FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

December 2, 2008
President Marla Miller called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  All senators or alternates were present except Grant Kirby.  A quorum was determined.

Approval of Minutes

The minutes of the November 4, 2008 meeting were approved as presented.
REPORT OF OFFICERS
Report of the President – M. Miller – Senate RPT and Welfare Committees have met with Marla to look at some things that needed to be coordinated among the policies.  The result will be additional charges to Welfare and RPT and some recommendations to the provost’s office.  
Senate has been asked to look at the Awarding of Honorary Degree Policy, OIT-27-010, currently in effect; this has been referred to the Emeritus Committee for review.  
President Maples asked Marla to bring forward a comment made by a faculty member about obituary notices and the way we receive them through an email from Public Affairs.  Concerns have been voiced that this might not be the right way to send out this kind of news.  He was interested in feedback from faculty about this procedure.  Senate didn’t voice any response to this concern.
Report of the Vice President – J. Zipay – Academic Council met earlier today.  
· Adjunct budget for all departments is being worked on.  There was about a 20% increase from 2006-07 compared with 2007-08 in the adjuncts and overloads budget.  

· Mission Statement update was discussed; our current statement dates back to 1996.  OUS is shifting to a portfolio approach for this.  The focus will be on how programs actually fit into the Mission Statement to see if we need to broaden the scope of our current statement.

· A new 5-year new program review will be instituted.

· Finances were discussed.  We had an enrollment increase of 6.2%, but much of the increase was in the areas of unfunded enrollments.

· The governor’s office is proposing a 5% increase to higher ed.

REPORT OF THE PROVOST – B. Burda – Next Provost’s Forum will be Dec. 3rd at the Creamery from 4:30 – 6:30 pm.
· Dr. Belchard, who came from Northwest to evaluate OIT on the six areas that we had a second visit on, submitted a report that had no recommendations.  

· Brad presented a draft of the Academic Program Prioritization.  There will be a forum the first part of winter term for faculty to have input on the Prioritization Program being implemented.  

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

Faculty Rank Promotion and Tenure – Cristina Negoita reported for Tiernan Fogarty that the 
RPT Committee has approved the revised Post-Tenure Review Policy.  No action has been taken 
on the Tenure Track Selection Policy.
· Post-Tenure Review Policy – One change presented was the replacement of “associate provost” with “school dean” throughout the policy.

· Change on page 5, under heading “Notification and Post-Tenure Review Committee Appointment”  (change in bold):


During the first week of fall term, the provost shall provide each school dean with the 
names of school faculty who are scheduled for post-tenure review.  The school dean 
will notify each department chair with the names of departmental faculty who are 
scheduled for post-tenure review.  
Motion was made and seconded to approve the proposed changes to the Post-Tenure Review Policy.  Vote was all ayes to approve the proposed changes to the policy.


Welfare Committee – K. Usher – Presented revised Annual Performance Evaluation form for 
consideration based on input from the last Senate meeting.  
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 2008-09

for Teaching Faculty

Original in Evaluative File; Copy to Faculty
	Name
	  
	
	Department
	  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank:
	Instr. (  )
	Asst. Prof. (  )
	Assoc. Prof. (  )
	Prof. (  )
	
	Time in rank:
	
	years
	Year hired:
	  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Highest academic degree attained:
	    
	Year:
	    
	Professional Registration:
	  

	

	Credit hours earned beyond degree:
	    
	
	Tenure status:
	Fixed (  )
	Annual (  )
	Indefinite (  )

	

	INSTRUCTION

Faculty will excel in instruction in the following ways:

Demonstrate knowledge of subject matter, develop and revise curriculum to meet departmental and course objectives as appropriate, organize and deliver course materials to stimulate interest and discussion, demonstrate growth in instruction, employ a variety of assessment tools for evaluation of both teaching effectiveness and student learning, maintain student numerical evaluations at a departmentally established standard.  

	Spring
sum
all
disc
students
Fall
sum
all
disc
students
Winter
sum
all
disc
students

All scores are summary averages.
For all course evaluation scores: report higher of raw or adjusted score 
“Spring”, “Fall”, “Winter” list the course number and section number in the appropriate term
“sum” summary average on 5 point scale

“all”  Converted scores: summary average compared to IDEA database of all courses; mean score is 50

“disc”  Converted scores: summary average compared to IDEA database of courses in the same discipline; mean score is 50

“students” Number of Evaluations / Number of Students Enrolled
Attach (pages 1-2 of) each IDEA course report to the end of the APE form.

Please delete these italicized instructions from your completed APE form; keep the condensed legend below for later readers
All scores are summary averages; “sum” Summary Average on 5pt. scale;  “all” Converted score compared to IDEA database of all courses (mean score 50);  “disc”  discipline-specific Converted scores; “students” # of evaluations / # of students enrolled;  All scores show higher of raw or adjusted number

	

	See filled-in example below 
(of a sample table, for use at Faculty Senate.  This sample would not be included with the blank template used by faculty)

	Spring
sum
all
disc
students
Fall
sum
all
disc
students
Winter
sum
all
disc
students

BUS 190 -01
4.3
55
54
20 / 25
BUS 321 -01
4.5
59
58
18 / 20
GEO 101 -01
4.4
54
57
114 / 117

BUS 320 -01
4.3
56
55
30 / 35
GEO 101-01
4.1
49
52
36 / 40
BUS 321 -01
4.2
53
52
25 / 30

BUS 320 -02
4.4
56
55
37 / 45
GEO 101-01L
3.6
43
46
15 / 17
GEO 426 -01
3.2
37
40
7 / 8






GEO 101 -02L
4.4
54
56
9 / 13






All scores are summary averages; “sum” Summary Average on 5pt. scale;  “all” Converted score compared to IDEA database of all courses (mean score 50);  “disc”  discipline-specific Converted scores; “students” # of evaluations / # of students enrolled;  All scores show higher of raw or adjusted number



Motion was made and seconded to accept the revised first page of the APE form as presented.  
Following discussion, motion was made and seconded to delete the following statement from the 
form:

                       Attach (pages 1-2 of) each IDEA course report to the end of the APE form.
             Vote for the deletion was all ayes.  Following further discussion, vote on the original motion to

             approve the revised first page of the APE form as amended was 1 no vote and the rest ayes.  
· Presented Proposal to Preserve Anonymity in Written Student Evaluations.  This gives the students the choice of preparing evaluation remarks prior to the class when the evaluations are completed, or during the evaluation class time.  All remarks would be included in the evaluation envelope.  
Proposal to Preserve Anonymity in Written Student Evaluations

OIT Faculty Senate Welfare Committee

December 2, 2008

Summary


During Spring Quarter, 2008 ASOIT brought to the attention of the Faculty Senate complaints by students 
that their hand written student evaluations were being scrutinized by some faculty with the intent of 
identifying the individual who wrote the comments.  ASOIT was concerned that this defeated the purpose 
of an anonymous appraisal of the faculty/course and requested that a method of evaluation be implemented 
in order to insure that the written faculty evaluations are truly anonymous.


Fall Quarter of 2008, the Faculty Welfare Committee was charged by the Faculty Senate to investigate and 
make recommendations concerning this complaint.  In conjunction with ASOIT President Rafael Santiago, 
the Faculty Welfare Committee discussed three potential solutions to the problem identified above.  The 
following solutions were discussed:

1) Have the written comments on the back of the IDEA Center form transcribed and the transcribed copies be delivered to the evaluated faculty member.

2) Give the students the opportunity to email comments to a central location where all identifying information would be removed and the comments would be forwarded on to the evaluated faculty member.

3) Students would be provided the date and time evaluations would be given and could bring type written comments.  The type written comments would be sealed in an envelope separate from the IDEA Center forms and would be redistributed to the faculty like the Blue Forms that were used prior to implementation of the IDEA Center Forms. 


The result of the discussion was that Option 3 would be the simplest and least costly to implement.  
Therefore, the Faculty Welfare Committee recommends Option 3.

Implementation


The following items must occur to implement Option 3:

1) Faculty Senate approval to try this proposed solution Winter Quarter, 2009.

2) Agreement by the Provost’s Office to handle the separate envelope containing the type written comments.  This includes collection and redistribution to instructors.

3) Notification of the student body of the new written evaluation procedure.

4) Distribution of a standard format in which all type written comments should be submitted (See attached Power Point slide with sample format).

5) Instructor cooperation in insuring that students are aware of the date and time of the faculty/course evaluation one week prior to the evaluation.  This is already required under OIT Policy OIT-21-035 so no change in policy is required.  Faculty will be asked to encourage students to submit type written comments and advise students that they will still have the opportunity to provide hand written comments if they so desire.  


Timeline for Implementation: Rafael Santiago, ASOIT President, indicated that ASOIT would like to see 
this proposal implemented Winter Quarter 2009 but would find Spring or Fall Quarter of 2009 acceptable if 
immediate implementation is not feasible.


Conclusion: The Welfare committee has reviewed the various options presented for preserving the 
anonymity of hand written course evaluations for students and believes that Option 3 outlined above 
presents the most efficient and cost effective method for solving this problem.  The committee welcomes 
comments and suggestions to this proposal from both faculty and students.


Two PowerPoint slides, available (during week 8 or 9 of the term) 

to help faculty describe this initiative to their students.

[image: image1.emf]Expanded student opportunities for 

written feedback on this course

• Two options:

– Type and print pre-prepared comments on your own, 

and turn your comment sheet in when scantron

evaluations are done (next week) in class

• Better ensures anonymity

• Allows you more time to collect your thoughts

• Gives you a way to avoid studying for finals for a few more minutes?

OR

– Handwrite comments in class, when the scantron

evaluations are also being done

•

Written comments will be sent only to your instructor, after the end of this term.



[image: image2.emf]Sample Format for Typed, Anonymous 

Student Comments

• Course 

• Term/Year

• Meeting Time

• Instructor

• Please illustrate your responses with SPECIFIC examples.

– Specific examples will be most helpful to your instructor and to future students

• Suggested topics to cover

– What did you like about this course?  Give specific examples.

– What did you not like about this course? Give specific examples.

– What improvements would you suggest? Give specific examples.

• For each example you listed of things you did not like about the course, 

please describe what you think could be done to improve each issue.

– When you signed up for this course, you had certain expectations of what you 

would gain from it when you finished.  In what ways did this course meet, exceed 

or fail to meet your expectations? Give specific examples.

• Written comments will be sent only to your instructor, after the end of this term.  

DO NOT PLACE YOUR NAME ON YOUR TYPEWRITTEN RESPONSE



Following much discussion about preserving student anonymity regarding comments for the 
student evaluations, the Senate gave its approval for the Welfare Committee to move forward 
with the implementation for winter term of the proposal as presented.  This will give students the 
choice of including hand written or typed comments with their evaluations. 

Academic Standards – D. Caldwell – No report.

Faculty Compensation – M. Neupert – Some progress has been made in the development of a 
new list of comparators for OIT.  The committee is waiting for a preliminary list of comparators 
from state officials.

Senex has given the FCC the additional charge to consider a response to a legal opinion written 
last year by Ryan Hagemann, OUS Legal Counsel, on the Faculty Compensation Policy.  

REPORTS OF SPECIAL OR  AD HOC COMMITTEES – None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS – None.
NEW BUSINESS – None.
REPORT OF THE AOF REPRESENTATIVE – T. Thompson – AOF will be meeting with legislators
in February.  Recent information is that the governor wants to fund essential budget levels for higher education about 5% less than the asking 2009-10 original budget requests.  That is still above our current budget. 

The governor has said that there will be a salary freeze except for classified/union employees.  The hope is for a 3.6% + 3.6% tuition increase over the biennium.  The governor stated that this would be added back; that these tuition dollars would be the source of the equivalent of steps for faculty.

REPORT OF THE IFS REPRESENTATIVE – J. Perri – No report.
REPORT OF THE FOAC REPRESENTATIVE – M. Miller – No report.
REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COUNCIL DELEGATE – T. Richey – No report.
REPORT OF THE ASOIT DELEGATE – R. Santiago – Following last month’s Resource Fee (RF) Committee meeting, student printing was capped at $30,000 per year.  Student printing has increased, in part, due to faculty who have put it upon the students to print out resources needed for classes.  
Smoking survey results were emailed to all students, faculty and staff.  Many commented that the survey was very slanted.  Some kind of a compromise to the smoking issue needs to be found.
OPEN FLOOR PERIOD – Suggestion was made that all retired faculty receive library privileges, not just Emeritus faculty.  
The question was raised about the possibility of OIT going to more multi-year non-tenure track faculty contracts?
Current policy states that faculty cannot be promoted to associate professor unless tenured.  Should it be possible for someone not on tenure track to be promoted to associate professor?

ADJOURNMENT – The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Matt Schnackenberg, Secretary

/db





























































































Faculty Senate Meeting 12/02/08

Page 6

