Faculty Senate Minutes

09/16/08

Present: Clark, Supina, Faulkner, Graff, Mansfield, Hill, Bassett, Dickinson, Pettit, Quarles, Wieting, Worley, Wolfe, and Callahan

Absent: Wilcox and Gratz

The meeting started at 2:45 pm. Introductions were made by all present. 
Senate officers were nominated and elected. All previous officers were elected to serve another academic year. Therefore, Wolfe will serve as president, Wieting as vice-president, and Callahan as secretary/treasurer for the Faculty Senate Fall 2008-Spring 2009.

The Faculty Senate member information sheet was reviewed. Name and email address corrections were made for Dickinson, Graff, and Wieting. 
Wolfe indicated that a list of 10 Level V peer institutions and 12 local institutions came from Hess to facilitate this year’s Faculty Senate effort to revise the faculty evaluation process. Wolfe asked if each Senate member would like to select a Level V institution and/or a local institution to contact for more information about how these institutions conduct their faculty evaluations. 
Faculty agreed that it would be advantageous to review both Level 5 institutions and local institutions as a point of comparison. This might lend insight into how to enhance the rigor of our faculty evaluations in a way that is more consistent with Level 5 institutions. It was recognized that the faculty evaluation may have a core component with subsets for the different degree programs or education levels.
The following is a list of each Faculty Senate member’s selected university: 
Clark – Maryville College

Supina – Campbell University 
Mansfield – Spalding University

Graff – Wingate University 
Faulkner – Belmont University 
Wieting – Bellarmine University 
Ann – Union University 
Wolfe suggested that Faculty present information about each university in subsequent Senate meetings via e.g., PowerPoint.

There was a period of brainstorming to identify the type of information that Faculty needed to obtain from each institution either by internet or by personal contact.

Wolfe asked members to look at everything that went into a standard faculty evaluation such as work load, scholarship, student evaluation, department chair’s evaluation, community service, and dean’s  evaluation (when evaluating department chairs). The following questions were identified to guide the information collection process:
Which faculty members are involved in the evaluation process? 
Does the faculty evaluation paperwork go up the chain of command to be reviewed?

Is the faculty evaluation tied to salary? 
Is there a peer evaluation? 
How are Faculty evaluated at off-campus sites? 
How does faculty evaluation effect promotion? 
How do you deal with a poor faculty evaluation? 
How much weight do student evaluations carry? 
How do they assign credit for work load? What does 12 or 15 hours consist of? 
Is there extra credit for creating an online course on workload? 
Are there financial compensation given to a faculty member for creating an online course? 
Do you allow online or virtual office hours? 

How do you tie evaluation with a tool for improvement? What constitutes improvement? 
Are you a tenure-granting institution? 
How do you handle adjunct evaluations?
Is salary tied to a promotion?

How do you handle contact hours versus credit hours? 
It was suggested the members obtain a faculty handbook from each university to answer some of these questions. The assistance of staff in each university’s Human Resources Department or faculty-staff member may be needed to gain access to such information. 

Wolfe indicated that every department or school would be hosting a reception as coordinated by Dr. Emberton and departmental representatives. Meeting dates for the Faculty Senate may need to change if there is a reception scheduled for that day. All of the receptions in the fall were schedule for Tuesdays at 2 or 3 pm. There was some deviation in the schedule for spring semester, but reception time largely remained the same depending on staff availability. 
Wolfe said she would be attending Academic Council meetings as the Faculty Senate liaison with plans to give Senate members regular updates on Council meetings. It was decided the Senate would present information gathered about their schools starting on October 21st. 

Emberton arrived as scheduled to meet with Faculty Senate members. Wolfe gave her an update of what was covered so far. She said that faculty members planned to present 4 schools at a time at each meeting until the end of the semester. Starting in January, members would clarify which elements were best suited to our own system of evaluation. It was decided that Dickinson would contact Burleson to facilitate the creation of a Faculty Senate blackboard shell. There Senate members would be able to upload information gathered about the evaluation system used by universities being reviewed. Per request of Clark, Dickinson further agreed to present the new site to the Faculty Senate at the next meeting on October 7th. 
The meeting was then turned over to Emberton. She expressed appreciation for the Faculty Senate and stressed the importance of the work planned for the up-coming academic year.  She described it as a “tremendous responsibility,” especially since she believed the new evaluation system would be in place for many years to come. Emberton reviewed changes in the University infrastructure as well as plans for further growth. She affirmed plans for Departments to host a reception to facilitate Faculty and Staff networking. Each Department would be responsible for providing refreshments and any other entertainment during the 2:30 – 4pm time slot. Arts and Sciences would host the first reception on Tuesday, Sept 30th. Emberton provide a brief update on the University’s search to fill several dean positions. Emberton affirmed plans to honor 1 hour credit on Faculty workload forms starting spring 2009 given the amount of responsibility and level of productivity expected with membership. The student body living on campus reportedly increased by 200 students given the addition of two new dormitories. She reported plans for the University to provide housing eventually for 1,000 students. There had also been improvement in student participation in campus activities this year. Emberton strongly encouraged Faculty Senate to keep the lines of communication open with her to convey questions or feedback. Emberton answered some final questions about space availability for teaching upon which she affirmed that there was still classroom space available in some of the new buildings as a resource. In response to another member question, Emberton said there were no specific plans set for building a guest house for Faculty. 
Shortly after Emberton’s departure, the meeting was adjourned by Wolfe at approximately 4:20pm. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, October 7th. The schedule of presentations by Faculty Senate members will be determined at the next meeting.
Respectfully submitted by Ann Callahan, secretary/treasurer.
