
Western Oregon University Faculty Senate Minutes – 5/27/08
I. The meeting was called to order at 3:33.  In attendance were Scott Beaver, Beverly Cannon, Keller Coker, Susan Daniel, Cheryl Davis, Bryan Dutton, Margaret Gatimu, Mark Girod, Bob Hautala, Ryan Hickerson, Shaun Huston, Elaina Jamieson, Klay Kruczek, Elisa Maroney, David Murphy, Peggy Pedersen, Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon, Mark Seabright, Chehalis Strapp, Mark Van Steeter, ASWOU President-Elect Max Beach, and Mark Weiss (for WOU President John Minahan).

II. The minutes from the Faculty Senate meeting of 5/13/08 were approved by unanimous voice vote.  

III. Faculty Senate President Shaun Huston’s Report: 
President Huston noted that at the preceding Executive committee meeting, the Committee had approved a title change to an Education course.  He also thanked all of the Faculty Senators for their work during a very hectic year, and thanked the Executive Committee members, Mark, Bryan, Chehalis, Bob and Scott for their work and for being easy to work with.  President Huston thanked Bryan in particular for his help and guidance as past Faculty Senate President.

President Huston then began the process of the election of next year’s Faculty Senate Executive Committee.  He noted that those present who were members of the 2007-08 Senate only, but not the 2008-09 Senate, would be voting on agenda items but not in the election of Executive Committee members.  2008-09 Senators only would be permitted to vote on the Executive Committee nominees.

The ballots were distributed, and President Huston noted that there was an open position for Secretary (no current nominee).   The nominees were as follows: Mark Girod for President, Elisa Maroney for Vice-President, and Susan Daniel and Scott Beaver for At-Large Executive Committee positions.  Senators filled out ballots and the above nominees were elected.  The position of Secretary was not filled.

IV. University President John Minahan’s Report (delivered by Mark Weiss):

Vice-President Weiss reported that President Minahan was on a fundraising trip with the goal of completing the $500,000 matching funds required for the $5 million legislative capital construction outlay; we have nearly $400,000 of that now with last week’s $125,000 grant from the Meyer Memorial Trust.

One issue of note is that OUS will quite possibly not receive $30 million of state appropriations for salary increases, of which WOU stood to receive $1.6 million.  Vice-President Weiss noted that during the upcoming year, WOU could draw down its General Fund to make up for the shortfall, but this may not be the case for every OUS institution.

Mark also reported on the consulting study commissioned by the OUS Board regarding potential efficiencies to be gained by restructuring certain administrative functions in the four regional OUS institutions.  He noted that the scope of that study had narrowed significantly since its inception.  Currently under consideration are only admissions, financial aid, and the registrar’s offices.  Mark reported that in an exit interview, the initial thought that great overarching consolidation would benefit OUS financially has apparently been dispelled.

Mark Van Steeter then asked Vice-President Weiss for more information about the proposed Salem campus.  Vice-President Weiss responded that WOU is in the process of negotiating a ten-year lease with a risk-mitigating early-exit (after five years) clause.  There are 18 four-bedroom apartments of which WOU would be required to fill nine, and three large classrooms for about 40 students each, and six offices.  The current planned usage is for ESL support, with the long-term goal to offer a greater variety of programs downtown.  It is possible that the Nursing program, possibly with families may play an immediate role as well if the site is not filled to capacity by international students.

In response to a question from Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon, Mark noted that some international students would be housed there with a Resident Assistant on-site, and take 20-40 hours of ESL-type coursework in Salem, with the option of continuing enrollment at WOU or elsewhere.

V. ASWOU President Tiffani McCoy’s Report (delivered by ASWOU President-Elect Max Beach):

President-Elect Beach reported that the ASWOU First Annual “Groovin’ in the Grove” will be held on June 3 from 11AM -3PM, in the Grove.  All students and faculty are welcome to attend this picnic, which will showcase educational sites including ASWOU Senate, RHA, and Monmouth area businesses.

He also reported on some sustainability issues; namely that it is an ASWOU priority to reduce the numbers of catalogs printed for use by students, and noted that similar initiatives are in place on other OUS campuses such as Portland State.  He asked for input from the Senators regarding this initiative, and any others which might help reduce natural resource use by WOU students.

Scott Beaver asked if similar consideration had been applied to the number of campus directories printed, and President-Elect Beach replied that that was not yet the case.

In response to a question, President-Elect Beach reported that ASWOU is still negotiating with the City of Monmouth on a proposed ban on Styrofoam.

Cheryl Davis asked if there was a way to recycle batteries, and Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon replied the Physical Plant does have a battery-recycling program in place; Allen Risen in the point of contact for the program.

Bob Hautala asked if the bookstore could sell cloth bags to partially replace plastic bags, and President-Elect Beach wrote down the suggestion.

Dean Rosselli noted that the students might take the lead in asking individual faculty members to distribute more course handouts via the web or network folders, and President-Elect Beach agreed.

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

Dean Rosselli noted that WOU’s MIS program proposal had been forwarded by the Provosts’ Council for external review, to be discussed next week.

Additionally, the following programs had been approved by the Provosts’ Council: a Graduate Certificate in Ecological Design at the U of O, a Graduate Certificate in Fisheries Management and Marine resource Management at OSU, a joint PSU/U of O Master’s Degree in Architecture with a significant component in sustainable architectural principles.

A Graduate Certificate in Public Management at PSU will be going to the Board, and a Ph.D. program in Mechanical Engineering at OSU and a Graduate Certificate in Public Health at OHSU have been forwarded for external review.  

New location proposals: OIT is recertifying its Mechanical Engineering Technology degree which they offer in partnership with and at Boeing; the U of O Educational Leadership Metro Doctoral program in Portland has been approved.

Significant discussion centered around policy option packages noted at previous Faculty Senate meetings; one in particular supports Ph.D. students, but also addresses student completion and retention, in particular regarding first-generation students; this will allow institutions to request funding from a pool of money targeting these issues.

OUS recently held a meeting with the deans of OUS colleges of education to investigate what sort of Policy Option Package might support responsiveness of OUS institutions to PK-12 needs, particularly with respect to changing high school diploma requirements legislated by the state, and regarding recruitment and retention of teachers in high-need fields and diversity support.

Dean Rosselli also reported that a number of WOU faculty had attended a day-long meeting with AAC & U regarding learning outcomes last week.  She noted that at WOU the response to the NW Accreditation in this area was proceeding well.

Lastly, Dean Rosselli reported that preparation of five-year data collection guidelines for new program proposals (with the purpose of determining if the goals outlined in the program change proposal have been met, if more resources are needed, or if the new program has been rethought to any degree) is proceeding.  She also noted that with market niche considerations have led to conversations suggesting that it may be appropriate for some new programs to contain sunset provisions.

VII. Old Business 

1. ARC Recommendations Regarding the S/NC Grading Category – Bob Hautala 

Please refer to the Faculty Senate Minutes of both the 4/22 meeting during which the proposal was introduced and the 5/13 meeting during which the proposal was discussed at some length. 

Nancy France determined that OSU uses the S/NC option, and at Stanford the catalog explicitly notes that students should not take the S/NC option to avoid rigor.  She had emailed President Huston with the following information:

“It appears that Oregon State is the only university in OUS with the same grading option that the ARC has proposed.  However, the following non-Oregon schools also have grade options which specify whether the non-letter grade is the option of the student or the grade mode approved for the course:
University of Southern California (CR is used rather than S)

University of California, Berkeley

Washington State University

Western Washington University

Stanford University (CR rather than S)

If we added a similar statement such as the following, which was in Stanford's description of grades, some of the concerns voiced at Faculty Senate might be alleviated. 

The “satisfactory” options are intended to relieve the pressure on students for achievement in grades. The “satisfactory” options in no way imply fewer or different course work requirements than those required of students who elect evaluation with a letter grade.”

It was noted that if approved, the proposal would not be implemented in the catalog until 2009-10.

Bob Hautala suggested that the Senate approved the grade designation, but charge the ARC to provide language in the spirit of Stanford’s.  The suggestion was accepted as a friendly amendment to the original proposal.

The amended proposal was approved unanimously by voice vote.

2. Final Exam Periods – Klay Kruczek 

Please refer to the Faculty Senate Minutes of the 5/13 meeting during which the proposal was discussed at some length. 

Klay Kruczek reported that his students were overwhelmingly in favor or changing the current system to include a break, and suggested that starting the final exam days at 7:50 instead of 8:00 AM, to include two-hour exams with ten-minute breaks, would negate the issue of finals from day classes intruding into the evening finals schedule.  

Keller Coker reported that his students had indicated that they had no problem with leaving the schedule as it currently stands, and including language in the catalog indicating to any student who has successive final exams that he or she speak to the instructors to accommodate any scheduling problems.  Chehalis Strapp and Mark Seabright reported similar experiences upon polling their students.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon moved to maintain the status quo, and the motion was seconded.

Further discussion included a suggestion by Mark van Steeter that language be included in the catalog as suggested above, and Bob Hautala noted that such accommodations necessarily compromise the standard that finals begin and end on-time.

Elisa Maroney noted that any proposed language should perhaps go in the finals schedule rather than or in addition to the course catalog, to reach the widest audience at the most appropriate times.

Mark Van Steeter proposed an amendment, to Janeanne’s motion, that the aforementioned language be included in the finals schedule.

Klay Kruczek noted that there is a significant additional problem with successive finals and case-by-case accommodations; namely that if instructors wanted to work details out between themselves after one or more students raised accommodation issues, it is difficult to determine who will hold a final exam in any given room at any given time.

Mark Girod stated that he was inclined to agree with Klay’s proposal, but did note that apparently many students didn’t see a need.

President Huston repeated his suggestion from the Faculty Senate meeting of 5/13 that 110-minute final exams do not seem particularly inappropriate.

Klay stated that given the choice of two-hour finals with no break or 110-minute finals with a mandated ten-minute break between successive final exam periods, the latter was the more sensible approach.  Scott Beaver agreed, pointing out that he had encountered several issues with students who had complained that there was not time between successive finals.

Janeanne withdrew her motion; Susan Daniel moved that finals be 110 minutes long, beginning at the same times as they do currently.  The motion was seconded, amended to be effective in the Fall Term 2008, and approved by unanimous voice vote.

3. Catalog Deadlines for Future Academic Years – President Huston

Please refer to the Faculty Senate Minutes of the 5/13 meeting during which the proposal was discussed at some length. 

Ryan Hickerson noted that an important component of this issue is that the deadline decisions must be clearly communicated to faculty, and President Huston concurred, stating that one reason that this is a Faculty Senate issue in the first place is that the Graduate and Curriculum Committees are central to the process; each of those committees must communicate the deadlines to their respective division committees.

A significant amount of clarifying discussion ensued, much of which centered around curriculum change proposal processes already begun (under the assumption that the current deadline structure will be in place during the coming year).  Associate Provost McDonald consented to leave the current deadlines in place, with the proviso that faculty be notified clearly and sufficiently that during following years the deadlines would be earlier.  

A motion was made to leave the current deadline process in place for AY 2008-09 (for changes to the catalog for 2009-2010) but for curriculum changes to be incorporated into the 2010-2011 catalog, it would be necessary for such changes to be submitted to the Curriculum Committee by January 2010, enabling the Faculty Senate Executive Committee to, in its first February meeting, place it on the agenda as New Business for the second full Senate February meeting, so that such proposals can be voted on during the single March full Faculty Senate meeting.  In this way the catalog curriculum content could be finalized prior to the end of March.  Under the proposed motion, these deadlines would remain in force for subsequent years.

President Huston asked that senators communicate this information to the division curriculum committee chairs, Peggy Pedersen suggested that a calendar be produced for the explicit purpose of making this process transparent, and Dean Rosselli suggested that the Curriculum Committee website contain a clear representation of a timeline for curriculum changes.  President Huston stated that the Executive Committee will assume responsibility for defining the process by which faculty members are to be notified, and timelines to be made explicit, during the coming year.

The motion was seconded, and approved by unanimous voice vote.

4. AIC recommendations regarding campus needs assessment – Shirley Lincicum and Steve Taylor

Please refer to the Faculty Senate Minutes of the 5/13 meeting during which the proposal was discussed at some length. 

Shirley Lincicum clarified that the AIC is asking that the Faculty Senate formally endorse the recommendations as a catalyst to help improve the process of consistently and systematically identifying and prioritizing campus academic infrastructure needs, noting that it is not the intention of the AIC to circumvent or duplicate existing administrative structures.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon asked if such recommendations would be submitted yearly, and Shirley responded that no specific timelines for follow-up reports were considered.  The AIC is open to working with faculty and administration and feels that it is not the charge of the AIC to dictate the flow of the process.  She also noted that to meet campus needs, multiple processes may be required since year-end money might be used to meet more urgent needs, but that larger, more long-term projects would need deeper planning.

Dean Rosselli asked about the projected costs included in the report, and Shirley noted that the costs on the Projected Cost Summary Sheet are rough estimates only, and not meant to be taken as more firm than that.

Dean Rosselli then asked if all divisions were represented in the report, and Shirley responded that they were not; information was compiled from a variety of sources including the Technology Summit from last year, but that it is assumed that the report is incomplete in the sense that some infrastructure needs are not included as not all AIC division representatives were able to attend each AIC meeting during which the report was formulated.  Shirley did make the point that the AIC did not view itself as the main body for pulling all of this information together; that role should be filled by the divisions themselves and a wider group.

Dean Rosselli asked that the Deans be included in this process as well, since they too have lists, end-of-year priorities, and decisions about whether to push items to the following year.  She agreed that a more precise structure was needed for the process.

Shirley suggested that an annual review of the process once chosen may be preferable, but that AIC understood that this may not be feasible.

The recommendations were approved by unanimous voice vote.

5. OIRPA Proposed Restructuring under TRI – John Killoran

Please refer to the Faculty Senate Minutes of the 4/29 meeting during which the proposal was introduced by John. 

President Huston noted that although it is not necessary for Faculty Senate to act on or provide recommendation for the proposal, the proposal may have sufficient impact on faculty, especially regarding grants, that it seemed prudent to give senators a chance to comment.

John Killoran began by noting that under a revised estimate, the budget presented to Faculty Senate four weeks prior has been revised downward by $19,000.

Bryan Dutton recalled that an opt-out process had been mentioned at the last meeting.  John clarified that OIRPA would not be a clearinghouse for grants, but would assist individuals with grant proposals if asked.

Chehalis Strapp asked for clarification regarding OIRPA’s role in assessment, and John replied that OIRPA would provide consultation and feedback, but certainly not be the central office of responsibility for assessment, including alumni assessment.  John mentioned that there appears to be a growing need for institutional assessment needs, and OIRPA may play some role in that, but not for individual, divisional or departmental perspectives.

Bob asked if OIRPA would be the central point of contact regarding assessment with respect to NW Accreditation, and John replied that although OIRPA may grow into that role, it has at this point not been made a mandate of OIRPA.

Dean Scheck noted that the LACC review committee has passed to Teaching Research the survey to be provided to faculty, for review and proofing.  He stated that he viewed OIRPA as the central organization for monitoring such data-gathering issues as those which cut across colleges.

Cheryl Davis asked if OIRPA would be providing fee-for-service, and John replied that the services are built-in, and not for fee.

John also offered that OIRPA would appreciate a continuing dialog regarding how they can build the office to meet both administrative and faculty needs.

Elaina Jamieson asked what the new title would be, and John replied that the new office will be called the Office of Institutional Research and Special Projects.

The Faculty Senate moved to endorse the proposed restructuring.  The motion was seconded, and approved with one abstention and zero no votes. 

VIII. New Business 

1. Committee on Committees Recommendation Regarding Faculty Awards – Elisa Maroney

Elisa submitted the recommendations, which were that a new Faculty Senate Committee be formed for the purpose of granting the teaching and research awards.  The letter outlining the proposed committee is at the link below:

Awards Committee Recommendation Memo



Bob Hautala suggested that a 15-member committee seems a bit large for this task, and perhaps three representatives from each college would be sufficient.

Bryan Dutton responded by noting that this issue had been deliberated, and felt that in order to ensure sufficient representation of the various groups across campus, a larger committee, each member of which would also then be charged with a smaller set of tasks, would be more appropriate.

Janeanne Rockwell-Kincanon asked if the Provost’s Award for Non-Tenure Track Faculty could be granted by the aforementioned committee as well, and Elisa replied that it could.

President Huston noted that the Senate could recommend including that award as well during the discussion at the subsequent meeting.

2. Salary Pool Letter – President Huston

President Huston noted that Scott Beaver had drafted a letter, in the same spirit as the letter from OSU presented in the IIFS report from the preceding Faculty Senate meeting, to be sent to Governor Kulongoski, requesting that the funds allocated for OUS faculty salary increases, but currently frozen, be released.  President Huston requested a suspension of the bylaws so that the letter could be approved at today’s meeting.  The text of the letter is at the link below:

WOU Salary Pool Letter to the Governor



In response to a question, Mark Weiss noted that although the letter may not have much effect during the current cycle, since the decision about the salary pool money has probably already been made, at least for the purposes of going on the record and looking forward to next year, sending the letter is certainly worthwhile and does serve the purpose of informing the governor of our views.

A motion was made to both suspend the bylaws and approve sending the letter; the motion was approved unanimously by voice vote.

3. Music Performance Certificate proposal – Joe Harchanko

Joe presented the proposal for the non-degree, which can be found at the link below:

Music Performance Certificate Proposal 2008
Joe noted that no new resources would be required for implementation of the proposal.

IX. Report on OUS and WOU Performance Indicators

Associate Provost McDonald delivered a quite positive report on WOU performance measures, found on pp. 125-135 of the comprehensive OUS report at the following link:

Report on OUS Performance Indicators
In particular, he thanked Dean Rosselli and the IR office for their hard work in shepherding the data into this report.  He singled out several high points of the report.  On p. 126, Freshman retention jumped from 65% from 72%, which is a huge increase.  Based on the 73% number, WOU is outperforming typical comparable US institutions.

He noted that on p. 129, the Student-to-Full-Time-Faculty Ratio is larger than expected, but that this is an artifact of the method of calculation which leaves out part-time instructor hours.

He also pointed out the two WOU-specific performance indicators, Community College Transfer Completion and First-Generation Retention, on p. 134.  The latter is at 67% which is above target, and should increase significantly due to greater levels of funding for the SEP and minority services programs.

Associate Provost McDonald noted that this report reflects very favorably on WOU, especially during the current legislative climate.  WOU has done well in many areas, and continued improvement is expected due to efforts of students, faculty, and administration.
After that the meeting was adjourned.
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