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Faculty Senate Notes
December 8, 2020, 3:30 p.m.
Via Zoom
http://www.salisbury.edu/campusgov/facsenate/

In attendance: 17 of 18
Leonard Arvi, Matthew Bailey, Anita Brown, Randy Cone (President), Dan Ervin, Christy Harper, Kosta Kyriacopoulos, Thomas Lamey, Jennifer Martin (Secretary), John Nieves, John Raley, Ellen Schaefer-Salins, Kathleen Shannon, Ron Siers, Teddy Stocking, Bart Talbert, Adam Wood

Called to order (3:30 p.m.)

1. Remarks from President Wight
a. He is really, really proud to be president of the only USM institution that welcomed students back to campus after Thanksgiving. Thanks for having supported and helped our students; faculty should be proud of themselves. He’s proud of the way we operated this fall. He anticipates that spring will look like fall in broad terms. Most likely, everyone will have to be tested again as we come back to campus from the holidays. They are working with the Health Department to plan for vaccinations, including figuring out details of the distribution and creating public health campaigns to encourage vaccinations. Some recent polls showed that on the Eastern Shore only about 25% of people are currently planning to get vaccinated when it’s available; we need about 70% vaccination for herd immunity. All decisions made regarding COVID-19 are still moving targets; the CDC is still coming out with new guidelines weekly. Shout out to Eli Modlin for facilitating communication and collaboration and information sharing for SU.
b. Questions?
i. Comment (C): Although the speaker has complained when things have been difficult, they have been really impressed by what administration pulled off this fall. And they appreciate that the administration did not become draconian and start telling faculty what they should be doing.
ii. Question (Q): Do you expect the university to become a site for vaccinations for students and staff?
1. Response (R): They are discussing it now. There’s a difficultly in becoming a vaccination site for the general community because the vaccines that are likely to be first available require two doses, and for the general community, we don’t really have the capability to track and follow up to ensure both doses are administered. And we probably can’t get authorized for any vaccinations without becoming a general site. They are looking into partnering with CVS, Walgreens, or the state to open a vaccination site on campus that is run by the other entity. There’s a lot of logistics and it’s still early, so it might not work out.
a. C: Having students lining up for shots on campus could be good PR for convincing the rest of the area to get vaccinated.
2. Approval of Minutes from 11-24-2020. Minutes approved as written.
3. Announcements from Provost Olmstead (see Attachment 1 for written remarks)
a. We are all tired but it is good to be still on campus. Thank you for all your hard work.
b. The Campus Health Committee approved using one-day visitor passes for students who haven’t been tested post-Thanksgiving to come to campus for finals. This is intended to accommodate students who did not return to the area after break, but who still have an in-person final.
c. Faculty will be able to leave messages on a Kudos board for students who are graduating.
d. Questions?
i. Q: When will testing resume for faculty, staff? What about for winter session?
1. R: All December testing dates are already posted; unless there’s a special need, in which case something can usually be arranged. There will likely be a full test of everyone on campus during the week of January 4, and then full testing again for the start of spring semester.
2. R: Testing dates for January will likely be released some time this week.
ii. Q: Would students who have been in face-to-face or hybrid classes all semester be eligible for the one-day pass? Can students who get that pass go anywhere on campus? There are safety concerns about spending time around people who haven’t been tested. Also, there are faculty concerns about fairness towards students who have done everything they’re supposed to and about perceptions of fairness if different faculty make different decisions on whether or not to allow students to use the one-day pass in their class.
1. R from Dr. Olmstead: This was designed for student who didn’t come back after Thanksgiving. Some faculty transitioned to fully remote, which is why some students who had been on campus may not have had to return, but some of those faculty are still having an in-person final. We have no evidence of COVID transmission in campus classroom so Campus Health felt that allowing day passes was safe enough. She feels it could be an academic freedom issue and would support allowing faculty to choose not to allow students to take finals without having taken a COVID test.
2. R from Mr. Modlin: Students using the one-day pass will still be gray in rosters, so faculty will still know that they haven’t been tested. Faculty can make a decision to not allow students to take exams if they’re gray. This was created in response to concerns from faculty with hybrid courses. Campus Health can’t tell the difference between cases where students aren’t getting tested because they aren’t local due to being in mostly online hybrid courses (or where faculty agreed to an exception allowing the student to take the course mostly online) and cases where students just didn’t get tested. Students using the one-day pass will not have their card access to buildings turned on; it’s specifically to allow for test taking. Today was the last day for make-up post-Thanksgiving testing. There will be more testing next week, Dec. 14 and 16.
iii. Q: If the one day pass is going to be routine, could the informational chart on roster colors please be updated to include the day-pass as a third option?
1. R: This is a special exception to get us through finals. This isn’t something we want to make routine.
iv. Q: On the COVID site, there is a Q&A from July that states that faculty evaluation in Fall 2020 will be treated much like evaluations in Spring 2020. Is that actually the case?
1. R: No. That needs to be corrected. We do need to work on planning for faculty success, though.
v. Q: With regards to the Kudos board, will there be a link to the names of those who are graduating? Faculty don’t necessarily know who is graduating.
1. R: Can try to get that out.
vi. Q: Faculty are asking for guidance around finals and students who are coded yellow on the roster. What is the reasonable course of action? Can students be asked to take the exam remotely? Should students be given an incomplete? Etc.
1. R: Students can be yellow for many reasons; such students should be in communication with you. If they’re sick, an incomplete seems appropriate; if they’re not sick, and if it can be arranged, then having them take the exam remotely seems appropriate.
a. C: Faculty can’t ask directly if the student is sick, but faculty can ask if the student is comfortable taking an exam/doing the project.
i. R: Yes, or the faculty member can work with SU Cares.
vii. Q: Can faculty apply this spring for sabbaticals in Spring 2022?
1. R: We can move forward with sabbaticals if we can find the money. There are a number of ideas of how to do it, but nothing is definite, so she is reluctant to commit to allowing or not allowing sabbaticals because they don’t know the budget picture yet. Should know more about the budget hopefully within a month. Restoring sabbaticals is definitely something she wants to do.
4. Announcements from the Senate President
a. Rich Wilkens will be looking for volunteers for a working group on investigating Digital Measures and alternatives. Please encourage interested colleagues to volunteer.
5. Committee Reports
a. GESC: General Education Model – Comprehensive Introduction – Part III
i. “MODEL2019” is the alternate model.
ii. “GenEdTiming” shows the percentage of students who take a given gen ed in a specific year of their course of study at SU. This is based on curriculum guides across campus.
iii. “CurrentCapstone” shows the number of students enrolled in a given major and whether each major already a capstone requirement, as best as GESC could determine.
iv. GESC looked at several years past to determine how many students out of the total student body take their required gen ed courses at SU.
v. What year students take courses matters because of student attrition. Expected attrition in combination with what year courses are taken affects the number of students that expected to need to take a given gen ed requirement.
vi. Model pages, especially “MODEL2019”
1. The “expected students” column is the student body for a given year times the percentage of students taking the course in that given year of study, summed across all the years.
2. “Course sections needed for GenEd” looks at how many course sections of the average size would be needed to teach all gen ed students. Any difference between the actual number and the number of course sections needed for gen ed is attributed to courses needed for majors and/or electives.
3. The MODEL2019 chart maps the proposed model as best as possible to the old model, and places disciplines in relation to the categories they seem like they would go with.
4. MODEL2019 uses the current model to fill in values where possible. The Excel sheet has notes explaining assumptions and decisions made for the mapping. Thus, they use the current model to drive their understanding of the course changes which might come with the new model.
5. The proposed unique requirements are assumed to be taken 100% at SU. Students could still put in a petition to have credits transferred to and count for one or more of those categories.
6. The final row shows the number of course sections projected to be gained or lost in proposed gen ed relative to the current gen ed. Parentheses indicate loss; no parentheses mean gain.
7. Tagged courses are assumed to be taken here, but as part of meeting other requirements. There’s definitely work to do in this area, though, as not enough gen ed classes are available on those topics as would need needed to meet the student needs; courses would need to be refocused.
8. GESC estimated as best they could how many majors don’t offer capstones (though they may not be accurate in their evaluation) and used that to estimate the number of students who would have to take distinct experiential learning courses under the proposed model, which was then used to estimate the number of sections which would be needed.
9. 60% of sections lost come from Fulton/Seidel; 40% from Henson.
vii. Questions and comments
1. C: The number of sections lost means we’re losing about 3,000 seats. In English, about 30% of classes would be gone, which means that adjuncts and TAs would have to be let go, which would mean that the English grad program would collapse, which would then affect the freshness of ENGL103. This model would cause a labor shift. Feels like this would lead to devaluing of faculty expertise because they would be stuck teaching introductory courses.
a. R: Students are still going to need at least 120 credits to graduate, so if students shorten the time they spend on gen ed then they will have to make up the courses elsewhere. GESC also doesn’t feel like they can be super precise about what would happen at the department level with this model.
2. Q: For Hensen labs, did they take into account the fact that there’s a lecture instructor and at least one lab instructor for each course? Did they count the whole course as one section, or each lecture and lab as separate sections? Since there’s a shift away from lab courses in the proposed model, there may be course load impacts even if the number of classes technically remains the same.
a. R: Not sure how the section impact model was done for that. Can check into that.
3. C: Feels that some disciplines can more easily “make up” lost sections than others; e.g., Henson would be less likely to be able to pick up FYS sections.
4. C: One benefit of the current model is that SLOs are intimately tied to the courses in each category. Under the proposed model, courses have to meet “free floating” SLOs plus the SLOs that are unique to the instruction area.
5. Q: What is the major problem we’re facing that makes it worth completely overhauling gen ed and potentially completely undoing everything we’re doing well? If this goes through, we won’t be able to hire people like we’re used to. Feels like this is pulling down the whole building rather than remodeling, and doesn’t feel like we’re in a critical condition where we need to be that extreme.
a. R: We’re not meeting all of our current SLOs. For example, diversity and inclusion cannot be incorporated into the current model without a tagging system, because we’re already at the maximum courses allowed under COMAR. The alternate model gives us more flexibility to change things in the future without violating COMAR. The proposed model is based on best practices plus polls from faculty on what the model should look like. Some think that the current model is stale and needs a change; others disagree with that.
b. Q: Could you elaborate on the comment about not being able to hire the types of faculty we’re used to?
i. R: If everyone has to teach first year classes, then working here might be less appealing because they wouldn’t have the scope to teach as much to their specialty as they can now.
1. R: Could see this change going the other way for hiring as well because people may be more excited to come to a university with a more modern gen ed system.

Adjourned (5:00 p.m.)


ATTACHMENT 1

Provost’s Announcements to the Faculty Senate
December 8, 2020

1. COVID 19-related considerations for the rest of the Fall 2020 semester: As described in the 12/4/20 email from Stay Informed, back-to-campus testing was conducted Dec. 1 through Dec. 4 (additional dates in December still open). At the time that these announcements were drafted, campus positivity rates remain less than 2%. Although this is positive news, it should be noted that many students have not returned to campus (estimated about 40% of on-campus residents not returning). Contingencies for students who have not been tested but who need to come to campus are being communicated to them via emails from Campus Health. In order to reduce the number of students who are not able to take in-person final examinations/assessments due to not having test results, the University Health Planning Team has approved their use of a one-day visitor pass (which includes in-person screening). The visitor sticker includes name and date and is intended for limited access to campus (one-day). The Campus Operations Team is working out details of building access and communications for this. Given the increase in COVID-19 cases in our region, we anticipate more Incomplete grades than usual being awarded due to students being in quarantine or isolation. Action requested of the FS: Discussion of any COVID 19-related impacts on end-of-semester activities is welcomed. 

2. Response to 11/10/20 Memorandum regarding ‘Faculty who teach remotely but need to access campus facilities occasionally’: The concerns and accommodations raised in this memo were shared with the University’s Health Planning Team. The University’s Health Planning Team did not support the request for faculty to access campus without testing or a check-in at Visitors’ Check-In Stations given the University’s health and safety framework which requires testing of all campus community members every 30 days. We have tried to accommodate testing for faculty who live far from campus through numerous testing dates and times, times set aside for medically vulnerable individuals (or for those who live with vulnerable people), allowing faculty to obtain a visitor’s pass instead of testing for their infrequent visits to campus, and self-swabbing. Currently, we do not have the data infrastructure to intake and manage test results from non-SU testing sites for University employees, but anticipate that this will be available in 2021 through the Chesapeake Regional Information System for our Patients, or CRISP. CRISP is Maryland’s designated statewide health information exchange but because we do not have a system to provide employee healthcare, we are not currently part of CRISP. Finally, and unrelated to any feedback from the University’s Health Planning Team, excusing some faculty from getting tested, or at a minimum, getting a Visitor’s Pass sends a confusing message to students regarding their responsibilities. Some students were not allowed to attend class because they had not gotten tested within 30-40 days. Not requiring University employees to follow the same protocols as students sends a confusing message at best. Action requested of the FS: Any further discussion is welcome. 


3. COVID 19-related considerations for Winter Term, 2021 are under development with the expectation that a back-to-campus testing regime will be conducted the week of January 4th much as it was last week. Action requested of the FS: None, informational. 

4. Campus Brand Project is well underway with the research and discovery phase largely completed. A Branding Exercise (now being conducted) uses insights from the discovery phase to ‘develop the foundation for a unified brand platform that will articulate SU's authentic brand in the marketplace; further define what makes the institution truly special; and provide the narrative that tells the world about SU’s passion, purpose and commitment.’ Information about the project, timeline and steering committee is available at the project website. The Steering Committee includes representatives of shared governance, Admissions, Marketing & Communications, Publications, Strategic Planning, IT, and the Budget Office. Action requested of the FS: None, informational. 

5. 2020 Commencement: Information provided in 12/7/20 First Monday Update. Action requested of the FS: None, informational. 

6. Giving thanks, again! Simply put, it’s been a heck of a year, but I couldn’t ask for a more committed faculty. Again, my thanks to all of you for your many contributions as faculty members and your leadership as Faculty Senators. 

