
Western Oregon University Faculty Senate Minutes – 11/13/07

I. The meeting was called to order at 3:40.  In attendance were Scott Beaver,  Bryan Dutton, Susan Daniel, Claire Ferraris, Mark Girod, Bob Hautala, Shaun Huston, Klay Kruczek, Elisa Maroney, Karie Mize, Kathy Farrell (for Peggy Pedersen), Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon, Kristina Frankenberger (for Mark Seabright), Chehalis Strapp, Mark VanSteeter, WOU President John Minahan, and Tim Hasty (for ASWOU President Tiffani McCoy).

II. The minutes from the Faculty Senate meeting of 10/23 were approved (post-approval comments have since been appended as such).  No Staff Senate Report was given since Staff Senate President Alice Sprague was not in attendance.

III. Faculty Senate President Shaun Huston’s Report: 
President Huston asked everyone to use only the forms posted on the Curriculum Committee website 

http://www.wou.edu/president/facultysenate/curriculum/
for program/curriculum change proposals.  This will make the process smoother, and will facilitate the transition to the on-line process on which Bill Kernan, Camila Gabaldon Winningham, and Bryan Dutton are working, and which is due to be up and running, at least for testing purposes, by the end of the year. In particular, the form in the most recently published Faculty Handbook is obsolete.

President Huston then drew attention to two action items endorsed by the Faculty Senate last year, namely increased availability of wireless network access on campus, and ex-officio faculty representation on the Student Technology Fee Committee.  He noted that AIC Chair Shirley Lincicum would address the former, later during the meeting, and that the STF Committee had yet neither approved nor rejected the latter proposal.

IV. University President John Minahan’s Report:

President Minahan reported that the WOU football team had secured a bowl appearance against the Colorado School of Mines in St. George, UT, and the WOU women’s volleyball team had qualified for the NCAA Division II tournament in San Bernardino.

President Minahan reported that the search for the VP for Advancement was proceeding.  He noted that the goal is to hire a good fundraiser, who can emphasize scholarship monies.  There are currently five active candidates who will be granted phone interviews, and should any of those go well, the process will continue with campus interviews.

There will be a ribbon-cutting ceremony Friday 11/16 at 10AM OPA for the Nursing Program, to be attended by Bill Roberts, federal and state politicians, and OHSU administrators.  The building is to be finished in 10 months.  President Minahan reported that he continues to work actively toward raising the final (approximately) $500,000 committed by WOU for the bill funding the project.

President Minahan also noted that our retention numbers are up, approaching the 75% mark.  But the last Board meeting was troubling, with respect to the regional campuses, as the enrollment numbers at EOU and SOU continue to be a concern.  WOU has been working hard to separate itself from the “regional” label, with notable success; especially that WOU has substantial enrollment growth.  However, Board members continue to make statements which draw attention to regional campuses as unsustainable, and this is still a matter of concern for WOU as calls for changes in administrative structure of OUS regional campuses continue.  Everyone from WOU attending these Board meetings is working very hard to keep WOU from being part of any remedy to the regional campus sustainability issue which adversely impacts our operations, size or autonomy.

There are two committees whose work is particularly relevant: Committee on Structure & Governance overseen by Director John Von Schlegell, and the Portfolio Committee run by Director Howard Sohn.  The latter considers what programs are offered by which campuses, and what principles should be used to manage the offerings of institutions.  Director Sohn has made statements that the regional institutions are particularly problematic with regards to their missions and offerings.  President Minahan expects answers sometime during the winter or early spring from these committees.  A Board retreat, which President Minahan will attend, will be held this December during which these issues will be discussed.

V. ASWOU President Tiffani McCoy’s Report (given by Tim Hasty): 

Tim reported that President McCoy’s priorities for Winter term would include advocating sustainable energy sources.

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

Dean Rosselli reported that three candidates were interviewed by the Provost’s Council for the position of VP Chancellor for Research and Graduate Studies; recommendations were sent to Chancellor George Pernsteiner.  When the decision is made, WOU will be able to host the VP for the purposes of determining in what ways we might be working together.  Dean Rosselli also noted that the Provosts’ Council had had considerable conversations with the Chancellor’s Office regarding performance measures.  There will be $4 million and $3.5 million distributed during the next biennium; $4 million to be distributed across all campuses and $3.5 million is dedicated to WOU, IOT, EOU, SOU and possibly OSU-Cascades.  Two short-term performance measures are the freshman retention rate (calculated for WOU by considering what proportion of this year’s WOU freshmen are still in the OUS system next fall), and transfer student retention (calculated for WOU by considering what proportion of students who transferred to WOU with junior standing this fall are still in the OUS system next fall).  It is important for all campus employees to be cognizant of these measures, and act accordingly.  There are plans for this type of performance measure system to continue into the future (see appended document below).  There will be some monies which are institutional-specific.  WOU is pursuing initiatives for student recruitment, retention and success that will be relevant to determining what performance measure might be specific to WOU for the $3.5 million pool.
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Performance-Based Funding:

Retention, Completion, and Time to Degree

Guidelines

Background
On September 7, 2007, the Board directed that $7.5 million, drawn from the funding provided for enrollment growth ($4.0 million) and regional campuses ($3.5 million), be used toward improvement of student retention, completion, and time to degree.  The enrollment growth portion will be distributed among all campuses; the regional funding will be divided among EOU, OIT, OSU–CC, SOU, and WOU.  During 2007-08, the foundation will be laid for this performance-based funding, with funding allocations in future biennia to reflect achievement of stated campus targets.

Guiding Principles

· Every OUS institution should demonstrate gains in student retention in the near term.

· Targets will be developed in the context of each institution’s mission and student characteristics.

· The process for target-setting, performance evaluation, and funding distribution will be equitable across institutions, developed in consultation with the Provosts’ and Administrative Councils.

· Longer-term measures – graduation rate and time to degree – will not be tied to funding during the 2009-2011 funding cycle. 

· Performance funding for each biennium will be awarded in the fall of odd-numbered years based on performance data from the preceding fall (e.g., 2009-2011 funding will be disbursed fall 2009 based on fall 2008 retention rates for the fall 2007 cohort; if graduation rates were included, they would represent the graduating class of 2007-08 or the 2002 entering cohort).  

Institution-Specific Measures

· The inclusion and timeframe for institution-specific measures is dependent on collective agreement among the institutions; each campus must participate and the same timeframe for target achievement (initial biennium for performance evaluation and funding dispersal) must be observed.

· The Provosts’ Council will be asked to reach agreement regarding the inclusion of institution-specific measures and whether target achievement for these measures will form a part of the 2009-2011 funding distribution. 

· Institution-specific measures should be developed to meet the following criteria:

· Be related to the goal of improving student progress

· Be clear and measurable

· Include historical data (unless addressing a formerly-unmeasured activity)

· Institution-specific measures will be reviewed and approved by the Chancellor’s Office.

Target-Setting

· Near-term targets should seek, at the least, to return to the highest level of performance in the past five years.  If this is unattainable by fall 2008, ending targets for fall 2010 should meet this goal.

· Each campus should establish long-term benchmarks for each measure reflective of the institution’s strategic plans and initiatives, student population, and performance of peer or comparison institutions.  The proposed benchmark year is 2018, ten years following the initial set of targets.

· Annual targets should demonstrate the achievements necessary to reach 2018 benchmarks.

· Targets for later years should be more ambitious and tied to expected retention gains in the earlier years.

· Targets should take into account factors that may have a negative impact on retention, completion, and student progress, such as outreach and access initiatives aimed at first-generation students, enhanced academic program features (such as study abroad) that would add time to degree completion, and institutional capacity.  Each institution should provide a written description of these mitigating influences.

· Targets may assume that the level of funding dedicated to performance on these student progress measures will be equal to, or higher than, the $7.5 million allocated for 2007-2009.

Table 1: Performance Measures and Data Definitions

	Timeframe
	Measure
	Data Definition

	Short-term
	1. Freshmen retained to the second year (%)
	First-time full-time freshmen entering fall term and returning to any OUS institution the following fall 

	
	2. Transfers retained to the second year (%)
	Students transferring from any college or university with junior standing (90-134 credits), enrolled full-time fall term and returning to any OUS institution the following fall

	Long-term
	3. Freshmen completing a bachelor’s degree within 6 years (%)
	First-time freshmen entering full-time fall term and completing a bachelor’s degree at any OUS institution within six years

	
	4. Transfers completing a bachelor’s degree within 4 years (%)
	Students transferring from any college or university with junior standing (90-134 credits), enrolled full-time fall term and completing a bachelor’s degree at any OUS institution within four years

	
	5. Time to bachelor’s degree – entering as freshmen (years)
	Average years to completion of a bachelor’s degree for the cohort of first-time full-time freshmen reported in the six-year graduation rate

	
	6. Time to bachelor’s degree – entering as transfer students (years)
	Average years to completion of a bachelor’s degree for the cohort of full-time transfer students reported in the four-year graduation rate

	
	7. Institution-specific measure (if implemented)
	To meet the following criteria:

· Related to the goal of improving student progress

· Clear and measurable

· Historical data provided (unless reflective of a new campus initiative)

· Approved by the Chancellor’s Office


Table 2a: Distribution Model for 2009-2011 and 2011-2013

	Timeframe & Mission
	Student Population

	Timeframe & Mission Weighting
	Measures 

(Student Population)
	Education Source Weighting
	Institution

	Short-term

100%

(80% with institution-specific measure)
	· Freshman retention rate (FTF)

· Transfer retention rate (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	· 
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	· 
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	

	20%

(if implemented)
	Institution-specific measure (subject to provosts’ agreement)


Table 2b: Distribution Model for 2013-2015 and Beyond

	Timeframe & Mission
	Student Population

	Timeframe & Mission Weighting
	Measures 

(Student Population)
	Education Source Weighting
	Institution

	Short-term

50%

(with inst-specific)
	· Freshman retention rate (FTF)

· Transfer retention rate (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	· 
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	· 
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	Long-term

30%

(with institution-specific measure)
	· 6-yr graduation rate (FTF)

· Freshman time to degree (FTF)

· Transfer student 4-yr graduation rate (transfer)

· Transfer student time to degree (transfer)
	100% transfer / 0% FTF
	Cascades*

	
	· 
	50% transfer / 50% FTF
	EOU, PSU

	
	
	33% transfer / 67% FTF
	OIT, SOU, WOU

	
	
	25% transfer / 75% FTF
	OSU, UO

	

	20%
	Institution-specific measure (subject to provosts’ agreement)


* Separate performance measures for OUS-Cascades have not been reported in the past and will need to be developed.

Table 3: Upcoming Activities

	Schedule
	Activities

	By November 30, 2007
	Provosts’ Council agreement on campus-specific measures.

Campuses submit to Chancellor their proposed student retention and progress initiatives.

	By January 8, 2008
	Campuses submit to Chancellor their institution-specific measure (if adopted by Provosts’ Council).

	By January 15, 2008
	Chancellor’s Office provides performance reporting templates to campuses for April report to the Board.

	By February 22, 2008
	Campus performance reports returned to Chancellor’s Office with (in addition to standard reporting):

· 2018 benchmarks for retention, completion, and time to degree measures

· Targets to 2018

	By March 14, 2008
	Chancellor’s Office reviews and consults with campuses on proposed targets.

	By March 21, 2008
	Final reports submitted for April Board docket.

	April 4, 2008
	Campuses report to the Board on performance, targets, and student retention/progress initiatives.

	By August 1, 2008
	2009-2011 system-level targets developed for measures reported to the State, using campus benchmarks and interim goals.

	Winter-Spring 2009
	Legislative Session

	February 2009
	Campus performance reports submitted to Chancellor’s Office

	September 2009
	Chancellor’s Office completes assessment of 2007-08 performance, targets, and proposed 2009-2011 funding allocation.

	February 2010
	Campus performance reports submitted to Chancellor’s Office with opportunity for target revision (e.g., tied to new/revised peer lists, predicted graduation rates based on student characteristics, etc.)


Table 4:  Performance-Funding Cohort Matrix

	Funding Distribution
	Freshman Retention Rate
	Transfer Student Retention Rate
	FTF 6-Year Graduation Rate
	Transfer 4-Year Graduation Rate
	Freshman Time to Degree
	Transfer Student Time to Degree
	*Institution-Specific Measure

	
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data
	Cohort
	Target Data

	Fall 2009
	F 2007
	F 2008
	F 2007
	F 2008
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2011
	F 2009
	F 2010
	F 2009
	F 2010
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2013
	F 2011
	F 2012
	F 2011
	F 2012
	F 2006
	S 2012
	F 2008
	S 2012
	F 2006
	S 2012
	F 2008
	S 2012
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2015
	F 2013
	F 2014
	F 2013
	F 2014
	F 2008
	S 2014
	F 2010
	S 2014
	F 2008
	S 2014
	F 2010
	S 2014
	TBD
	TBD

	Fall 2017
	F 2015
	F 2016
	F 2015
	F 2016
	F 2010
	S 2016
	F 2012
	S 2016
	F 2010
	S 2016
	F 2012
	S 2016
	TBD
	TBD


* Institution-specific measures to be developed upon agreement of the Provosts’ Council and subject to review by the Chancellor’s Office.

There was also conversation at the Provosts’ Council regarding the AAOT agreement; pure studio courses would not be counted toward applied arts.  A recommendation is being made to the community colleges that a 2.25 GPA requirement be upheld for students availing themselves of the AAOT agreement.  Western is the only institution in the OUS which has a 2.0 GPA listed as part of our admission requirements; we had at one point wanted to raise that to 2.25. Associate Provost David McDonald had done an analysis and found that the increased requirement would affect hardly any students at all and that for those that it did, avenues of recourse remained.  Thus there is a possibility that, in light of the above recommendation and study by McDonald, WOU may increase the minimum transfer GPA to 2.25 as a result of institutional agreement regarding the AAOT agreement. 

VII. Old 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

Discussion:

Elisa Maroney stated that some of the information requested on the form is not easily accessible, namely the student credit hours and current rank structure of the division or department.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon noted that Library faculty felt strongly that if the Faculty Senate were to endorse the form, library faculty line requests should be included on the form.  To this end, Janeanne submitted a proposed form revision (see below), which includes Faculty : Student ratios.

Library Faculty response to proposed Tenure Line Request & Justification form

Faculty Senate issue, Nov. 2007

The Library faculty supports the proposed concept: a protocol for requesting and justifying the need for new or replacement tenure-line appointments.  It is important so that university administration can draw appropriate comparisons and make fair decisions.  

The Library faculty opposes any form which by its intent and/or design excludes a segment of the faculty from presenting requests to this institutional decision-making process that are on par with the majority of requests.

In presenting the form to Faculty Senate, Dean Scheck acknowledged that it may not work for library faculty and suggested that the incoming Dean of Library and Media Services would create his own form based on the current proposed one, one which would address specific divisional criteria. However, a separate form creates or reinforces an “other” mentality toward this division.   A different form naturally encourages different treatment.

We believe that if the Faculty Senate is to endorse this form proposed by the Deans of COE and CLAS, it must be able to apply to all tenure track lines within the university. 

In fact, most of the proposed form does already apply to library faculty; limited adjustments to the quantitative data called for and some wording would make this document inclusive. Overall university enrollment affects library faculty similarly to how program enrollment affects departmental and divisional faculty.

Specific suggestions:

Include total university enrollment for requests for library faculty, including total lower level, upper level, and graduate enrollments

Include a ratio of tenure-line faculty:students. 

Include data on faculty:student ratios at peer institutions (as defined by OUS)

The ratios would be useful for cross-program comparisons.  However, while it is not useful to compare the WOU library faculty:student ratio (currently 1:1000) to WOU academic programs, it is useful to compare our library faculty: student ratio to that of SOU, EOU, and similar schools.

Changes to the form in highlights:

Complete the chart as applicable and describe how program productivity will be affected by this proposed hire

	· Division for COE

· Dept for LAS

· University for LMS
	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

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of tenure-line Faculty:Students
	
	Faculty:Student ratio at peer institutions 
	


How will the addition of this tenure line influence enrollment and retention, numbers of majors graduating each year and/or student credit hours for your division? 
Dean Scheck noted that the form was created in an atmosphere of uncertainty regarding the number of positions which were to be filled this year.  Also, for LAS the enrollment data requested on the form was provided by Kathy Hill to the division chairs in June, and part of administrative assistants’ job descriptions is that they be able to mine BANNER data for this information.  What would really help is if the Institutional Research Office could run a report to generate this information.  Dean Scheck reiterated that he and Dean Rosselli were very receptive to suggestions from the Senate, but that this form is part of an administrative procedure and budget management procedure, and that it falls to him, Dean Rosselli and incoming Dean of Library and Media Services Allen McKiel to make staffing decisions based on the appropriate data.

Mark VanSteeter reported that Social Sciences faculty voted unanimously that there should be two separate forms; one for new faculty lines and another for replacement requests.  Mark also noted that there is no place on the form for requests based on research interests; namely that if a department has a discipline-specific vacancy (for example the Geography Department has no cartographer at present), a request might be valid based in large part on a department’s desire to expand its research interests.

Kristina Frankenberger stated that she was uncomfortable with Faculty Senate endorsing the form, because it was a work-in-progress and anticipated ongoing changes.  Dean Scheck concurred, and President Huston noted that the form was not brought before the Faculty Senate for the purposes on getting an endorsement, as the form does not require such for implementation, but rather for the purposes of engaging in a discussion with faculty and the deans regarding how the form could perhaps be improved to serve both faculty and administration interests, as staffing decisions affect the future shape of our divisions and departments.

Klay Kruczek stated that it is not necessarily accurate that this form represents more paperwork, since should a department decide to begin the process of requesting that a line be filled, some paperwork will have to be completed in any event, and that this form serves as a standardized guide with which to submit the relevant data.

Bryan Dutton asked Dean Scheck if there were any deadlines regarding additional input from the divisions about the form.

Dean Scheck replied that comments prior to the next round could potentially be included on the form in time if received within nine months.  He also reiterated that the form helps Administration follow a path of meticulous growth, and that he appreciated Mark’s suggestion that the form address departmental research interests if appropriate.

President Huston noted that the Executive Committee could redraft the form to reflect the suggestions already received and those not yet received, and submit it to the deans at a later time.  Kristina Frankenberger argued that it would be easier to simply summarize the concerns, and President Huston replied that a redraft process was one particular way of ending the comment process, one which he was not wedded to.

Janeanne Rockwell Kincanon moved that the Executive Committee tabulate faculty suggestions gathered here, and set a deadline for further suggestions for the form.  The motion was seconded, and the following discussion ensued.

Dean Rosselli made the point that the original intent of the form was to make the decision-making process regarding staffing more transparent.  The COE will be happy to provide the division chairs with the required information, and in fact could even fill out the form for them, but that a program can benefit when considering its own relevant numbers and information.  Further, the intent of the form is to avoid the semblance of poor decision-making that might occur without appropriate justification.

President Huston noted that it is likely that faculty can recognize the value in the intent of the form, but that there were concerns about the implementation of the form.

The motion on the table was passed.

2. WOU’s Participation in the Joint Boards Articulation Commission
The question that remains regards the process by which WOU faculty would submit feedback to the Commission.

Bob Hautala asked if there was a scheduled hearing at WOU.  President Huston replied that there had been a hearing held at WOU previously.
Bryan Dutton noted that comments can still be forwarded through division chairs; President Huston asked the Senate if there were any objections to pursuing only that course.  Hearing none, President Huston remarked that the comment process would continue to be that of forwarding comments through division chairs, and the matter was closed.

      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:

Bryan Dutton noted that this proposal would lead to the Honors Committee being unique among Faculty Senate Committees in that the Honors Committee Chair would have some authority over membership, in that potential at-large faculty members could communicate their interest in serving on the Committee directly to the chair, who then would have the authority to add those faculty to the Committee.

Chehalis Strapp noted that the Honors Committee recommends, as part of its charge, the recipient of the Pastega Faculty Research award, and asked if this process would be influenced by the restructuring of the Committee.

Mark Girod lent support to Chehalis’s point, in that less representation from Education might have consequences in the award process; he also noted that Education has a large number of faculty who only work with graduate students.  That population of faculty is not represented on the Honors Committee, a fact which also could influence the award process.

Elisa Maroney noted that the Committee on Committees had not addressed these issues in their discussion of the restructuring.  

President Huston asked if these concerns speak more to the process of how the award is chosen, and if they could not be equally applied to the current structure of the Committee.

Elisa Maroney suggested that the matter be referred back to the Honors Committee so that the above concerns could be addressed.

Bob Hautala stated that not having a quorum is not a good reason to restructure a committee.

President Huston noted that the quorum applies to all positions including open ones.

Elisa Maroney noted that the original proposal actually contained more at-large positions, but that that number was reduced since the Committee on Committees felt that the original proposal would not result in improvement of the Honors Committee’s staffing problem.

Mark VanSteeter made a motion to refer the matter back to the Committee on Committees so that they may address the above concerns.  

The motion was passed.
VIII. New Business
1. Distribution of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities’ Comprehensive Evaluation Committee Report on WOU:

President Minahan brought several dozen copies of the Report to the meeting, and Senate members were encouraged to return to their respective divisions with copies. 
2. Transfer Articulation Agreement with Washington, California and Hawaii                 (brought by President Huston for Director of Admissions David McDonald):

A link to the Agreement:

http://www.wou.edu/~beavers/Faculty%20Senate/Transfer_Degree_Comparisons.pdf
The issue at hand is whether the matter should be referred to the ARC or if the Faculty Senate can endorse the Transfer Articulation Agreement as-is.

Elisa Maroney asked whether or not the Agreement applies equally to all Washington State community colleges; President Huston replied that to his knowledge that such was not the case and that he would refer that question back to Director McDonald.

Chehalis Strapp asked if this articulation agreement meant that students availing themselves of the Agreement would be getting AAOT equivalents; President Huston replied in the affirmative.

Chehalis then asked if the Agreement was a package deal in the sense that were the Faculty Senate to endorse the Agreement, would we need to do so on the basis of the entire Agreement?

President Huston replied that the Faculty Senate could make recommendations to Director McDonald on a line-item basis.

President Minahan noted that WOU is currently accepting credit from each of these colleges in a fairly irregular way, and that the idea of the Agreement is to instill some regularity into the structure.

Bryan Dutton noted that the Agreement could be used as a recruiting tool; President Minahan agreed and noted that that was, in part, Director McDonald’s intent.

President Huston suggested that the matter be referred back to the Academic Requirements Committee, and the matter was continued.

3.  Support of Academic Excellence Showcase (brought by PURE Coordinator Jeff           Templeton; see below):

Jeff asked that Faculty Senate endorse the 2008 Showcase and act as a conduit for information about the Showcase to pass to the campus as a whole.  The proposed letter by which the Faculty Senate would endorse the Academic Excellence Showcase is below:

Academic Excellence Showcase

The Faculty






November ___th, 2007

Western Oregon University

Dear Colleagues,

We are pleased to write this letter in support of this year’s Academic Excellence Showcase event to be held on Thursday, May 29th, 2008.  This day will be devoted to the presentation of student scholarly research papers, performances, and projects.  The Honor Society of Phi Kappa Phi will once again partner with the Program for Undergraduate Research Experiences to sponsor this event designed to celebrate and showcase our students’ academic work.  Last year’s highly successful event featured more than 250 talks, posters, and performances by WOU students.  This accomplishment is attributed to the outstanding efforts of more than 70 faculty members serving as session chairs and/or faculty sponsors.  

The Faculty Senate supports this day dedicated to student research, scholarship, and creative activities.  To encourage student attendance at the presentations, the Senate requests that faculty members reassign class time and require students to attend Showcase sessions.  We definitely do not want students to use this as a vacation day.

The Faculty Senate recommends that departments and divisions contribute to the success of the research and project presentations in multiple ways.  For instance, they can serve as session chairs organizing presentations, publicizing them, and educating the campus about them; or they can serve as mentors to students, helping them develop papers, performances, and posters.  Through this program we can continue to demonstrate that undergraduate research, scholarship, and creative activities are distinguishing characteristics of our university.

Sincerely,

Shaun Huston
Mark Girod
Scott Beaver

President
Vice President
Secretary

Faculty Senate
Faculty Senate
Faculty Senate

4.  Student Privacy Issues (WOU Registrar Nancy France)

President Huston briefly summarized that the issue circulates around the Reference/Recommendation Request form found online, which is to be used when a student requests a recommendation letter from a faculty or staff member.  The form is linked below.

http://www.wou.edu/provost/registrar/documents/student_reference_request_form.pdf
Chehalis Strapp asked if this form is mandatory; and Nancy France replied that if grades, academic standing, or anything of that sort is to be included in the letter, then the form is mandatory.

Chehalis stated that the form’s intent appears to apply to nearly anything regarding the student, due to the phrasing on the form.

Nancy noted that the form is for the protection of the student and WOU as a whole.

Bryan Dutton statted that many students are not aware of the form, and use online services such as PreDents which send out electronic notification of a reference letter request, and asked how our system would dovetail with those.

Nancy France replied that she believed that students using some of those online services have already signed a release at that end, and Bryan asked if it is not still our responsibility to obtain the form, and Nancy replied in the affirmative.

Kristina Frankenberger stated that she felt that the form was a disincentive to write letters, and asked Nancy what are the consequences for not using the form.

Nancy replied that noncompliance with The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA 1974) could in theory lead to WOU losing its federal aid monies, so that students would not receive financial aid through us.  Nancy did say that by her understanding, FERPA has never been invoked to the point of stripping a university of federal aid, but that it was very clear that we could not release grades or academic standing.

A motion was made to extend the Faculty Senate meeting by 15 minutes, and it passed.

Bob Hautala asked if it were not possible to have the students sign a form ahead of time, drawing analogy to the releases athletes sign for release of their photos.

Nancy replied that she was amenable to that suggestion and could investigate it, but she thought that students might be wary of granting permission in a broad unspecified future manner.

Bryan Dutton noted a concern that using this form may make it difficult to respond as quickly as we are often asked to, and asked if faculty were expected to be the repository of the forms.

Nancy replied that since faculty were writing the forms, it made the most sense for faculty to house the forms.

Mark VanSteeter asked for clarification of circumstances under which the form is required, and Nancy replied that statements made from personal observation or knowledge of a student do not require written release, but those containing personally identifiable information obtained from a student’s educational record do.

Susan Daniel noted that she did not feel comfortable being responsible for maintaining the forms, given the legal peril that the university could face.

Nancy replied that were the registrar to house the form, a rapid recommendation letter turn-around would be even further jeopardized.

Kristina Frankenberger asked if the form applied only to current students, or to graduates as well; Nancy replied that it applied to all current or former students, and Kristina asked if the form could be automated to reduce the response time.

Bryan Dutton noted that there is an issue with respect to ensuring that students are notified that the form is a requirement.

Nancy said that she can notify the students via email, but that it is our responsibility to have the students to fill out the form.

At this point, President Huston asked that Senators return to their respective divisions and solicit comments, and the matter was continued.

5. Wireless Network Access Project Proposal (AIC Chair Shirley Lincicum)

Shirley gave a brief summary of the issue, in which she noted that Faculty Senate last year had endorsed the concept of increasing accessibility to wireless networking for Western Oregon University faculty and students.  Faculty Senate had previously made inquiries of the Administration regarding free and open access without the monthly fee, and was informed that it was not possible.  At the President’s fall Planning Retreat, President Minahan suggested that the AIC initiate a Pilot Project Proposal Process, wherein faculty could propose projects using the campus wireless network to the AIC, which would then forward the proposals to the Administration who would review them and grant faculty involved in an approved project free access to the campus wireless network for the duration of the project (see below – note that the deadline for submitting proposals for projects to be considered for implementation during Spring Term 2008 is 5:00 p.m. on Monday, January 14, 2008). 
Wireless Pilot Projects 

Introduction

In Fall 2006, Faculty Senate endorsed the concept of increasing accessibility to wireless networking for faculty and students at Western Oregon University.  In response to that endorsement, President Minahan recommended that the Academic Infrastructure Committee (AIC) solicit proposals from faculty for pilot projects that demonstrate various approaches to utilizing wireless technology to support teaching, learning, and other forms of scholarship. AIC encourages WOU faculty members who are interested in exploring the use of wireless technology to develop and submit proposals. Successful applicants will receive wireless network access for the duration of their projects. Applicants are responsible for obtaining any equipment that their project may require. This program will not provide equipment or funding to purchase equipment. This document outlines the procedures for preparing proposals and the criteria that AIC will use to review submitted proposals. 

Program Objectives

AIC seeks proposals from faculty for pilot projects that explore the use of wireless technology to support teaching, learning, and other forms of scholarship.  All tenured, tenure-track, and non-tenure track faculty actively employed on campus are encouraged to develop and submit project proposals.  The objectives of the pilot projects are to: (1) promote increased access to wireless technology for faculty and students, (2) demonstrate the utility of wireless technology in supporting high quality teaching, learning and scholarship, and (3) assess the feasibility of various models for providing access to wireless technology on campus.  

Time frame

Faculty should plan for projects to start no earlier than Spring Term 2008 and conclude no later than Spring Term 2009. 

Proposals

Faculty who wish to propose pilot projects will submit a proposal via an online form created using Survey Monkey. 

Criteria for review of proposals
1. Sufficient access to equipment

2. Clarity of written project description

3. Time lime compatible with AIC program time frame

Award process

AIC will forward proposals that meet the criteria listed above to the Faculty Senate President, who will present them for consideration by appropriate personnel in university administration. University administration will review the endorsed proposals and respond within a reasonable amount of time regarding the feasibility of implementing each endorsed project. 

Dissemination and reporting

All faculty whose projects are implemented will be required to submit a report assessing project outcomes no more than 30 days after the last day of the term in which their project ends. AIC will provide an online form for submitting project reports, and the committee will compile a summary report for Faculty Senate to be submitted during Fall Term 2009. University administration/UCS will prepare a report regarding the impact of the pilot projects on the university's wireless infrastructure to be submitted during Fall Term 2009. Faculty Senate and university administration will use these reports for assessment and planning purposes. 

Submission procedure

The deadline for submitting proposals for projects to be considered for implementation during Spring Term 2008 is 5:00 p.m. on Monday, January 14, 2008. Division AIC representatives are available to answer questions or assist in preparing proposals: 

Business & Economics


John Leadley

Creative Arts




Joe Harchanko                                    

Computer Science                                      
Scot Morse                                                      

Health & Physical Education                     
Gay Timken     

Humanities                                                  
Katherine Schmidt      

Library                                                        
Shirley Lincicum, Chair           

Natural Sciences & Mathematics                
Steve Taylor                

Psychology                                                  
Kathy Thompson                                

Social Science                                             
Max Geier                    

Special Education                                        
Hank Bersani                                      

Teacher Education                                       
Chloe Myers

Shirley noted that the above process does not cover equipment of any kind but only access to the wireless network.

Bob Hautala asked if student access was covered under this program and Shirley replied that yes, faculty could propose a project in which student access was required.

Dean Scheck reported that he was already underwriting a wireless pilot project, and asked Shirley if he should instruct the principals involved to apply through the process above.  

Shirley replied in the affirmative, and President Huston noted that if the project was already approved, there should be no need for further review, but that for assessment purposes the project should be included in the pool under the Wireless Pilot Project framework above.

President Huston asked Shirley Lincicum for a brief report on the Student Technology Fee Committee, and Shirley replied that she had attended the most recent meeting, and passed out a brief report, comprising the following.

1. Bill Kernan's e-mail of 11/2/2007 announcing the first meeting of the year. 
(This was posted to the allfacstaff mailing list) 

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: [All Faculty/Staff] Student Technology Fee Committee
Date: Fri, 02 Nov 2007 09:10:29 -0700
From: Bill Kernan <kernanb@wou.edu>
To: allfacstaff@wou.edu

The first Student Technology Fee Committee will be today at 1:00pm in 
the Werner University Center Rogue room.  Everyone is welcome.

Bill

2. A print out of the STFC home page: 
http://www2.wou.edu:7777/pls/wou2/stfc.main.show

3. Two print outs showing the STF forum at: 
http://forums.wou.edu/jive4/forum.jspa?forumID=16&start=0

(the latter requires login using your WOU username and password)

One of these showed what the forum looked like on the day Shirley made the 
print out. The other showed what the forum looked like on 10/19/07, the 
date that Bill made a print out that he included in the packet of 
documents that he distributed to committee members at the first meeting. 
After this the meeting was adjourned.
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