sophomore Honors Student
Junior Honors Student
Senior Honors Student
Director of Honors Program
Ad Hoc Member
	Education

LAS—Creative Arts

LAS—Humanities

LAS—Natural Science and Mathematics

LAS—Social Science

At-large faculty: up to 2

Freshman class student representative

Sophomore class student representative

Junior class student representative

Senior class student representative

Director of the Honors Program (ex-officio)

Honors Office Assistant (ex-officio)


Discussion:

· A few divisions from LAS are specifically listed because of their involvement in the Honors curriculum through their freshman and sophomore course offerings.  Such an explicit representation will enhance curricular discussions, particularly when a revision of LACC appears likely. 

· Recognizing that the Honors Program is of interest not only to those divisions that offer courses but to all the university faculty, the Committee has identified up to 2 at-large positions that can be filled by faculty from LAS, COE, and the library (not necessarily one from each.)  Faculty who are interested to serve in the at-large category will contact the Chair of the Committee in response to announcements.

The Committee on Committees recommends approval of this proposal to restructure.
Gavin Keulks presented an overview of the proposal, indicating that the Honors committee would be better constituted with a smaller core of more committed faculty.  He was asked what the term length is for faculty representatives, and responded that term lengths can be variable but are typically two years.  He also noted that the student representatives are now listed as such, rather than honors students due to the fact that three freshmen applied for the position, and thus an election ensued, so that the student reps are now elected officials, and such a title might appear more impressive on a resume.

Tracy Smiles noted that the Division of Teacher Education has traditionally been the only division in the COE which has sent representatives to the Honors Committee, but that since several graduate courses are offered by Teacher Education which are held at the same time as the Honors Committee meetings, it would be a good idea to send COE representatives from other Divisions within the COE.

4. Inter-Institutional Faculty Senate Report, Presented by Solveig Holmquist:

Solveig explained that the IIFS consists of two representatives from each of the smaller schools (WOU’s are Solveig and Joel Alexander), and three from each of the larger schools.  It is a body which through intelligent leadership has furthered the goal of maintaining quality education on all campuses, and is committed to the existence of a community of campuses, rather than a disparate set of campuses in competition.  The IIFS is a good vehicle to disseminate information to the entire OUS system.

Further, due to the efforts of the IIFS, the representation of the smaller OUS institutions on the OUS board has been increased from one to two.  Members of the IIFS also attend Provosts’ Council and OUS board meetings, specifically for the purpose of reporting back to the respective campuses information relevant to the faculty perspective.  

There is an IIFS representative from OIT on the JBAC who played a pivotal role in crafting some of the standards in the accompanying document.  Proposals by the legislature to standardize syllabi for courses between campuses, though ostensibly a reasonable idea, should not be mandated from above, especially with a 3-month timeline, and the IIFS representative on the JBAC helped the Commission recognize that more study of such an idea was necessary.

The IIFS also periodically invites legislators friendly to higher education to its meetings, which has resulted in more effective lobbying on behalf of increased higher education budgeting.

Solveig also reported that during the next legislative session a bill will be introduced requiring increased security on OUS campuses.  The IIFS notes several issues with this bill, namely that it may require security officers to carry guns on campus, and to possess training that our current security officers may not, potentially resulting in those officers being replaced.  The bill carries a $4 million price tag.  Solveig stated that what we need to do as faculty is to consider under what conditions do we feel safe in the classroom, and determine if we feel such a bill is necessary, or if other measures are more appropriate.

Bob Turner is currently undertaking a review of which institutions are appropriate candidates to be considered comparator institutions for WOU, as the current list appears rather obsolete for many reasons.

Solveig also reported that speakers are continually attending IIFS meeting to report on and solicit input regarding current issues with PEBB and PERS.
Following this, the meeting was adjourned.
A correction was submitted by Solveig Holmquist after approval of these Minutes:

“Regarding the IIFS report that I gave on 10/23, the second paragraph should state that due to IIFS efforts, the governor has increased faculty representation on the OUS board from one OUS faculty member to two, with the stipulation that there be one faculty member from a large institution and one from a smaller school within the system. It is encouraging to note this interest in reflecting the differing perspectives and needs.”

Further remarks were received by the Secretary from  Mark Perlman after the above remarks were appended:

“I feel I ought to point out that the bill which adds a second faculty member to the OUS Board, House Bill 2579, was in fact sponsored by AFT-Oregon, and not by IIFS.  One can see this clearly in the header of the bill itself:  
http://www.leg.state.or.us/07reg/measpdf/hb2500.dir/hb2579.en.pdf
House Bill 2579:  Sponsored by Representative BUCKLEY, Senator WALKER; Representatives BARKER, BARNHART, BRUUN, CLEM, COWAN, DALLUM, C EDWARDS, D EDWARDS, GALIZIO,GARRARD, GELSER, GREENLICK, HOLVEY, JENSON, KOMP, OLSON, READ, ROBLAN, ROSENBAUM, SCHAUFLER, SHIELDS, G SMITH, WITT, Senators AVAKIAN, DEVLIN, MORRISETTE, MORSE, PROZANSKI, WESTLUND (at the request of American Federation of Teachers-Oregon)
I myself, as then-WOUFT President, testified twice for Legislative Hearings in favor of this bill.  Nobody from IIFS did so.  AFT-Oregon's excellent lobbyist, Rob Wagner, did a lot of back-stage work for us to get this bill passed.  This second faculty position on the OUS Board, specifically designated for a faculty member from a regional university, came about because of AFT-Oregon, supported by your dues and the voluntary Political Action donations made by union members.  Your faculty union got it sponsored, passed by the legislature, and signed by the Governor.  

 

You can see a lovely photo of me, Peter Callero, Steve Gibbons, AFT-Oregon retirees head Val Jack (and grandson), and AFT-Oregon's lobbyist Rob Wagner with the Governor at the signing ceremony for this bill at the website: 
 http://or.aft.org/?action=downloadasset&assetid=d0c1d32e-bd80-40d1-bb2d-417a3b8607b3%20-

 

So let's set the record straight:  It was WOUFT and AFT-Oregon who got this done.  

Your union is fighting for you and your interests.”
