October 5, 2001

1:00 P.M.
Rogers State University Faculty Senate
OMA Conference Room 

Meyer Hall 


The RSU Faculty Senate held a meeting October 5, 2001, at 1:00 p.m. in the OMA Conference Room in Meyer Hall. 



MEMBERS present were 

Phil Sample (Chair)

Jim Ford (Vice-Chair)

         Emily Dial-Driver (Secretary) 

Jan Jones Nolen (Treasurer)

Pam Fowler (Senator, Health Sciences)

Doug Grenier (Senator, Math/Science)

Paul Hatley (Senator, Social and Behavioral Science)

Peter Macpherson (Senator, Applied Technology) 

Gary Marchè (Senator, Business)

Susan Rainey (Senator, Communications and Fine Arts)


GUESTS present were

Dr. Joe Wiley, RSU President

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Minutes of the Faculty Association and Faculty Senate meetings of September 28, 2001, were approved.



OLD BUSINESS


MOTIONS

 

NEW BUSINESS


Dr. Wiley and the Senate members discussed several issues, including class schedules, committee selection, faculty hiring. (See attached.)



MOTIONS

It was moved, seconded, and passed to accept Dr. Wiley’s proposal to leave the spring schedule hours as they appear for Spring 02 and to review a student needs survey draft and results, initiated by Dr. Wiley and to be carried out by Institutional Research, about class hour schedules.



TOPICS FOR NEXT MEETING



TOPICS FOR FUTURE MEETINGS



NEXT MEETING


The next meeting will be held at 1:00 p.m. on October 26, 2001, in the Health Science Conference Room, HS 138.   

The next meeting with Dr. Wiley will be held at 1:00 p.m. on November 9, 2001, in the OMA Conference Room in Meyer Hall.



SUBMITTED BY Emily Dial-Driver, Secretary


APPROVED:  October 26, 2001


ATTACHMENT TO MINUTES OCT. 5, 2001


Dr. Wiley met with the Faculty Senate at 1:00 p.m. on October 5, 2001, in the first meeting which he has joined this academic year. 


At the end of AY 2000-2001, Dr. Wiley and the Senate discussed issues to be addressed this year: the new schedule, committee selection, and faculty hiring. Dr. Wiley met with the officers of the Senate briefly last week to begin this discussion and to clarify concerns and issues so the first meeting with the full Senate would be more productive. 


Schedule: Phil gave a report last week to the full Senate that summarized the schedule issues (night class time, lab class time, block classes, summer classes, etc.). 

At the Oct. 5 meeting, Dr. Wiley said that last year the institution of the new schedule addressed the problems of having an environment in which some faculty members scheduled classes as they saw fit, scheduling start and end times as the discipline or they individually needed. The administration and the deans worked on the problem and constructed a schedule that seemed easier for the students. One initial idea was to develop an evening schedule that would meet the needs of the evening students. Various alternatives, such as a 5 p.m. start time, were discussed. The principles the administration used included enabling each academic department/discipline to teach in such a way that makes instructional sense and not to force departments to teach classes in one night that would be best taught in two nights. Dr. Wiley said he did not know if individual faculty members were involved. Discussions among the administration ensued on whether students could get off work to make 5 p.m. classes, etc., so the night schedule became MW/TR 5:30-6:45 p.m., MW/TR 7:00-8:15 p.m., and MTWR 7:00-9:45 p.m. (Outside that general schedule, some classes, generally major block EMT 6-8 hour classes were scheduled at 6:00 or 6:30 p.m. A few other classes, generally four and five hour classes scheduled for one night, began at 5:00 or 5:30 p.m.) 

In May the Senate expressed concern that 9:45 was very late, that students might not want to take such late classes, and that faculty might not want to teach such late classes. However, the schedule was already set for fall. The main justification for this evening schedule was so that students could take nine hours in two nights. At that time, Dr. Wiley said that if there were no objection to it, the schedule in the future could be backed up to begin at 5:00 p.m. 

At this time RSU enrollment figures for Fall 01 are available: enrollment as a whole is up 18%; night enrollment is up 20+%. Knowing that enrollment is based on a number of factors (overall growth in enrollment, increased program offerings, more options, consistent scheduling), Dr. Wiley said that it is clear that “right or wrong, good or bad, the schedule didn’t kill evening enrollment.”  No one could know what effect moving the schedule to 5 p.m. would have. Dr. Wiley added that it is inappropriate to force classes into one night a week if it is more academically sound to offer then in two.  

Enrollment figures show that 216 students enrolled in six hours on two nights a week, 375 enrolled in three hours on two night a week, and 261 enrolled in three hours on one night a week. (See attached page 5.)  The vast majority of evening classes met MW/TR (evenly split between MW and TR classes) at 5:30-6:45 p.m. and on one night from 7-9:45 p.m. Very few classes met 7-8:15 p.m. so few students enrolled in such courses. One can conclude that students who go to school at night will take the schedule they can get. Since the schedule is on track for spring, Dr. Wiley said RSU will go forward with a consistent schedule, the same schedule, for spring. However, for future decisions RSU needs data. Dr. Wiley says he will request that Institutional Research do a survey on student needs. He will then ask the Senate to review the survey to ensure that it does not support a position but instead asks what needs to be asked. He said that this should have been done last year, but was not. He stated that we should determine “what the real needs of the students are,” and that this would not be a survey of their preferences. Schedules should be based on student needs rather than the desires of the faculty; everyone needs to work on and coordinate the schedule so students can get all the classes they need. The deans have begun an initiative to coordinate common areas in the schedule, so that required courses in separate disciplines do not conflict. He said he knows faculty don’t make decisions selfishly but that faculty works in its own “functional silos” without thought of impact on other areas. 

Possible scenarios were discussed, including having, for instance, two night a week classes on MW 5:30-6:15 p.m. and 6:30-7:45 p.m. and one night a week classes on Tuesdays and Thursdays 5:30-8:00 p.m. Dr. Wiley said RSU needs to put in place what will serve the most students best.  

He said the survey would be a priority for this fall in order to have data to affect the next fall schedule. 

Dr. Wiley commented that of the three institutions at which he’d worked, this was the only one that did not have classes in descending order of numbers enrolled at 9, 10, and 8 a.m. More classes are scheduled at 12 than at 8: “There are things in the culture here that I don’t understand.”

He added that it seemed some lines of communication had broken down, but that lines were beginning to open up. It is his expectation that the deans would take what the vice-presidents tell them to the department heads and that the department heads would tell everything they know to the faculty. The dean’s job is to tell the heads what the administration’s position is on an issue so the head and the faculty can understand the stance. If this system is breaking down, he will do whatever it takes to fix it by whatever means it takes: “It is my intention that you know what it going on, so that you clearly understand why we’re doing what we’re doing.”
In relation to the lab scheduling (12 noon, 2 p.m., and 4 p.m. starting times), Dr. Wiley said the schedule would remain as is. While he understands the science faculty’s rationale for 1 p.m. and 3 p.m. starting times, he does not think it is based on student need. 

He stated there is no roadblock to block classes. Scheduling should be coordinated and common sense used but “none of us is in the business of running off students.” 

He continued by saying that summer school can include two- and four-week classes in addition to eight-week classes. He said he was being told there was a problem in two- and four-week classes making. He said only two of ten shorter-than-eight-week classes had enough enrollment to make so that showed lack of good judgment in scheduling. Two- and four-week classes would only work if offered to specific populations, such as graduate students (no, we don’t have any), public school teachers, and inter-session populations.

When asked if he had any objection to making the class cancellation date closer to the beginning of the semester, he said he had no objection to meeting the class the first day and seeing how many people were enrolled or if the student members of the class could increase enrollment. 

Committee Appointments: Dr. Wiley said he would like to see the Faculty Senate take responsibility for making committee appointments. He said he and the vice-presidents “are not on the same page yet,” and that the VPs had made counter-offers. He said it’s his philosophy that Senate either makes appointments or not, either faculty or administration are in charge (having responsibility and control). He is aware that the Senate wants that responsibility but “just like I work with you guys, I work with the vice-presidents.” Dr. Wiley says that it’s not an issue “of you guys doing a terrible job,” it’s pragmatic issues, the feeling that certain expertise should be found on each committee. 

Phil said that the Academic Policies and Procedures Committee had approved a change in the committee selection section of the Academic Policies and Procedures Manual and that it and a proposed change in textbook selection would be sent to Drs. Minks and Brown. Dr. Wiley said Drs. Minks and Brown were not inclined to approve the recommendation regarding committees.  

Faculty Hiring: Dr. Wiley said the deans need to know what positions the departments need to fill so the search process can begin in a timely manner, as the Senate suggested. The department heads need to get in the requests; time is important. “Rules” on travel costs have been amended. The general guideline is $250 for expenses, but the deans have funds built into their budgets, with the authority to fix the dollar amount, if the candidate is unable to come for $250 since sometimes plane tickets, for example, exceed that amount. The search committees should review credentials, check references, and make a recommendation for interviews. Dr. Wiley said he is still working on why rejections of committee recommendations have occurred and that job descriptions, advertisements, and credentials should coincide, with the faculty and department heads making sure the advertisement asks for what the department needs, and that only people meeting the stated criteria are brought in. Recommendations should be rejected only for reasons such as that the candidate does not meet the criteria for the job or that the advertisement did not ask for what the department actually needed. He said this “should only happen on extremely rare occasions, and will eventually get to the point where that is not a problem.” The Senate asked for specific policies, in writing, for search committees since no guidelines or procedures exist. Dr. Wiley added that the entire department should recommend hiring. Peter Macpherson added that search committees look at credentials but that credential information cannot be shared with the entire department. Dr. Wiley suggested that search committees be comprised of five members, four from the actual discipline and one from outside the disciplines (whether or not that fifth member is outside the department). Their role is to identify the best individuals who fit the needs of the program as described in the advertisement. The process should include all members of the department. 

Dr. Wiley added that some faculty were not hired for the fall and that he had asked the vice-presidents to make sure that the positions were still necessary. He added that he did not anticipate a quantity of paperwork, simply an updated announcement of position opening. 

Additional Topics: The timeline for the Distance Education Sub-Committee was reviewed. The Distance Education Sub-Committee was a task force during AY 2000-2001 addressing specific issues on distance education brought by faculty to the Senate. In May the Senate requested the task force become a standing committee; however, it was not on the list of University committees. The task force was reinstituted as a sub-committee in September 2001, at which time it was charged. The administration made suggestions for charging subsequent to that date. The suggestions were sent to the sub-committee for consideration and action. Dr. Wiley said that this raised an important point, that the faculty senate “doesn’t need the administration’s permission to study, discuss, or comment on an issue you believe is important.” Dr. Wiley said it is the administration’s view that the sub-committee will become a standing University committee in the future.

The College Experience class is under review. Dr. Wiley said his understanding was that each faculty should have the opportunity on a volunteer basis to participate as a teacher for the class and that faculty would receive an overload for the one class taught. This, he said, was his understanding of Dr. Reasor’s original concept. 

Dr. Wiley concluded by saying that everybody wants the best for the institution, that everybody has different ways of doing things, and that part of the struggle is the environment. He said it is not his philosophy to make rules to “jump through hoops to prevent screw-ups”; that it is his philosophy that broad principles be followed and that then problems be fixed.

A Senate member commented that many of the faculty were pleased with the administration’s handling of the recent resignation of a faculty member and that the administration had “gone beyond kind to generous in their response.” The member added that other faculty had mentioned positively the administration’s responses on September 11, 2001, specifically Dr. Brown’s visit to the Student Union and his expressed concern over student needs and problems and the e-mail telling faculty to use their own judgments in handling class meetings and attendance on that day.  
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The following two proposals were approved by the Academic Policies and Procedures Committee and sent forward to the administration. 

October 3, 2001

Textbook Selection Policy  (see o of 3.4.2 of page 35—current policy)


General Education Courses—A committee comprised of all full-time faculty who teach that particular course should select textbooks for general education courses with multiple sections.  Textbooks should meet the educational objectives the faculty has established for that course.  If possible, the committee should select a common textbook for all sections.  If there is not consensus on a single textbook, faculty members will ensure that each text chosen meets the stated educational objectives of that course.  If more than one text will be used, the full-time faculty will select a text for sections taught by adjuncts.


Degree, program and upper-division courses—Under the auspices of the proponent school/department for the degree, program and/or upper-division courses, faculty involved in teaching these courses will be responsible for text(s) selection.


Adjunct Faculty—Adjunct faculty will use the primary textbook selected by the committee for that course.  Selection of supplementary material may be disseminated to individual adjunct faculty as deemed appropriate.

October 3, 2001

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES  (see 2.3 of page 10—current policy)   


Membership on standing committees will be determined on a yearly basis by the Committee on Committees, which shall be comprised of the members of the Faculty Senate acting as a committee of the whole.


The following broad philosophical guidelines shall be followed by the Committee on Committees in determining appointments to the various standing committees:  

a. When possible, each department should be represented on each 

committee.

b. Each faculty member should be allowed to express preferences 

     for membership on committees, and, when possible, those         

     preferences should be  honored.

c. Each committee member should be a full-time faculty member.

d. Each committee should retain approximately 75% of its

membership from year to year.

e. Faculty should serve on at least one committee, and, when 

possible, no more than three.  

f. Committee membership should be determined during the spring

semester of the year prior to membership.

g. The chair of each committee should be elected by the members 

              of that committee at the first meeting of the new academic year.

h. New faculty should be assigned to committees as they begin 

their teaching appointment. 

i. In order to be aware of special needs and preferences, and to 

benefit from their expertise, the Committee on Committees shall

seek the advice and suggestions of representatives of the administration, including but not limited to the Assistant Vice-President for Academic Affairs and the Director of the Library.   
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