 
Faculty Meeting Minutes
April 25, 2012

President Pribbenow called the meeting to order.  Brad Holt offered the invocation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Approval of Minutes
The March 28, 2012 meeting minutes were approved.

Approval of Agenda
The published agenda was approved with the deletion of faculty committee elections and the addition of a report by the Task Force on Academic Program Structure.

Reports of Standing Committees
Faculty Senate – Jeanne Boeh
John Cerrito and Kathy Swanson took a moment to acknowledge Jeanne Boeh’s efforts throughout this academic year and to comment on faculty governance at Augsburg.

Senate is grateful to everyone who has volunteered to serve on committees for next year.  A list of nominations was distributed and the vote will be held at the May 3 faculty meeting.

Faculty Compensation Committee – Bob Groven
The committee will be making a recommendation next week about how to allocate the faculty compensation dollars for next year.  At this meeting, Bob Groven introduced a Faculty Compensation Philosophy Statement that the committee drafted.  The statement is not intended to be an operational document; it is a guiding philosophy of trying to be equitable with faculty pay within Augsburg while also striving to remain competitive with our reference group.

A question was raised about whether the document makes the faculty merely an employee group rather than a faculty.  The general sentiment among the faculty who commented was that they did not have enough time to consider the implications of this philosophy in order to approve it.  Ben Stottrup introduced a motion to refer the statement back to committee.  The motion was seconded.  During the discussion, it was suggested that the committee could hold open forums or brown bag lunches in the fall to solicit additional feedback.  It was noted that approval of the philosophy statement was not required in order to carry out the compensation work this year.  The question was then called and a vote taken.  By voice vote, the motion carried and the statement was referred back to committee.

Personnel Policies Committee – James Vela-McConnell
PPC has been working with the Committee on Tenure and Promotion (CTP) to review the implementation of section 6 changes.  CTP has had positive feedback about the changes.  The revised criteria are more specific, which has been helpful for CTP.  Documentation of advising and mentoring activity, however, needs additional work.  CTP likes the idea of a summary review of online course evaluations for each class rather than sifting through individual evaluations.

Much of PPC’s work has focused on looking at resident and visiting faculty status.  Of the two, clarifying the roles of resident faculty has taken more effort.  A handout was distributed outlining the committee’s current ideas for classifying resident faculty into three appointment categories: Teaching specialist, area specialist, and clinical specialist.  Within this framework, these faculty can be visiting resident, probationary resident, resident, or senior resident.  PPC has met with chairs and program heads to discuss this framework.  They also held a separate meeting just with the chairs of professional studies programs, since those programs have a larger proportion of resident faculty.  The committee will now start drafting new language for the handbook and hopes to have it available for faculty review in the fall.  In response to questions, James Vela-McConnell noted that they intend to cap the proportion of resident faculty that can be employed at the College.  This will help to avoid eroding the proportion of tenure-track faculty.  It was also noted that the review criteria for resident faculty includes teaching and service, but not scholarship.  The committee believes that, if scholarship plays a key role in a particular faculty position, that position should be tenured rather than resident.

Commission on Academic Opportunities
Barbara Farley noted that the main body of commission recommendations are on pages 13-18 of the summary report.  The commission has made many general recommendations, but needs more information in order to make specific recommendations regarding individual programs.  Some programs were singled out in the commission report for needing additional review.  These programs were notified of their inclusion in the report prior to its publication.  The commission and Dean’s Office will have further conversations with these offices.  In addition to this ongoing work, all departments and programs will be charged with further development of five-year plans.  The CAO moodle site will have a discussion item open to solicit reaction from the faculty.

Phil Quanbeck questioned whether the commission had actually approved the document that was published.  He was concerned that the report did not fully express the urgency of the financial situation that many departments are facing.  Barbara Farley indicated that the narrative of the report was completed after the commission’s last meeting, but was based on draft documents that the commission had seen.  And the commission did vote on the programs named in the recommendations section.  Jeanne Boeh said that much of what is in the report was discussed by the commission.  She also noted that the commission could not find real waste of the College’s resources during its review of departments.

New Business
MBA-MAL Dual Degree Proposal – Moved by Senate and approved by the faculty

4+1 MBA Proposal - Moved by Senate and approved by the faculty

Other Reports
Due to time constraints, reports were not made.
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