MINUTES
Faculty Senate
October 7th, 2014
Senators present: Arrasmith, Brenner, Campbell, Converse, Cook, Cusick, Gallagher, Harvey, Kozaitis, Lail, Marcinkowski, Nnolim, Perdigao, Polson, Shearer, Sandall, Suksawang, Tenali, van Woesik, Winkelmann; non-voting attendees: Dr. Richard Baney, Board of Trustees; Dr. Ted Richardson, Senior Associate Dean 
President van Woesik called the meeting to order at 3:34 p.m. and asked for a motion to approve the last meeting’s minutes.  A motion was made and seconded, and the vote to approve was unanimous.  Dr. van Woesik said he preferred to have the Committee Reports before he gave his President’s Report.

Committee Reports

Chair of the Academic Policies Committee, Senator Tenali, brought up a matter that had come to his attention and needed to be presented to the Senate, which is that of open and closed oral exams for Ph.D’s and Master’s students.  Dr. Tenali raised the issue of who may attend these oral exams.  Sen. Winkelmann  suggested that the matter falls under policies of the Graduate Council.  Sen. Marcinkowski added that if anyone is allowed to attend the open sessions, irrelevant questions from people who don’t really know the material at hand could be asked.
Dr. Richardson, Senior Associate Dean, was in attendance, and said this issue should go to the Graduate Council.  Sen. Marcinkowski thought that a minimum of two hours should go for the oral sessions: no more than one hour for the open part, and not less than one hour for the closed session.  Sen. Brenner noted that having a closed part helps protect intellectual property rights; Sen. Arrasmith suggested that this should be an option of the examinee.  Sen. Lail stated that the policy on these exams is less flexible than it could be.  Sen. Winkelmann proposed a Sense of the Senate on the matter.

After some wordsmithing, the Sense of the Senate concerning open and closed oral exams was stated as:

     The Faculty Senate recommends that the

Graduate Council reassess the flexibility of
allowing for an open and closed defense of 

theses and dissertations (Graduate Policy 2.6.4 

and Graduate Policy 1.6.3), at the discretion 
of the committee chair.
This statement passed by a unanimous vote.

The only other committee report, Welfare, was presented by Pres. van Woesik in the absence of its chair.  This committee is working on a number of issues.  They are: 

· Equity raises; 

· Teaching loads: occasionally there are 140-student classes, with the instructor getting the same credit in their load reports as one teaching a normal-size class; loads need to be fair.  Also, are all activities accounted for on the load report?

· Status of the benefits for emeritus professors; can they stay on the same insurance?

· All Senate members should belong to a subcommittee.

· Retention (it was at first unclear as to whether this referred to retention of faculty or of students, but Sen. Kozaitis clarified that the issue at hand was indeed faculty retention).
President’s Report

Dr. van Woesik stated that he’d had lunch with Pres. Catanese and Provost McCay on September 4th.  In line with a request from Sen. Winkelmann, he said he asked about the status of the University budget.  Dr. McCay enthusiastically responded that we were “in good shape, with a slight surplus” because we had good enrollment.

Pres. van Woesik said that he then asked about the faculty equity raises.  Both Pres. Catanese and Provost McCay responded positively and sincerely, Dr. van Woesik said.  They suggested that they were still finaliz-ing staff equity this year, and that they would revisit faculty equity early in 2015.  He added that he understood this to be a solid commitment on their part to re-implement a faculty equity plan early next year, which would closely follow the previous five-year plan that annually increased a certain proportion of the salaries of the lowest paid faculty on campus.

In addition to this, they had discussed merit raises; these are scheduled for faculty in April 2015.
A new award had been put forth by Brian Ehrlich, Director of Online Learning, to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate.  It was pro-posed as a new “Online Professor of the Year Award” for the 250 online adjuncts who teach approximately 6,500 students for thirty-seven de-grees (undergraduate and graduate).  However, Pres. van Woesik said, the Executive Committee considered the proposal carefully and decided that we did not necessarily need a perpetual expansion of the University awards, and suggested that exceptional online professors can be nominated for the Kerry Bruce Clark Award for Excellence in Teaching, along with on-campus professors.
With regard to Library ranking, Dr. van Woesik stated that Dr. Wastawy, Dean of Libraries, is moving forward with the rankings of Assistant Librarian, Associate Librarian, and Librarian. This ranking system has been endorsed by Dr. McCay and Vice President for Academic Affairs Dr. Koksal.
Old Business
Sen. Marcinkowski took the floor, urging the Senate to adopt the University Mission Statement as is, and suggesting that any changes in wording be offered during the next mission statement review cycle.  As is, the statement reads:  

Florida Tech Mission Statement

Approved by the Board of Trustees in October, 2013

     With our focus on student success, Florida Institute of Technology’s mission is to provide high-quality education to a culturally diverse student body in order to prepare students for entering the global workforce, seeking higher-education opportunities, and serving within their communities. The University also seeks to expand knowledge through basic and applied research and to serve the diverse economic, cultural, and societal needs of our local, state, national and international constituencies. 

In support of this mission, we are committed to: 

· Fostering and sustaining a productive institutional culture of assessment leading 

   to the continuous improvement of academic and administrative programs in order 
   to promote student development;

· Developing an organizational culture that values and encourages intellectual 
   curiosity, a sense of belonging and shared purpose among faculty, students and 
   staff, and the pursuit of excellence in all endeavors; 

· Recruiting and developing faculty who are internationally recognized as educa-

   tors, scholars and researchers;

· Achieving recognition as an effective, innovative, technology-focused educational 
   and research institution; 

· Recruiting and retaining an excellent, highly select and culturally diverse student 
   body;

· Continually improving the quality of campus life for all members of the 

   University community; 

· Providing personal and career growth opportunities for both traditional and 
   nontraditional students and members of the faculty and staff;

· Securing and maintaining professional accreditation for all appropriate programs.
The suggestions for revision were as follows: the first bullet would read, “Promoting student development by fostering and sustaining a productive institutional culture of assessment that leads to the continu-ous improvement of academic and administrative programs.”  The second change would be to the third bullet, having it read, “Recruiting and devel-oping excellent faculty to become leaders in their respective fields and internationally recognized scholars.”
A two-tiered vote was proposed in which the Senate would consider the Mission Statement as is, and then vote a second time on recommend-ing the rewording of the two bullet-points above for the next cycle.  A vote to approve the Mission Statement in its current form was approved unanimously, a unanimity that characterized the second vote requesting the reconsideration of language in the next cycle.

In other Old Business, the attendance policy for freshman students, presented to the Senate earlier, was considered.  As is, it reads:

Draft: University-wide attendance policy for Freshmen Students

Faculty Senate Executive Committee: Robert van Woesik, Gnana Bhaskar Tenali, Marc Baarmand, William Arrasmith, Razvan Rusovici, James Brenner, Robert Shearer 
Members of theFaculty Senate Academic Policies Committee:Andrew Cudmore, Brian Lail
October 1, 2014
The current Florida Tech attendance policy is outlined in the University Handbook as:

Undergraduate Attendance Requirements

Melbourne Campus

Students registered for any course are expected to attend all lectures and must attend all laboratories, examinations, quizzes and practical exercises, subject to penalties specified by the instructor for that course.

Students who miss class must obtain permission from the course instructor to make up missed work. This permission must be requested at the earliest possible opportunity, and before the absence if possible. The student must arrange with the instructor to make up the missed work. The makeup must be completed within two weeks after the absence. In the case of missed final examinations, the policy on Incomplete (I) applies. In mitigating circumstances, the instructor, with the concurrence of the academic unit head offering the course, may require an alternative to making up the missed work.

If circumstances require a student to report late for a class or to leave before the class is over, prior notification should be given to the instructor if possible. Repeated occurrences may result in the student being temporarily denied admission to the classroom.

The professor of military science of the Army ROTC unit has sole authority to determine attendance regulations in ROTC classes. 

The Faculty Senate’s Executive Committee and the Academic Policies Committee discussed the connection between attendance policies and retention. It is well known that attendance in classes is one of the many factors that influences retention rate (see: http://www.act.org/research/policymakers/pdf/college_retention.pdf ).

As stated in the above cited report, “Observing attendance patterns can help institutions identify those students who may not be performing at acceptable levels and recommend intervention strategies.” Moreover, in a longitudinal study (Ishitani and DesJardins, 2002) found that the higher a student’s first-year Grade Point Average (GPA), the less likely they were to drop out of college. Therefore the main goal of an attendance policy for freshmen at Florida Tech is to identify students who need help on academic and non-academic issues. The attendance policy should therefore help the students, and not simple penalize students for not attending classes.  

Therefore, the Faculty Senate’s Executive Committee and the Academic Policies Committee recommend the following for freshman course (defined as 1000-level courses):

1. Attendance should be taken in all freshman courses, campus wide (see 3, below). The instructor decides on the methods used to implement the attendance policy. For example, more than 4 unexcused absences could lead to failing the course, at the instructor’s discretion. The course syllabus should clearly spell out the attendance policy, and the instructor should emphasize the importance of the policy repeatedly during the course. 

2. After four weeks of classes, the instructor, using the attendance data alongside any test results, decides whether a student is at risk of failure. 
3. Given a risk of failure, intervention strategies could include make-up work, referral to the Academic Support Center, and tutorial sessions. If there is an excessive number of unexcused absences, the option of dropping the course should also be discussed with the student.

4.     Information Technology (IT)should consider the following. To avoid using the class time to take attendance 
        (especially in classes with a large enrollment), methods should be explored to automatically record student 
        attendance. One possible option is to equip all classrooms with a card-swipe reader, and have every student 
        record their presence as they enter the room. Cheaper alternatives and other time-saving methods should be 

        explored by the IT department, including the use of the software Tophat®.
Ishitani, T., &DesJardins, S. (2002). A longitudinal investigation of dropout from college in the United States, Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 4(2), 173-201.
Sen. Perdigao suggested that the phrase “Given a risk of failure” be dropped, and this was acceptable to the Senate.  Sen. Sandall said he thought it not a good idea tacitly to endorse a brand-name such as Tophat®  This too, in agreement with the Senate, was excised.  With these changes, the document was approved by a unanimous vote.

New Business
The Senate then turned to the promotions guidelines for the Nathan M. Bisk College of Business.  The document reads as follows:

FH Appendix 6: Promotion Guidelines: Nathan M. Bisk College of Business

Note: edited by Chief Operating Officer (formerly titled 'Provost') for title updates: 7/4/11
Note: edited by Provost for currency: 3/31/05
The Nathan M. Bisk College of Business (COB) has established a Faculty Review and Promotions Committee. One of the responsibilities of this committee is the development of promotion criteria guidelines for the COB faculty. These guidelines are derived from the Florida Institute of Technology Faculty Handbook and the mission of the COB. They are intended to provide guidance to the faculty as to the types and quality of professional activities required for promotion. The guidelines are also intended to assist the dean in coaching faculty members and recognizing noteworthy faculty performance.

Promotion Procedures

The individual faculty member candidate is responsible for collecting the documentation for the promotion dossier. The dossier must follow the same organization and use the same terms listed in "Promotion Dossier Format" (Appendix I) of the Faculty Handbook. Either the dean or the faculty member may initiate the promotion procedure; however, all documentation must be forwarded through the dean, whether or not there is support for the promotion.

The promotion dossier must be presented to and evaluated by the dean. For promotion from associate to full professor, at least five external letters must be solicited from professionals familiar with the candidate’s work. At least two of the external letters must not be close colleagues or mentors. The candidate may provide suggested names of those who can serve as external reviewers; however, the dean must be the person who solicits the external evaluation letters.

A letter of recommendation from the dean and the promotion dossier are then forwarded through the vice president for academic affairs to the Committee on Faculty Promotion (CFP) for evaluation.

Promotion Eligibility

Assistant Professor

Appointment as a nine-month assistant professor shall be based on a candidate’s potential to teach effectively and to contribute to the advancement of scholarly knowledge.  Appointment as a twelve-month Academic Chair or Site Director for a remote site in the Extended Studies Department (ESD) shall be based on a candidate’s potential to be effective at administrative duties, teaching, and service, and to contribute to the advancement of scholarly knowledge. 
Potential for all candidates to be eligible for assistant professor will typically be determined through the curriculum vita, letters of recommendation, and the presentation of an invited interview. Appointment will normally be considered for a holder of the terminal degree.

Associate Professor

Promotion to associate professor is based on the achievement of goals and the successful performance of activities set forth in the established criteria (as outlined below). Promotion to the rank of associate professor will be based upon a sufficient number of the goals and activities to suggest that the candidate is at least half way along the path to full professorship. A candidate may be considered for promotion to the rank of associate professor after a minimum of five years as an assistant professor or equivalent.

Professor

A candidate may be considered for promotion to professor after a minimum of five years as an associate professor.

Promotion Criteria

The areas for professional development and evaluation for promotion for nine-month faculty candidates are consistent with those specified in "Promotion Dossier Format" (Appendix I) of the Faculty Handbook. These include: (1) Teaching and Related Activities; (2) Research and Scholarly Activities; and (3) Services Activities.

The areas for professional development and evaluation for promotion for candidates who are twelve-month Academic Chairs for Online Programs and twelve-month Site Directors in ESD are consistent with those specified in "Promotion Dossier Format" (Appendix I) of the Faculty Handbook. These include: (1) Administrative Duties; (2) Teaching and Related Activities; (3) Service Activities; and (4) Research and Scholarly Activities.  
Teaching and Related Academic Activities (Applicable to All Candidates)  

Candidates for promotion to professor will have a performance record that includes most of the activities specified below. Candidates for promotion to associate professor will demonstrate proficiency in many of the activities listed; enough to suggest that the candidate is at least half way along the path to full professorship.

1. Consistent, positive student evaluations of classes.

2. Advisor for graduate and undergraduate students.

3. Chair or member on master committees.

4. Chair or member on Ph.D. committees.

5. Faculty advisor to student clubs/societies or lead on student enrichment activities.

6. External member of student examination committees.

7. Design new courses or re-develop existing courses.

8. Provide appropriate outcome assessment in accordance with our regional and specialized accreditation body (SACS, IACBE).

9. Develop academic programs at the undergraduate or graduate level. 

The professional development and evaluation for promotion for twelve-month academic chairs includes:

10. Teaching course load to include both campus and online and at graduate and undergraduate levels.

Administrative Duties (Twelve-month Academic Chairs and Site Directors)

Twelve-month candidates for promotion will have a performance record that will demonstrate proficiency in the activities listed. Administration is a primary function for twelve-month faculty and site directors in support of academic programs offered online and off-site.

1. Manage the hiring process of adjunct faculty. 

2. Conduct performance evaluation of adjunct faculty.

3. Oversee resolution of academic issues associated with grade changes and academic integrity.

4. Evaluate transfer credits and course substitution requests.

5. Identify curriculum development needs and opportunities for new degree programs.

6. Implement and maintain assessment activities associated with IACBE and SACS accreditation.

7. Demonstrate continuous improvement in existing programs.

Administration activities specific to Site Directors in ESD include:

1. Manage resident administrators and office personnel.

2. Provide student governance and oversight. 

3. Provide facilities management and oversight at remote sites.

4. Provide approvals for state accreditation bodies at remote sites.

5. Provide leadership and advisement to Education Service officers at military sites.

Service Activities

Candidates for promotion will have a record of performance that includes service to the University, college, as well as service to the profession. Service is an important element of the college’s strategic plan in relationship to enrollment growth, new partnerships, and an evolving innovation and entrepreneurship pedagogical theme. 

Service to the University includes:

1. Served on University and college governance committees.

2. Served on University academic and examining committees.

3. Performed administrative functions within the College.

4. Served as Director of College Centers of Excellence. 

5. Contributed as a consultant in area of technical expertise to private or public sector organizations.

6. Provided scholarly lectures or invited talks in non-conference or industry settings. 

7. Provided service to the community.
8. Represented the college or University in regional, national or international organizations related to University affairs.

9. Contributed to University or college-related outreach projects.

Service to the Profession includes:

1. Professional society service.

2. Journal chief editor or area editor.

3. Reviewer on papers for refereed journals.

4. Reviewer for refereed proceedings and conferences.

5. Session chair, discussant, panelist at state/national/international conferences.

6. Member of accreditation visiting teams.

7. External member on graduate or doctoral committees at another University.

8. Officer, active member, or received recognition by a professional or scientific society at the local, regional, national or international level.

9. Organized or taught short courses or seminars in the field of study to the business or industry-specific community.

Research and Scholarly Activities

Nine-month Faculty Candidates

Nine-month candidates for promotion will have a consistent record of publications that recognize contributions to the field of study.  Nine-month candidates for promotion to professor will have a consistent record of national and international publications during the years preceding promotion.  

1. Publication of articles in refereed journals.

2. Publication of papers in refereed proceedings.

3. Publication of refereed book chapters.

4. Publication of a textbook.

5. Presentation at national or international conferences.

6. Publication of articles in practitioners’ magazines.

7. Publication of papers in non-refereed proceedings.

8. Contribution to publication of texts, study guides or manuals.

9. Publication of case studies.

10. Publication of textbook chapters.

11. Funded research grants.

12. Proposals for externally funded research.

13. Talk related to academic discipline to professional non-academic conferences and public groups.

14. Technical reports at a regional or national level related to the field of study.

15. Newspaper, magazine, and online articles related to the field of study.

Twelve-month Faculty Candidates:

Twelve-month candidates will show evidence of external recognition of contributions to the field of study.  Twelve-month candidates for promotion to professor will have a consistent record contributing to the field of study during the years preceding promotion.
1. Publication of papers in refereed proceedings.

2. Publication of papers in non-refereed proceedings.

3. Presentation at national or international conferences.

4. Publication of non-refereed or text book chapters.

5. Publication of refereed book chapters in the field of study.

6. Technical reports at a regional or national level related to the field of study.

7. Contributions to publication of texts, study guides or manuals.

8. Publication of case studies.

9. Funded research grants.

10. Proposals for externally funded research.

11. Talks related to academic discipline to professional, non-academic conferences and public groups.

12. Newspaper, magazine, and online articles related to the field of study.
This document was approved by a unanimous vote.
Sen. Marcinkowski, who is in charge of constituting a new Quality Enhancement Plan, was given the floor.  He asked the Senate to consider the document that appeared in the agenda, and reads as follows:
Context
Florida Tech is accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). In the early 2000s, SACS began to require all colleges and universities to develop, implement, and evaluate progress on a Quality Enhance-ment Plan (QEP). This plan was intended to reflect unique features of each college/university, and to address apparent needs and opportunities for growth.  These Plans were to be implemented over a five-year period, and a summative report of those efforts was to be prepared and submitted to SACS as part of a Fifth-Year Review. 

Florida Tech’s first QEP Plan was submitted in January 2005, and focused on the inclusion of one or more scholarly inquiry capstone courses in all undergradu-ate degree programs. Implementation of this Plan or QEP began in January 2006. A final report was submitted to SACS in March 2011, and approved by SACS later that Fall.

Florida Tech’s next QEP Plan (QEP 2) is due in January 2015, and work has begun to develop this Plan. Based on needs within the university community and activities undertaken by the Internationalizing the Campus Committee (ICC) since 2009, the focus of Florida Tech’s next QEP Plan will be on internationali-zation.

Purpose

One important part of the QEP 2 planning effort is to solicit input from major campus constituencies, including students, faculty, staff, and administration.

In February, I approached Dr. Arrasmith and Ms. Deras, seeking their help in setting up forums and/or procedures that would allow those involved in QEP 2 planning efforts to gather specific input from the faculty (through Faculty Senate) and student body (through the Student Government Association), respectively.  

The specific input I am seeking pertains to two broad questions.

1.  Within the Florida Tech community, which needs pertaining to internation-alization can and should be included in and addressed by QEP 2 (e.g., concerns, problems, barriers, gaps/what’s missing, and opportunities)?

2. Within the Florida Tech community, which activities that are intended to address these internationalization needs can and should we include in QEP 2 (e.g., new programs, events, services, and opportunities; what can be done differently or more often or better)?

Provide Us With Your Input for QEP 2 

	Areas
	Needs

(your views on concerns, problems, barriers, gaps, and opportunities)
	Activities

(your views on what could/should be done, done differently, done more often, done better)

	A. Academic Offerings 

Includes on- campus offerings

(e.g., courses, minors, majors)

and offerings abroad (e.g., study abroad, internships and practica, design/research projects)
	
	

	B. Residential Living/Learning

Includes on- campus housing

(e.g., living/ learning communities) and housing abroad

(i.e., for academic study abroad)


	
	

	C. Campus Community and 

Culture Includes on-campus (e.g., organizations, workshops, and activities/events) and abroad (e.g., service projects)


	
	


There was little discussion, and Dr. Marcinkowski asked that the form above be sent to all Senators so that they could distribute it to their faculty for their academic units’ comments regarding the most prominent needs and activities in each of these three areas. He noted that, to date, he had received comments from Civil Engineering, Evans Library, and one or two other sources  He asked that all comments be forwarded to him, if possible, in electronic form within the next few weeks. The document as presented was approved by a unanimous vote.  
Pres. van Woesik asked for a motion to adjourn.  It was made and seconded, and voting once again was unanimous, with the meeting adjourning at 4:48 p.m.  Secretary Shearer commented that this session was a record of some sort for the Senate: three major issues – and Sen. Tenali’s concern for open and closed theses and dissertation sessions constituting a fourth – were handled in an hour-and-a-half.  Also, that every vote was unanimous is certainly a new summit for the Senate.

Respectfully submitted,

Bob Shearer, Secretary
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