UAS Faculty Senate Minutes

3:00-5:00pm Egan Library 211

May 5, 2006

Officers Present: President Lynn Shepherd, President-Elect Chuck Craig

Faculty Senators Present: Brian Blitz, Jennifer Brown,  Lisa Hoferkamp, Yuliya Ivanova, Joe Liddle, Tony Martin, Jane Terzis, Robin Walz

Others present: Provost Robbie Stell, Cathy Connor, Jill Dumesnil, Jonathan Anderson
1.      The agenda was approved.

2.   Meeting Minutes

Tony Martin moved that the minutes for April 7, 2006 meeting be approved.  Jane seconds the motion.  The motion passes.

3. Assembly members’ comments.  None.

4.   Old business

A. Online student ratings (attachments 
4.A.1 -  Concerns




4.A.2 – draft of student questionnaire




4.A.3 - draft of faculty options for questionnaire




4.A.4 – Subcommittee memo of 3/20/2006




4.A.5 – Subcommittee memo of 1/19/2006

Concern 9 of attachment 4.A.1: The current instrument is used to accomplish an excessive number of tasks, inhibiting collection of useful information reflecting faculty effectiveness.

Motion to accept recommendations of subcommittee 2  point #4a (attachment 4.A.4) to separate questions (1) Course and Instructor Evaluation and (2) Skill Development from subsequent sections of the survey by adding a “Continue” button after the comment box for (2) , delete question (4) Faculty Utilization, re-number the questions, and place a “Submit” button after the comment box for question (4).  Seconded and passed unanimously.

Concern 10: The default evaluation period is too short/too long.  The instructor should be able to determine when the questionnaire becomes available and for how long.

	Course Length
	> 10 weeks
	> 7 Weeks
	<= 7 Weeks

	Default Start
	3 weeks before end
	2 weeks before end
	1 week
before end

	Default End
	Start + 8 days

	Earliest Start
	4 weeks
	3 weeks
	Second Day

	Latest End
	1 week before course end date

	Shortest Duration
	5 days


Motion (Joe) to accept the defaults given in the table was seconded (Robin) and passed unanimously. Instructors may still use Instructor Tools to alter the time periods for evaluation but not beyond the course end date.
Concern 11: [extending availability of the questionnaire into finals week]

Discussed but the default ‘latest end: 1 week before course end date’ in the table above and ‘not beyond the course end date’ were agreed upon.
Concern 12: [availability of laptops or computing labs] No laptops/lab computers provided.
Concern 13: [students’ unfamiliarity with UAS Online] More effort to educate students and faculty.
Concern 14: E-mail reminders are sent to students’ UAS-assigned e-mail address, but many students do not use this address and fail to receive the reminder.

Email requests for participation will be sent to the student’s preferred email account, if the student has re-routed their UAS e-mail to another address. Notify students of the need to re-direct their mail from an automatically assigned UAS e-mail account to another address.
Concern 15: Students who haven’t shown up to class in weeks are still notified about the availability of the online questionnaires.

Faculty can use faculty-initiated withdrawals to remove non-participants from the class roster or use the option in Section 1 to add up to four additional questions, some of which could pertain to student effort and participation.
Concern 16: Students should have incentives to complete the online questionnaires. 

 Responsibility of faculty to encourage - no real incentives other than publishing the results.

Concern 17: [instructions to faculty on how to manage administration of the questionnaires]

FAQ (included in 17 of the Concerns document 4.A.1) accompanies the e-mail reminder sent to the faculty member in advance of online student ratings administration.  Additions to the FAQ can be made at Senate request.

Discussion of one item to be added to the FAQ: an instructor who wants a separate course evaluation to be automatically generated for a Teaching Assistant needs to contact the departmental administrative assistant who enters course codes in Banner and have the appropriate coding applied for their course. Lynn will contact the Registrar for coding details and ask ITS to add a question as a reminder to instructors.
Concern 18: The output should include not only means and standard deviations but also frequency distributions.

Motion: add the frequency distribution to the output for each question - seconded and passed unanimously.
Concern 19: [only results for the instructor-performance questions belong in employment files]

Motion: Only the results of Section 1 (= questions A-E + up to four questions added at the instructor’s discretion + any questions added by a program to evaluations for  program-specific courses)  will automatically be added by the Provost’s office to a faculty member’s employment file – seconded and passed unanimously.  
Nothing precludes a faculty member from adding results from sections 2, 3, or 4 to their employment file, but results will not be added automatically by the Provost’s office.

[custody of archived data]

Motion: Accept the recommendation of subcommittee 2 point #11 (attachment 4.A.4 - but do not distinguish between parts A-E and F-I of Section 1) to make the default for access to archived statistical data be:
	Archived Content
	Individuals Permitted Access to Results

	Section 1
	Instructor, Supervisor and Provost only

	Section 2
	Instructor, Supervisor, Provost 

	Section 3
	Instructor, IT Services, Provost

	Section 4
	Instructor, Library Services, Provost


This is the default setting, but an instructor may select options for posting the results of sections 1, 2, 3, and/or 4 so they are available either to students enrolled in the course or to anyone who has access to UAS Online.  
Concern 20:  [availability of results to students – enrolled and/or prospective]

Motion: Accept the recommendation of subcommittee 2 point #9 to change the default setting for posting results to “do not post results to the class roster” – seconded and passed unanimously.
An instructor may still use Instructor Tools to post the results to the class roster, but this will not be done automatically.

Concern 21: [availability of summary data for all programs year by year] 
Desirable, and the Provost and ITS are working on compiling data in this way.

*****************

Drafts of 
1) student online ratings questionnaire 
2) faculty options within Instructor Tools of the online ratings questionnaire 
3) language suitable for inclusion in the Faculty Handbook 
will be made available in the next few days.  Senators should review the drafts and suggest edits. 
Final drafts of 1) 2) 3) will be presented to Faculty Assembly members at Convocation in August.  At the August Senate meeting, AY07 Senators will vote on drafts 1), 2), and 3), which may have been modified as the result of discussions at the Assembly meeting.  Lynn will ask ITS to work on the proposed changes over the summer and be ready to implement them for Fall term courses. Chuck will communicate to ITS any changes approved by the Senate in August.  
4.B. Status of GERs discussion among MAUs.  
There will be no inter-MAU meeting this academic year to discuss GERs.  UAF faculty did not feel that philosophical discussions about core curricula would be productive until faculty at each MAU had examined and justified their respective core.  UAA’s integrative capstone proposal was made available to the Alliance at its April meeting and reflects their 2004 review and modification of GERs.  
5. New business

A.  Faculty Development Seminar for AY07

Jennifer Brown expressed a willingness to coordinate the seminar for another year and make improvements recommended by this year’s participants.  Marsha Gladhart volunteered to be co-coordinator and has her Dean’s permission.  Last year, Priscilla Schulte and Katy Spangler offered to coordinate the seminar from a distance.  Senators recommend that the Provost hire Jennifer and Marsha as co-coodinators for AY07 and thank all volunteers for offering to serve.

B. Occupational Endorsements – no discussion for lack of time.

C. Tuition notice for AY08 – no discussion for lack of time.

D.   Definition of Academic Credit

 The Provost indicated that no changes will be made in the 2006-7 catalog definition for academic credit (p. 128 online version).  A draft of the 2006-2007 catalog had indicated a change from the Carnegie definition given in the 2005-6 catalog (“one credit represents satisfactory completion of 750 minutes of lecture or 1500 of supervised laboratory……”) to “one credit represents three hours of student work per week for a 15-week semester for a minimum of 750 minutes of total student engagement, which may include exam periods.”  However, the change will not be made pending further discussion by the Senate in Fall 2006.  

Jonathan Anderson said that the proposed change had been made at the request of the Graduate Committee, which wanted to use language from BOR regulation 10.04.09 to account for distance-delivered courses where seat-time cannot be calculated.  Discussion about whether existing language adequately deals with asynchronous class activities and how the Curriculum Committee can use the guidelines to approve courses when ‘student engagement’ is undefined.
Remainder of the agenda – informational items to bring to unit members’ attention. No time for discussion.
Meeting adjourned at 5:15.

Minutes submitted by Joe Liddle and Lynn Shepherd.

