Faculty Senate Meeting

Monday, November 21, 2005

SU 313, 4:00-5:30 PM

Approved 12/05/05

Attending: Lee Ayers-Schlosser, Anne Chambers, Prakash Chenjeri, Claire Cross, Daniel DeNeui, Gudrun Gill, Sandra Holstein, Sarah Ann Hones, Jean Maxwell, Kathleen McNeill, Gregory Miller, Emily Miller-Francisco, Greg Pleva, John Richards, Dan Rubenson, Alena Ruggerio, Parvaneh Scoggin, Mark Siders, Matt Stillman, Sarah Swanson, Daniel Wilson, Kemble Yates

Absent: Wilkins-O’Riley Zinn, Michael Parker, Cody Bustamante

Visitors: Earl Potter, Elisabeth Zinser, Marny Rivera, Joe Rich, Paul Steinle, Laura O’Bryon, Michelle Behr, Mike Corcoran
I.  After a brief question about clarifying Mada Morgan’s intent when answering the question about whether University Studies classes will have to address all the proficiencies in a goal strand, Dan Rubenson moved, and Parvaneh Scoggin seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the November 7th Faculty Senate meeting.  The motion passed unanimously.

II.    Announcements
A. Kemble Yates welcomed Gudrun Gill, our newest senator

III.    Comments from President Zinser

A. President Zinser extended wishes to a happy Thanksgiving to the 
campus community.  Everyone is thankful for educating students through 
this university.

IV.    Comments from Provost Potter

A. Provost Potter thanked the participants of Ron Baker’s Consortium of 
Northwest Colleges and Universities discussion on accreditation.  
1. 66 people were present, from academic departments and 
programs, student services, the library, etc.   
B. He has identified participants for the steering committee, but the composition of the committee is not yet finalized.  

1. The steering committee will shape the committee structure and 
membership with the Senate over the next few months so that self 
study can begin in March.  
2. Ron Baker agrees with the timeline.  
C. The self study for accreditation will take a community approach, with community approval and community work.  
D. What’s already going on in the accreditation effort: 
1. Website with standards

2. Units are looking to that website for the requirements and asking, 
do we have the data to answer the required questions in the self 
study?  
E. Provost Potter extended his good wishes for Thanksgiving to Senate
V.    AC Report from the Faculty Senate Vice-Chair Greg Pleva
A. President Zinser expressed pleasure with the progress on sexual 
harassment and consensual relationship policies

B. President Zinser was also pleased with Student Senate’s elections
C. Conceptualizing the use of the new James K. Sours student leadership 
space in the Stevenson Union is an important topic of discussion
D. A week ago a budget reconciliation e-mail was circulated.  AC 
discussed whether or not Senate could address it, but another e-mail was 
sent out about how we as public employees are required to do our 
lobbying on our own time and with our own materials.

E. AC discussed the new general education efforts

1. Talked about the process of double-checking and rechecking 
courses on board for new University Studies classes.   
1. Can we place a hold on students’ registration if they have not 
completed foundational skills of gen ed by junior year?  
2. Discussion about prerequisites for gen ed, ok because of 
proficiency-based focus.  
3. Discussion about OTM and the unlinking of lower-division


 explorations courses.  
a. Kemble feared the unlinking would particularly affect the 
sciences

4. Parvaneh Scoggin said that the University Studies committee is 
drafting the 06-07 University Studies Policies.  The draft policy will 
have a rationale, and a recommendation by University Studies, 
which will come to Senate to vote on.  It has not yet been decided, 
it will be discussed and voted on.  
5. Kemble said that the timeline for gen ed should finish by the end 
of winter quarter.  
a. The sooner we complete the task, the better for recruiting 
and advising.

b. We need to figure out how best to time the reports and 
votes on the Senate agenda.  
6. Mark Siders asked, what is the window when old gen and new gen ed running?  
a. Mike Corcoran responded that there will be cross over for 
eight years, as per catalog rules.  
7. Kemble Yates raised the issue of implementation of one catalog for gen ed, a different catalog for majors.  
a. Parvaneh Scoggin said that is one of the issues in the 
University Studies draft policy, we need to look at its 
implications. 
b. Sarah Ann Hones indicated that allowing students to 
choose one catalog for general education and another for 
the major would cause great difficulty for the ACCESS 
Center advisors. 
c. Mike Corcoran stated that another limiting factor is that the

 CAPP degree evaluation software would not accommodate 
delinking gen ed and major catalogs.

i. Mark Siders observed that FAST doesn’t know 
about what’s required, CAPP is the best place to 
compare transcripts against requirements. 

VI.    Student Senate Report – Sarah Swanson (4:20-4:25)

A. Elections are over.  All but one 20 senate seats have been filled.  
1. One School of Business senator seat still available.  


2. Parliamentary procedure training for these incoming new 
senators is being planned
B. OSPIRG campusbookswap.com textbook campaign.  Cheaper textbook 
resolution to encourage bookstore and faculty to explore alternative ways 
to provide textbook resources to students.

C. Last ditch effort for Student Fee Committee tomorrow at 12:30, good to 
know where the student money goes.

C. Invitation to meet with Kemble Yates and Greg Pleva

D. Campus climate survey starts in January.  Important for students, 
please encourage them to participate.

Short Items

VII.   Carpenter II grants – Faculty Development Committee
A. Marny Rivera, representative of Faculty Development Committee, 
presented the recommended allocation of the second cycle in 05-06, the 
last opportunity in this round.  
B. There was $8500 remaining after the first round, and the requests 
totaled $11,500 so not everyone could get what they asked for.  


C. The Faculty Development Committee reviewed applications individually, 
and then committee comes together to discuss decisions.

D. Dan Rubenson asked: In past years, allocations were given to 
instructional faculty.  
1. Marny Rivera reponded you have to be a full-time faculty.  But 
they haven’t looked at the question since the title changes.  In the 
future, they are going to discuss allowing adjuncts and other non-
full-time instructional faculty to apply for Carpenter II Grants.

E. Mark Siders moved, and Dan Rubenson seconded the suspension of 
the rule to discuss the item one week and vote to approve it at the next 
meeting.  The motion passed.
F. John Richards moved and Dan DeNeui seconded the motion to 
approve the allocation as recommended by the Faculty Development 
Committee.  The motion passed unanimously.

VIII.    Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, & Rewards update
A. Greg Miller is on both the RRR Task Force and Faculty Senate, so he 
is our liaison.

B. At the last meeting, AC was empowered to select an adjunct.  Mike 
Turner was appointed, but he withdrew.  

1. Greg Miller was unaware that Mike Turner had withdrawn.

2. We need a Colloquium adjunct on that committee.

C. John Richards moved and Dan Rubenson seconded the motion to 
approve the slate of eight task force members we currently have, and wait 
to approve one more from Colloquium.  

1. Richards adds, we need to give the task force the power to 
continue to do its work while we work on adding the ninth member.  D. With one abstention from Claire Cross, the motion was approved.
E. Filling the Colloquium slot on the RRR Task Force

1. One person from Colloquium has volunteered, and one other 
who sort of expressed an interest and implied volunteering.  
2. Kemble asked for Senate to empower the AC to make the 
decision.   
3. Mark Siders moved and John Richards seconded the motion that 
Kemble and the AC made the decision to name the Colloquium 
adjunct as the ninth member of the RRR Task force.

4. Kemble will send an e-mail to all the Colloquium adjuncts and 
find out if anyone else is interested.  His goal is to name the 
representative by next Monday.  
5. The motion passed unanimously.

F. Greg Miller’s Report on the Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, and 
Rewards Task Force

1. The committee has met four times.  First couple meetings dealt 
with the charge, with the help of Provost Potter to provide the 
history behind the formation of the group.  
2. Course of action for the next few months:  roles of faculty as 
defined at this university: honorary adjuncts, visiting adjuncts, 
pseudo-temporary adjuncts.  
3. Looking at other universities and how they define their faculty 
roles based on the work done last summer.  

Discussion Items

IX. Revised Sexual Harassment Policies and Procedures
A. Kemble Yates provided the history and background context

1. OUS provided a directive to all the institutions.  The OUS Board 
directed the institutions to look at sexual harassment and 
consensual relations policies and revise them.  In each case, clear 
educational and training plans needed.  
2. President Zinser appointed a task force in June 05.  Kemble 
appointed as faculty representative of the group.  Co chairs: Colin 
Schieck, Laura O’Bryon, Paul Steinle, Deltra Ferguson, Mike Jones, 
Roger Linhart, Kurt ___, Scott Morel, Pam Ogren, Sophia Smullen, 
Josie Wilson.  Group has met weekly during fall term.  
3. In October, President Zinser requested to separate the two, and 
focus on sexual harassment first, and consensual relationships 
policy second.  Currently the committee has gone through 10 or 12 
drafts of sexual harassment policy, and they’re on draft 3 of 
consensual relationships policy.

4. Timeline: a more final version of the sexual harassment policy 
will come out one week from Friday.  Make a recommendation at 
the final Senate meeting of the year.  Tentatively, we will be able to 
discuss as Senate the consensual relationships policy at first 
meeting in January, with final recommendation the second Senate 
meeting of winter term.

B. Paul Steinle added more detail

1. A committee worked over the summer to collect samples from 
other universities in Oregon and across the country to identify best 
practice.  
2. Our SOU policy is “kind of clunky,” and the committee made an 
effort to make it more readable, simple to understand and open, 
with an attempt to engage a person under stress who might be 
reading it.  Effort to make it a warmer document using language 
that is nonconfrontational and supportive.

C. Laura O’Bryon added more detail.  
1. The committee is looking at state institutions, COPLAC schools, 
other universities who had been written up nationally (Brown and 
Stanford).  
2. Working in teams to focus on definitions, procedures, resolution 
components.  Each team brought their research to the full 
committee and discussed how to frame it for our university needs.  
3. The charge is also to develop the training component, how to 
reach everyone (faculty, staff, students) on campus.  
4. The charge is also to develop an assessment plan.  Evaluation 
process of policies and procedures so that report for the Board 
every four years on effectiveness of policies.

D. Dan DeNeui asked about pg 4 section 4: what will be the mechanism of 
dissemination as appropriate?  Kemble answered: 

1. Once the policy is done, there will be an all-campus e-mail to 
alert everyone of the new policy.  
2. There is a one-page flyer as an attempt at being user-friendly 
that can be on the bulletin boards on campus as well as web page.  
3. The goal is to take a strong stand as a university against this 
form of discrimination.  People who feel they have been a victim 
should get support to take action.  Focus on the potential victims as 
the group the committee had in mind.  But they also addressed the 
rights of the accused.  Legal advice about institutional liability was 
also an oar in the water.  Greg Pleva: have lawyers looked at this? 

 Yes.

4. The training will also help disseminate information: all-faculty 
meeting, web announcements of training sessions.  

5. President Zinser continued on the topic of dissemination:

a. Good communication is important at outset, and then 
continuing on a regularized schedule.  
b. Web presence for university-wide access.  
c. Utilize the councils university-wide.  
d. In terms of press, when we take our policies on sexual 
harassment and consensual relationships in February or 
March to the Board to report to the Board what we have 
done, AFTER that we will respond to the media – not really a 
media blitz.


i. Sandra Holstein asks what is drastically different in 


the revised policy that the media will be interested in.





ii. President Zinser responds: Media will be interested




 because the Board is interested.  This is a high-




profile policy area for the Board, not because of major 



changes.
E. Sandra Holstein asks is there any plan to move beyond sexual 
harassment to gender discrimination?  
1. The charge from Board was for sexual harassment.  Beyond that, 
it’s up to us.  The document as it currently exist does not cover 
discrimination against women as a group.  Unacceptable behavior 
aimed at a person because of their membership in a group that is 
not sexual in nature is not currently covered.  

2. Kemble: The CCAC (climate assessment group)’s purpose is 
broader reach to find out what the issues are on campus.  If we get 
data from that survey that we need some broader policy, we should 
do it.

3. Sandra Holstein also noted that no one from the Women’s 
Studies Council was appointed to the sexual harassment 
committee. Kemble Yates noted that the Women’s Resource 
Center is represented.

4. Greg Pleva asked, Could we add language that would 
accommodate gender harassment?  

a. Holstein: tricky because gender harassment hasn’t been 
recognized legally.  She was calling for a new forward-
looking document.

5. President Zinser advised that we look at our discrimination policy 
separately, and incorporate gender discrimination discussion there.  
The intent of the campus climate survey is to determine our ability 
to deal with difference and inclusivity to become a thriving learning 
community.  It will help inform the discrimination policy, which exists 
and we can look at it.  Priority is to get sexual harassment and 
consensual relationship policies done first.

a. Laura O’Bryon read the current discrimination policy.  
F. Kathleen McNeill asked a student to read it and provide feedback.  
1. Suggestions: B definitions of sexual harassment.  Add in addition 
to sex harass being discriminatory AND ILLEGAL.  
a. Paul Steinle: an attorney took it out of the original draft 
because we don’t need to state the law that already stands.  

2. Examples of sexual harassment C: she suggested explicit offers of money OR OTHER INCENTIVES.  What if you were offered a car?  
3. Kemble noted that the person who feels they have been harassed will vary about who they feel comfortable talking to.  They wanted to clarify that talking to someone initially is not the same as reporting it.  Taking action would be to formally report to one of the Affirmative Action representatives.  
4. Kathy McNeill expressed her personal appreciation of pg 12, where the institution can choose to act if the victim does not want to move forward with the complaint

G. Emily Miller Francisco said that working in the library, instances of 
sexual harassment has involved public patrons but the incident occurs on 
campus (harassers are not faculty, staff, or students).  
1. Kemble Yates: scope of the Board charge was to focus on 
harassment by university community member.  Library would fall 
back on its own policies.  
2. Paul Steinle: we could address the issue in the one-page 
document.  Add that if it is a non-campus harasser, go to security.  
3. Greg Miller added that his students have had problems with 
community members in the library, so it would be important for 
students to know what to do about that when it happens on campus 
grounds.

H. Kemble: important to separate sex harassment and consensual 
relationship policies, but there is a link.  
1. What starts as consensual could end up as sexual harassment.  2. The link is likely to be made in consensual relations policy defined with an inherent power differential.  
3. The document will be more than a recommendation, it will be a firm policy for SOU.  

4. Please e-mail Kemble, Laura, Paul, or Colin if you have more feedback for the task force.

I. Daniel DeNeui asked, if there were previous complaints against a 
person, but those complaints were resolved to the satisfaction of the 
involved parties, or found inconclusive “no basis,” what will happen if 
another complaint is lodged later against that same person?  Would the 
complaint automatically go through the formal reporting process?


1. Claire Cross had a similar question: what happens if a person is 


found guilty in the informal process, would the next complaint be 


automatically in the formal process?

2. Kemble Yates: If there’s a pattern, the university has to 
investigate.  We want to create an environment where people feel 
safe coming forward at all.  The university must respect 
confidentiality and the rights of all parties, but there needs to be a 
mechanism of institutional memory.  We cannot allow informal 
complaints to get lost so we would be unable to see a pattern.  The 
affirmative action officer would know about even the informal 
complaints, so yes the university would recognize the pattern and 
be able to pursue it.
3. Paul Steinle: If there is evidence of a pattern, the university can 
investigate on its own.  This is all based on investigation.  There 
needs to be verification in the investigation.

J. Kemble: it is not the intent of the original harasser that really matters.  It 
is would a reasonable person call this harassment.  There are also 
procedures on page 6 #6 to file a grievance if you experience retaliation.

K. John Richards complimented the work of the task force.  

Adjournment.  Mark Siders moved, and Sandra Holstein seconded the motion to adjurn.
