
[bookmark: _GoBack]Faculty Senate (FS) Minutes
November 21, 2017, 3:30 p.m.
Senate Chambers: Holloway Hall 119
http://www.salisbury.edu/campusgov/facsenate/
Senators Present: Kurt Ludwick, Sam Geleta (President), Stephen Adams, Stephen Ford, Emily Story, Chrys Egan (Vice President), Celine Carayon, Christopher Vilmar, Aaron Hogue, David Parker, Doug DeWitt, Thomas Calo, Thomas Cawthern (Secretary), Jennifer Jewell, Christina Harper (Webmaster)
Quorum: 15/19 Present
Call to Order: Faculty Senate President Sam Geleta, 3:30 p.m.

1. Welcome/Introductions
  
2. Approval of Minutes:  November 7, 2017 Regular Senate Meeting (File)
a. Minutes approved as they stand.

3. Announcements from the Senate President
a. FS meeting with Faculty appointed to the Presidential Search Committee 
i. Good discussion with the committee; questions were formulated/outlined, which have been forwarded to the Search Committee for consideration.
b. Senate/GenEd meeting progress
i. Many good discussions on SLG/SLO’s
ii. GESC has met and incorporated comments from the Senate, which will be discussed later today.
c. Senate Chairs Survey due December or early January 
i. The Survey last year was performed/executed by all Senators.  
ii. This year, the Executive Committee will answer all questions, while all Senate will answer/respond to a selection of questions determined by the Executive Committee.
d. Next Faculty Senate - meeting December 5, 2017
e. Next Faculty Friday December 8, 2017 4-6 pm
4. Remarks from Interim Provost Karen Olmstead
a. Faculty Handbook
i. This Fall, the Dean’s took a look at the Handbook, as well as Terri Hershberger and others for revisions.
ii. Individual Senate committees should take certain pieces of the Handbook for review/comment (refer to handout). 
iii. New sections (e.g., Library, Faculty Awards/Recognition) are also recommended by the Deans/Provost.
iv. There are no contextual paragraphs at the onset of each new Chapter/Sub-Chapter; Committees should consider adding these, where appropriate.
v. The Provost would like Faculty Senate input about relevant committees to take each part/piece by December 5, 2017. 
b. New Student Reader – use app instead (refer to handout)
i. The level of engagement of the NSR is low; the program is also fairly expensive.
ii. The NSR committee was asked whether this was an essential experience for our students.
iii. Perhaps instead of a guest speaker, we have an outstanding faculty member address the students, much like what happened at the start of this year with Dr. James King speaking.
iv. Provost recommendation – suspend NSR for next year and use that money for an alternative item, such as an APP that would help students navigate and customize their SU experience.
v. Comment: There are some small/easy fixes that could improve what we already have, such as re-scheduling of each session.  Also, perhaps we should focus on literature, rather than non-fiction.  Comment: I agree with the Provost; this program should perhaps be suspended for a year at the least.  Response: Students aren’t doing the work intended by this program; the committee noted that only about half of the students submitted questions and about half of those are “lifted” from online sources.
vi. Comment: Could the students do something without the cost, such as reading an article or 2, followed by discussion?
vii. The Provost needs to know by January what the Faculty Senate thinks about this matter, so she will likely ask the Senate to make a decision by December 5, 2017.  
c. Administrative positions classification (refer to handout)
i. This isn’t tightly tied to the Faculty, but indeed Administrators work closely with the Faculty and so this is a pertinent discussion in Senate.
ii. There are 3 broad categories of Administration – Executive Office Administrator; Office Administrator; Support Specialist.  Each of these 3 broad categories have subcategories with different paygrades.
iii. The Provost would like Senate input by December 5, 2017.  Kevin Vedder will approach Staff Senate with this in early December as well.
iv. Comment: Departments would like to reward Staff for doing more than their job entails, so this is a welcome discussion/document.  Our Departments do not function efficiently/effectively without these essential personnel.  
d. National Folk Festival
i. Anticipated 80,000-100,000 people will attend.
ii. This provides an opportunity for outreach for all Faculty.
iii. This will take place on the weekend after Labor Day.
e. Strategic Plan
i. The current strategic plan runs 2014-2018, but we are now in a unique position where we have a number of “Interim” positions, Policy revisions upcoming, etc.
ii. Consequently, the Provost would like to know whether SU can postpone the creation of the “next” strategic plan.
iii. Comment: Does this raise any accreditation issues?  Answer: Not as long as there is a plan for creating a new plan.
iv. Based on Senate feedback, the Provost will delay formulation of the next strategic plan.
f. Honorary Degree Nomination
i. Could Full Professors on the Senate serve as reviewers on whether to award an individual an Honorary Degree?
ii. The Senate all agrees that this is appropriate.
g. Presidential Search Committee Open Session
i. 12/6 from 11-1 in the Wicomico Room
ii. 12/12 from 12-2 in Holloway Hall.

5. Unfinished Business (refer to website)
a. Gen/Ed Student Learning Goals and Outcomes proposal: discussion and approval. 
i. Comment: Under “Personal Health and Wellness”, what does the parenthetical mean when it refers to “emotional, financial, physical”?  Also, what is the dash/hyphen for in “Emerging and Enduring Global Issues”?  Response: If you replace that with a comma, then it reads a little easier.  Response: Perhaps instead of the parenthetical, we can state “wellness, including, but not limited to the emotional, financial, and physical wellness”.
ii. Comment: Under “Personal Health and Wellness” for “emotional, financial, and physical”, replace this with “a course must include all aspects of these 3 criteria in the course.”  Comment: If a student takes FINAN 104, then the focus will be on the financial aspects of things, rather than the other 2.  Comment: Perhaps different departments could collaborate and team-teach a course in this?  Comment: I think we have enough agreement on the SLO/SLG, despite some additional tweaking, to begin discussion on the models; it’s difficult to move forward with discussion without a clear understanding of how the models will work.
iii. Comment: What we voted on last Spring was a sequence where the SLO/SLG’s needed to be “approved” before we move on to the next Step.  At a minimum, can’t the Senate allow the GESC to move on to the next Step by “Acknowledging” the SLO/SLG Step, but with the understanding that we can revisit the SLO/SLG after hearing about the different Models?  Comment: a tremendous amount of time will be wasted if we move forward on the Models if we don’t understand the Goals and Outcomes.
iv. Comment: If we agree on the Goals/Outcomes, then those will drive the model; we should be able to self-correct if a scenario presents itself.  Response: The GESC is open to the self-corrective process, no matter whether the Senate “Endorses”, “Acknowledges”, etc., the SLG/SLO Step.  However, the GESC wants an “Endorsement” from the Senate before moving to the next Step.  Response: It is unwise if the Senate does this without stipulation of returning to the SLO/SLG’s upon hearing about the next Step(s).
v. Comment: If other Institutions have sequenced this type of reform successfully before, the GESC should show this to the Senate prior to moving on.
vi. Comment: Where/how do we move forward if Faculty and/or Senators have issues with certain parts of the SLO/SLG’s?  
vii. Comment: In the end, whether the Senate “Approves” “Endorses” or “Acknowledges” is moot; it will be ALL faculty to ensure that this is approved.  The goal is to get Faculty to approve needed changes to Gen Ed.  We can’t spend too much time speaking about single items/courses.
MOTION: TO APPROVE THE SLO/SLG WITH FRIENDLY AMENDMENTS.
Discussion: are we still providing amendments?  There must be separate motions to add/subtract certain items.  If not, what happens when this is approved?  Response: Dr. James King ensures on the record that additional revisions can be incorporated after they have been approved.  The Motion Passes.
Adjourn (4:55 PM)
Minutes Submitted: Tom Cawthern
Web Documents: Christy Harper


