FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

April 7, 2009
President Marla Miller called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  All senators or alternates were present.  A quorum was determined.

Approval of Minutes

The minutes of the March 3, 2009 meeting were approved as presented.

REPORT OF OFFICERS
Report of the President – M. Miller – Senex met with Brad Burda to brainstorm some pro-active ideas concerning reduction in faculty salaries.  
Report of the Vice President – J. Zipay – Academic Council met March 31.  
· Program profiles/prioritizations should be out by April 15; revenue models are in progress
· Tenure relinquishment requests due by April.

· No summer productivity grants available

· New programs are currently frozen

Chancellor’s Office has requested a 30% budget cut from OIT (possible solutions)

· 9.2% faculty salary reduction

· Elimination of 16.5 FTE in faculty

· Elimination of 10 FTE non-instructional

· 20% salary reduction for unclassified staff

· 10% SS cut

Classroom size policy for lecture classes that are less than 10 students
· Will need to submit written justification to the Provost’s office
· Exempt classes would be jr/sr projects, seminars, independent studies

REPORT OF THE PROVOST – B. Burda – Revenue cost model mentioned in the VP report is part of the Program Prioritization/Departmental Profiles.  Will be meeting with department chairs to explain what is needed from them in the cost model. 

At the state level there is a moratorium on new programs; no new degree programs are being taken to the State Board for approval.  Development of new programs has not been stopped.
30% cut is continually changing.  Proposals from State Board for operation guidelines:

· Small schools/regional schools will take less than 30% cut

· 4.6% salary savings instead of proposed 9.2% decrease for faculty

· Strings attached to the federal stimulus money


* Higher education in the state that receives the federal stimulus money cannot be cut by 

   
   more than 20%, unless waiver is applied for and received.  If waiver is approved, 
 
     
   whatever cuts set for higher education will be applied to every state agency in the 
 
   
   system.

· Program Demand Policy has to do with the number of graduates from a degree program per year.

   Guidelines under review are:


* fewer than five graduate per year from a program  

or
* enrollment less than 2% of the entire student FTEs for the university
State Board has approved the Master Degree in Civil Engineering for OIT.

REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT’S COUNCIL DELEGATE – M. Miller – No report.  

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES

Faculty Rank Promotion and Tenure – T. Fogarty – 
 -- Indefinite Tenure Selection OIT-20-030 (proposed change in bold)

Procedure


All parties shall abide by the timeline set forth in this policy.  However, the provost may modify 
the timeline if he/she determines a reasonable need to do so. 


Notification and Tenure Review Committee Appointment

· If fewer than five eligible department members are available to serve on the committee, all full-time members of the department shall elect one or more eligible faculty outside the department to serve on the committee.  Preference first should be given to members of other departments in which the candidate holds a split appointment and then to faculty most likely to be knowledgeable about the candidate.

· Exceptions to the committee membership rules may be requested of the university president by submission of letters from both the candidate and department chair.

Motion was made and seconded to approve the proposed changes to the Indefinite Tenure 
Selection Policy as presented.  Following discussion the proposed new statement was amended as 
follows (change in bold):

· Exceptions to the committee membership rules may be requested of the university president  provost by submission of letters from both the candidate and department chair.


Motion to approve the amended change to the Indefinite Tenure Selection Policy passed 
unanimously.


-- Academic Rank and Promotion for Instructional Faculty OIT-20-040 (changes in 


    bold):



Page 1, first paragraph:



This policy outlines eligibility requirements and criteria for promotion.  For each succeeding 


academic rank, expectations of performance and leadership are higher.  Faculty at the instructor 


level, for instance, are expected to have effective teaching skills and current knowledge of the 


discipline, but they cannot be expected to make a strong administrative contribution.  Faculty 


with the rank of full professor, on the other hand, are expected to be excellent teachers, 



demonstrate leadership in departmental and institutional administration, and show evidence of 


continuing professional development.  Appointments to intermediate ranks will be judged on the 


basis of a candidate’s progress along these lines of development. The promotion process will take 

place during spring term.


Page 3, Associate Professor to Professor; Criteria for Promotion (change in bold):



Associate Professor to Professor



Criteria for Promotion:



OIT is an institution that practices shared governance.  Faculty ensure institutional 
success 

by participating in and leading decision making processes that have far reaching effects.  


Leadership requires commitment, integrity, accountability and initiative, as 
well as an 


ability to collaborate, build consensus, apply sound judgment and take responsibility for 


decisions.  Though most commonly demonstrated in the governance of the department, 


school or university or in other campus-wide activities, leadership qualities may be 



evidenced in a broad variety of activities.  Shared governance at OIT requires that these 


qualities are fostered and rewarded among the faculty.  Promotion to Professor recognizes 


that the candidate has demonstrated a history of leadership beyond the department with a 


positive impact on the academic community.



Demonstrate continued excellence in teaching in all of the following ways:

· Foster student learning in an environment that promotes student mastery of course objectives
· Assume initiative in instructional improvement and curricular development in the department

· Contribute to the design and improvement of departmental courses and curricula

· Participate in professional development related to teaching and learning



Demonstrate a history of leadership through active participation in the governance of the 
department, school, or college university or leadership in campus committee activities.  Engage 
in professionally-related public service and mentor less experienced faculty whenever 
possible.



Show evidence of continuing professional development, scholarship, and creativity through 
involvement in such activities as continuing coursework, professional certification, consulting 
work, publication, applied research, and/or by contributing to state, regional, or 
national/international professional organizations.  Engage in professionally-related public service 
and mentor less experienced faculty whenever possible.

Page 4, Promotion Committees: Definitions and Membership; 1. Promotion Review Committee


(change in bold):



1.  Promotion Review Committee



     Each department shall form a Promotion Review Committee to consider faculty promotions.




a.
By the end of the eighth week of winter term, the department chair shall appoint a five-


member Promotion Review Committee.  For the sake of consistency in tenure and 


promotion decisions, members of the departmental Tenure Review Committee will also 


serve on the Promotion Review Committee, if eligible.  Faculty ineligible to serve on the 


Promotion Review Committee include the department chair, members of the Promotion 


Advisory Committee, non-tenured faculty, and faculty being considered for promotion or 


post-tenure review.  However, full-time, senior faculty who have relinquished tenure 


prior to retirement are eligible.




b.
If one or more members of the Tenure Review Committee are not eligible to serve on the 


Promotion Review Committee, all full-time department members, including department 


chair, tenured/non-tenured faculty, and candidates for tenure/promotion will elect 


alternate Promotion Review Committee members from eligible faculty inside or outside 


the department.  Preference first should be given to members of other departments in 


which the candidate holds a split appointment and then to faculty most likely to be 


knowledgeable about the candidate.




c.
Exceptions to the committee membership rules may be requested of the provost 


by submission of letters from both the candidate and department chair.

  

    dc.
The department chair shall designate a member of the Promotion Review Committee to 
convene its first meeting.  The Promotion Review Committee will select a chair from 
within its membership. 

  

    ed.   If the department chair has applied for promotion and met the eligibility 
requirements 
and criteria, the associate provost school dean will serve in place of the 
department 
chair and the provost in place of the associate provost school dean in the 
review process. 



2.
School Promotion Committee




Each school shall have a committee to recommend faculty promotions.




a.
The associate provost school dean shall convene the School Promotion Committee by the 

end of the fifth week of spring term to consider departmental recommendations for 


promotion and all appeals.  The committee will consist of the associate provost school 


dean, department chairs, and Promotion Review Committee chairs.  Each department 


shall have at least two representatives on the School Promotion Committee.




b.
The associate provost school dean will chair the committee, providing all documentation 


on recommendations and appeals.




c.
A department chair being considered for promotion will be replaced by a full professor or 

ranking faculty member to be selected by the associate provost school dean from the 


appropriate Promotion Review Committee.


Page 6, Procedure for Academic Rank Promotion for Instructional Faculty (change in bold):



3. 
The department chair will attach a letter of support/non-support to the committee decision 


and forward both to the associate provost school dean by the end of the fourth week of 



spring term. The chair will notify applicants, in writing, of the committee’s decision by 



Wednesday of the fourth week.  





a.  Applicants may appeal a negative decision by the Promotion Review Committee to the 

     School Promotion Committee only after the applicant first meets with the department    

     chair and chair of the Promotion Review Committee.  In the case of disagreement, the 


     applicant shall initiate the appeal process by submitting a letter of rebuttal to the 


     associate provost school dean by the end of the fourth week of spring term.  Upon 


     request, the associate provost school dean shall provide each applicant an opportunity 


     to address the School Promotion Committee to present a case for promotion.  





b.  The School Promotion Committee will consider all evidence and determine whether 


     there is just cause to further consider the applicant’s request for promotion.  The 


     School Promotion Committee’s decision is final.  If the School Promotion Committee 


     decides not to review the application further or the applicant chooses not to appeal the 


     Promotion Review Committee’s negative decision, the promotion process is ended 


     and the associate provost school dean shall place copies of the documentation 


     forwarded by the Promotion Review Committee and department chair in the 



     applicant’s provost file. 




4. 
Each department chair will present a case for promotion to the School Promotion 




Committee for each applicant advanced by the Promotion Review Committee.  The 



School Promotion Committee will make promotion decisions based on the criteria 



outlined above.  No secret ballots will be allowed. The content of the School Promotion 



Committee’s deliberations are confidential and shall not be divulged by its members.





a.  As chair of the School Promotion Review Committee, the associate provost school 


    dean will submit a separate report to the Promotion Advisory Committee, 



    summarizing the School Promotion Committee’s decision for each applicant, including 

    all documentation from Promotion Review Committees and department chairs, by the 


    end of the sixth week of spring term.  The associate provost school dean will also 


    attach a separate report outlining his/her support/non-support for each applicant.  The 


    secretary for the Promotion Advisory Committee shall place a copy of these documents 

    in the applicant’s provost file and organize applications for promotion for the 



    Promotion Advisory Committee’s consideration.  Applicants who receive a negative 


    decision from the School Promotion Committee are not forwarded to the Promotion 


    Advisory Committee, thus ending the promotion process.



            b.  The associate provost school dean will notify all applicants of the School Promotion 


    Committee’s recommendation by Wednesday of the seventh week. 

Following the explanation of the reasons for the changes to the policy, the proposed changes to 
the policy were unanimously passed and accepted as presented.


Welfare Committee – K. Usher – 


Faculty Merit Pay Policy OIT-20-016 (changes in bold):


Introduction


Awarding merit pay to a faculty member is an institutional recognition for distinguished 
professional service.  As the compensation priorities established by the Faculty Senate include 
COLA, market equity, internal equity, and merit, funds available for merit will be to some extent 
limited.  However, top faculty performance should be rewarded and, to that end, the merit policy 
is divided into two components:



Annual Merit Pay:  Annual merit pay is based on the annual performance evaluation 

for recognition of meritorious faculty performance with reference to the established 


areas of faculty professional evaluation.


Performance Award:  This award is established to rectify existing salary inequities. It 
will provide the opportunity for additional compensation to those faculty whose 
performance and/or contribution to the university is consistently exceptional.  

Annual Merit Pay:  Annual merit pay is based on the annual performance evaluation for recognition of meritorious faculty performance with reference to the three areas of faculty professional evaluation:  instruction, professional development, and institutional and professionally-related public service.   Annual merit pay will not be implemented until such time as:

· OIT average faculty salaries have reached 100% of the average comparator salaries by rank and discipline.

· Criteria for merit awards are clearly defined and communicated to faculty.

· The appraisal system is revised to measure that criterion.

· Department chairs are trained in the art of performance appraisal.

· Adequate funds are set aside for merit rewards.

The Faculty Compensation Committee (FCC) will review the above criteria annually.  When the FCC determines the criteria have been met, it will forward a recommendation to the Faculty Senate that the Annual Merit Pay system described in this policy is ready to be implemented.


Performance Award Implementation

Funding

· Funds will be set aside for the purpose of awarding performance merit pay at the discretion of the university president.
· Any portion of the funds not expended will be set aside and added to the performance fund for the next fiscal year.

Eligibility

This policy applies to All members of the faculty who hold state board appointments with a rank 
of professor, associate professor, assistant professor, or instructor, research associate, research 
assistant; and whose teaching responsibilities are full-time equivalent is at least fifty percent 
(50%) teaching, research, or administration full-time equivalent.  Faculty members who were 
not employed as OIT faculty members in the previous years are not eligible for merit pay.

Criteria



To qualify, meritorious performance and/or contribution to the university must be documented in 
one or more of the faculty member’s evaluation areas:.  For instructional faculty, including 
department chairs, these areas are instruction, professional development, and institutional 
service as described in the OIT evaluation Faculty Evaluation Policy OIT 21-040.  For 
library faculty these areas are instruction, professional development, librarianship and 
institutional service as described in the Library Faculty Performance Evaluation Policy 



OIT 21-041a.


Procedure


Faculty may be considered for a performance bonus in one of the following ways:

· Self-nomination

· Peer nomination 

· Chair nomination

· Administrative nomination


In all cases, written documentation must be submitted describing the faculty member’s particular 
contribution or activities in one or more of the evaluation areas for the previous academic year or 
years (or period to be considered).


The department chair will review the documentation and forward it to the provost with a 
recommendation. The provost will make recommendations for performance pay to the president, 
who shall approve or deny the award.   The president will then notify faculty members who will 
be receiving a performance pay bonus. At the president’s discretion, the award may be for a one-
year only bonus and paid in a lump sum, or it may be applied to the faculty member’s base pay as 
a permanent increase. 


Timeline

Fourth week of Fall Quarter:  Documentation is submitted to department chair.


Sixth week of Fall Quarter:  Department chair forwards documentation with recommendation to 
provost.


Eighth week of Fall Quarter:  Provost meets with the president to review reports and 
recommendations.


Tenth week of Fall Quarter:  President reviews reports and selects recipients.  


First payroll of Winter Quarter:  Recipients receive bonus pay or salary adjustments. 


Annual Merit Pay Implementation


Selection for recognition of meritorious faculty performance will be made annually with 
reference to the three areas of faculty professional evaluation described in the OIT evaluation 
policy that applies to that faculty member.  To be eligible for merit, objectives should be 
challenging and extend beyond the normal scope of activities.:  instruction, professional 
development, and institutional and professionally-related public service.

Criteria


Criteria for merit are established during a meeting between the chair and the faculty member to 
draft the Faculty Objective Plan (FOP) form (Attachment A) for the coming year.  Samples of 
appropriate activities are listed on the FOP form.  To be eligible for merit, objectives should be 
challenging and extend beyond the normal scope of activities. 


Procedure

Annual Merit Score 


During fall quarter the department chair and the faculty member meet to determine faculty 
objectives for the year.  The FOP form is completed and agreed upon. 


The Annual Performance Evaluation (APE) form will be completed by the faculty member and a 
copy provided to the department chair their direct supervisor in accordance with the Faculty 
Evaluation Policy OIT 21-040.  


The department chair will determine a merit score for each faculty member in the department and 
record this score in the space provided on the APE form.  The associate provost will evaluate and 
determine scores for the department chairs in accordance with the Department Chair Selection 
and Evaluation Policy OIT 21-030.


The department chair will assign a numeric value to each of the three categories (teaching, 
professional development and service) as indicated in the following table.  If a faculty member 
does not meet expectations in one or more categories, s/he will not be eligible for merit.  The 
annual merit score is the sum of the scores from each of the three categories.  The maximum 
possible merit score is six.  


The supervisor will determine a merit score for each faculty member in the department and 
record this score on the Annual Merit Score (AMS) form (see policy attachment A). 


To complete the AMS form, the supervisor will assign a numeric value to each of the 
evaluation categories, based on the performance levels assigned on the faculty member’s 
APE form in each evaluation category.  While exceeding expectations in any category 
should be a goal, it should not be to the exclusion of the other categories.  Supervisors will 
normally award a score of 1 in any category where a faculty member exceeds expectations, 
but may award 2 points if the faculty member’s performance is truly superlative. If a merit 
score of 2 is awarded in any category, then a narrative justification is required on the AMS 
form.  Otherwise, a narrative on the merit score form is optional; if none is provided, refer 
to the last two pages of the APE form.  In order to promote balance and activity in all 
categories, if a faculty member does not meet expectations in 
one or more categories, 


his/her total annual merit score for that year shall be zero.  Otherwise, the total annual 
merit score is the sum of the scores from each of the categories on the Annual Merit 
Score 
form.  


Scores in each evaluation category will be assigned as follows:

	Performance (from APE form) 
	Merit Scoring 

	Exceeds expectations 
	1 or 2†

	Meets expectations
	0 

	Does not meet expectations 
	 (*)


†  “Exceeds expectations” will normally be assigned a score of 1, but may be increased to 2 points if the faculty member’s performance is truly superlative. If a merit score of 2 is awarded in any category, a narrative justification is required.
* Receiving a “does not meet expectations” in any category will result in that year’s total annual merit score being set to zero.


The AMS form will be completed and returned to the faculty member at the same time 
as the 
APE form. In years when merit funds are available, a rolling merit score will be 
calculated using a three-year rolling average of the current year’s score and the 
prior 
two year’s scores.  For example, the calculation for the rolling merit score would be as 
follows: 


Year 1  
3 

Year 2  
0 


Year 3  
4 


Current Rolling Merit Score 7 / 3 = 2.33 


The next year, drop the oldest year: 


Year 2  
0 


Year 3  
4 


Year 4  
2 


Current Rolling Merit Score 6/3 = 2.0 

	Performance
	Scoring



	Greatly Exceeds expectations 
	2

	Exceeds expectations
	1

	Meets
	0

	Does not meet expectations 
	-1



The annual merit score will be calculated using a three-year rolling score, the current year’s score 
and the prior two year’s scores.  For example, the calculation for the rolling merit score would be 
as follows:



Year 1


 
4



Year 2
  


0



Year 3



3



Current Rolling Merit Score

7 / 3 = 2.33


The next year, drop the oldest year:

Year 2



0

   
Year 3



4


Year 4



2

Current Rolling Merit Score

6/3 = 2.0


A year of absence due to sabbatical or another approved leave will be excluded, and a prior year 
included in the three year total.  Otherwise, faculty members who were not employed as OIT 
faculty members in either of these previous years are not eligible for merit points for those 
years.

If merit funds are unavailable in a given year, annual merit scores will still be calculated for 
use in years when merit funds are available.


Distribution of Funds


Merit base pay increases will be awarded only in those years in which funds are available for 
merit.  Merit pay will only be distributed in those years in which available compensation funds 
exceed funds designated for COLA and equity adjustments.  The rolling three year score 
responds to the varying availability of merit funds.

In those years when funds are available, only those employees who exceed expectations will 
receive a merit base pay increase (see calculation in previous section).


Funds available for merit pay will be distributed among departments by dividing the total 
dollar amount available by the total number of OIT faculty.  Each department will then be 
awarded that amount multiplied by the number of faculty in the department, excluding the 
department chair.  The same per-faculty amount multiplied by the total number of department 
chairs will be set aside for distribution among the department chairs.


Awarding of merit pay within a department will be determined by first dividing the total dollar 
amount awarded to the department by the total number of merit points earned by all department 
members during the merit consideration period.  Each individual is then awarded that amount 
multiplied by their merit points for that period.  Merit pay distribution for department chairs will 
be done in the same fashion as for departments.


Distribution of funds in merit pool:

1.   Total merit funds available   =  Merit $ per FTE 

  FTE Faculty

2. (Department  FTE number) X (merit $ per FTE rate) = Total dollars to department.

3.    Total dollar amount to department

 =  per point dollar amount


   Total number of merit points in department 

4. (Individual’s rolling merit score)  X (per point dollar amount) = merit award. 


If merit pay is unavailable for one or more years, the following guidelines will take effect:

· Merit points will still be calculated according to the above procedure and be considered as “unpaid merit points.”

· When merit pay is again available, previous unpaid merit points from the unfunded will be added to the current year’s merit points.

· If a faculty member was ineligible for merit pay in one of these previous years, or the current year, they will still receive merit pay for those years when they were eligible.

· Faculty members who were not employed as OIT faculty members in either of these previous years are not eligible for merit points for those years.

· The Provost’s Office will maintain a merit fund.  Once a minimum balance has been attained, funds will be released for distribution across the university.  A faculty member’s average merit score since the last release of funds will be used to determine their merit increase.


Appeal Process


Teaching Faculty Member:  A faculty member who does not agree with the department chair’s 
assignment of merit points may check the “I do not concur” box on the APE AMS form and, 
within one week, provide a one-page letter of rebuttal to the associate provost dean stating what 
the score should be and why.  Upon request, the associate provost dean shall provide the faculty 
member with an opportunity to meet with the associate provost dean and the department chair, to 
present a case for revision.  The associate provost dean will review the relevant information, 
including the merit scores assigned to other faculty by the department chair, and recommend a 
score to the provost, whose decision will be final.


Library Faculty Member: A faculty member who does not agree with the director’s 
assignment of merit points may check the “I do not concur” box on the AMS form and, 
within one week, provide a one-page letter of rebuttal to the provost stating what the score 
should be and shy.  Upon request, the provost shall provide the faculty member with an 
opportunity to meet with the provost and the director to present a case for revision.  The 
provost will review the relevant information, including the merit scores assigned to other 
librarians by the director, and recommend a score to the president, whose decision will be 
final.


Department Chair:  Department chairs who do not agree with the associate provost’s dean’s 
assignment of merit points may check the “I do not concur” box on the APE AMS form and, 
within one week, provide a one-page letter of rebuttal to the provost stating what the score should 
be and why.  Upon request, the provost shall provide the department chair with an opportunity to 
meet with the associate provost and the dean, to present a case for revision.  The provost will 
review the relevant information, including the merit scores assigned to other department chairs by 
the associate provost dean, and recommend a score to the president, whose decision will be final.


Performance Award Implementation 

Faculty may be considered for a performance bonus in one of the following ways: 


      • Peer nomination 


      • Chair nomination 


      • Administrative nomination 


In all cases, written documentation must be submitted describing the faculty member’s 
particular contribution or activities in one or more of the evaluation areas for the previous 
academic year or years (or period to be considered). 


The department chair will review the documentation and forward it to the dean with a 
recommendation. The dean will make recommendations for performance pay to the 

president, who shall approve or deny the award. The president will then notify faculty 
members who will be receiving a performance pay bonus. At the president’s discretion, the 
award may be for a one-year only bonus and paid in a lump sum, or it may be applied to the 
faculty member’s base pay as a permanent increase. If the department is not under the 
authority of a dean, then the dean’s role shall be filled by the provost.

Timeline 

Fourth week of Fall Quarter: Documentation is submitted to department chair. 


Sixth week of Fall Quarter: Department chair forwards documentation with 
recommendation to provost. 


Eighth week of Fall Quarter: Dean meets with the president to review reports and 
recommendations. 


Tenth week of Fall Quarter: President reviews reports and selects recipients. 


First payroll of Winter Quarter: Recipients receive bonus pay or salary adjustments. 


Annual Merit Score (AMS) Form 2008-09 for Teaching Faculty and form for Library 
Faculty follow.

Annual Merit Score Form 2008-09

for Teaching Faculty

Original in Evaluative File; Copy to Faculty; this form is NOT a required part of a promotion/tenure portfolio.


Merit Points:  

____   Instruction 

____   Professional Development

____   Institutional and Professionally-Related 
Public Service

____   Total Merit Points Score 






Department Chair
Date 



I concur  (
)
I do not concur  (
)
No comment  (
)





Faculty Member
Date 





Provost
Date 


Annual Merit Score Form 2008-09

for Library Faculty

Original in Evaluative File; Copy to Faculty; this form is NOT a required part of a promotion/tenure portfolio.

Merit Points:  

____   Promotion of Academic Information 
and Research

____   Instruction 

____   Professional Development

____   Institutional and Professionally-Related 
Public Service

____   Total Merit Points Score 





Department Chair
Date 



I concur  (
)
I do not concur  (
 )
No comment  (
)




Faculty Member
Date 





Provost
Date 



Motion was made and seconded to approve the revised Faculty Merit Pay Policy as presented.  
An extensive discussion of the revised policy followed.  During the discussion of the revisions, 
the suggestion was made to amend the “Eligibility” paragraph for clarity.  The suggested wording 
change 
is highlighted and bolded:


Eligibility

This policy applies to All members of the faculty who hold state board appointments with a rank 
of professor, associate professor, assistant professor, or instructor, research associate, research 
assistant; and whose teaching responsibilities are full-time equivalent is at least fifty percent 
(50%) teaching, research, or administration full-time equivalent (instructional faculty) or 
teaching responsibilities as assigned (library faculty).  Faculty members who were not 
employed as OIT faculty members in the previous years are not eligible for merit pay.


Motion was made and seconded to accept the wording change to the “Eligibility” as stated above.  
Vote was all ayes to approve this wording change.

Following further discussion of the proposed policy revision as amended, the amended revision 
was passed with 3 “no” votes, 1 abstention and the rest “aye.”

Academic Standards – D. Caldwell – No report.


Faculty Compensation – M. Neupert – The committee has received a list of potential 
comparators from the State Board and the committee is working to narrow down the list.  The 
committee hopes to be through with their peer selection by the end of spring term.
REPORTS OF SPECIAL OR  AD HOC COMMITTEES – None.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS – None.
NEW BUSINESS – None.
REPORT OF THE AOF REPRESENTATIVE – T. Thompson – Request from the Chancellor’s Office for a 4.6% reduction in overall salary costs has been agreed to by the State Board.  AOF will track this to see if it becomes a legislative budget note.
$3 - $3.5 billion overall cut in the next biennium could become $5 billion by September.
REPORT OF THE IFS REPRESENTATIVE – J. Perri – Discussion was held concerning the institution of a common admission policy between schools.
Also discussed was the retention of increased tuition to support the disadvantaged population so that there is some money to protect them against tuition hikes.
WOU has had a 10% fund balance because of the guaranteed tuition.
REPORT OF THE FOAC REPRESENTATIVE – J. Long – FOAC met March 13 and 16.  Budget presentations will be May 4-8; deliberations over the presentations will be May 11-18.  Department budgets were discussed.
REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COUNCIL DELEGATE – T. Richey – At the last meeting Carrie Wittmer, Assistant Professor, Natural Sciences, gave a presentation of a policy proposal on Energy Star certified appliances and equipment for all new purchases.  
Administrative policies are being reviewed for revisions.
REPORT OF THE ASOIT DELEGATE – R. Santiago – 
· Incidental Fees Committee met and voted to maintain OIT’s current fee of $273.

· Looking at the possibility of making three cuts for budget reduction.

· Taco feed will be held again this year and non-students will be charged $3.00 per plate to help cover the costs.

· Super Club Sign-Up will be April 15.

· Basin Transit System (BTS):  This year ASOIT was charged for the entire OIT community, not just students, to ride the bus free.  ASOIT will be sending out a survey to determine how much OIT uses BTS; they will then use the data in negotiations of next year’s contract.
OPEN FLOOR PERIOD – Angela Amoia announced that Alpha Lambda Nu is now a recognized chapter of Alpha Sigma Alpha Sorority.  The OIT colony focuses on leadership, community service, academic success, and creating relationships.

Jim Long said that the Projects Symposium will be held in Purvine Hall.    
ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 8:25 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Matt Schnackenberg, Secretary

/db




















































































Performance (from APE form) �
Merit Scoring �
�
Exceeds expectations �
1 or 2†�
�
Meets expectations�
0 �
�
Does not meet expectations �
 (*)�
�



†  “Exceeds expectations” normally scores 1, but may increase to 2 points if the faculty member’s performance is truly superlative.  A merit score of 2 in any category requires a narrative justification.


* Receiving a “does not meet expectations” in any category causes the total annual merit points score to become zero.





Performance (from APE form) �
Merit Scoring �
�
Exceeds expectations �
1 or 2†�
�
Meets expectations�
0 �
�
Does not meet expectations �
 (*)�
�



†  “Exceeds expectations” normally scores 1, but may increase to 2 points if the faculty member’s performance is truly superlative.  A merit score of 2 in any category requires a narrative justification.


* Receiving a “does not meet expectations” in any category causes the total annual merit points score to become zero.








Faculty Senate Meeting 04/07/09

Page 14

