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REPORTS TO THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE OFFICE
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203 503-737-4344 Social Science 107

Thursday, January 5, 1995; 3:00 pm - 5:00 pm
Construction & Engineering Halll
LaSells Stewart Center

AGENDA

The agenda for the January Senate meeting will include the reports and other items of business
listed below. To be approved are the minutes of the December Senate meeting, as published
and distributed to Senators.

A. SPECIAL REPORTS

1.  Lyla Houglum, Interim Dean of Extended Education/Director of OSU Extension
Service

Dr. Houglum, will discuss her plans for Extended Education.

2. Leu Swanson, Jr., OSBHE President (4:00 pm)

Mr. Swanson will speak about issues including Measure 8, the Administrative Efficiency Act, and
Board legislative strategy.

B. ACTION ITEMS

1.  Install Elected Officials o S E

Installation of Senate President, Sally Francns\ new Executive Committee members: Russell Dix, John
Lee and Maggie Niess; Interinstitutional Faculty Senate representative Steve Esbensen; and newly-
elected Senators.

ﬁ \ (,(

2. Collective Bargaining Opportunities for OSU Faculty

This item was first introduced as New Business at the December meeting and was postponed to this
meeting by Senator Mukatis, Business. The motion is as follows:

Imove that a special task force be created to search for a bargaining agent to represent
Oregon State University faculty that has a record of delivering results for other faculiies
nationally.



Resolution Regarding Faculty Representation on the State Board of Higher
Education

The Executive Committee offers the following resolution for approval by the Senate:

The OSU Faculty Senate supports the Interinstitutional Faculty Senate in its efforts to seek
two faculty representatives on the State Board of Higher Education.

Category | Proposal — Renaming the M.S. Degree in Radiation Health (pp. 1-2)

Walter Loveland, Curriculum Council Chair, will present a proposal to change the name of the M.S.
Degree in Radiation Health to an M.S. Degree in Radiation Health Physics.

INFORMATION ITEMS
1.

December Interinstitutional Faculty Senate Report (pp. 3-5)
Attached is the report from the December IFS meeting.

Interinstitutional Faculty Senate Report to the Board of Higher Education (pp. 6-9)
Anthony Wilcox, IFS Representative, presented the attached report concerning Measure 8 to the
Oregon State Board of Higher Education during the December meeting.

Faculty Senate Handbook Update

If continuing Senators would like an update for their handbook, please contact the Faculty Senate
Office. Since experience has shown us that the majority of Senators do not use the update, they are

being sent only on request.

REPORTS FROM THE PROVOST
Roy Arnold, Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs

REPORTS FROM THE FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT

President Sally Francis

NEW BUSINESS

IN ORDER TO PROPERLY RECORD MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING,

ALL SENATORS ARE REMINDED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES
AND THEIR UNIT AFFILIATION WHEN RISING TO SPEAK.




DEPARTMENT OF
CHEMISTRY

OREGON
STATE
UNIVERSITY

Gilbert Hall 153

Corvallis, Oregon

. 97331-4003

Telephone
503-737-2081

Fax
503-737-2062

December 7, 1994

Prof. Michael Oriard
Faculty Senate Office
Oregon State University

Dear Prof. Oriard,

I am pleased to report to you that the Curriculum Council approved the
Category I proposal to change the name of the M.S. degree in Radiation
Health to an M.S. degree in Radiation Health Physics. This action was taken
at the Council's regular meeting on 2 December, 1994. We are transmitting
this proposal to you in hopes that the Faculty Senate can act in a timely
manner on this proposal.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Waeltes Sovelanol

Walter Loveland
Professor of Chemistry
Chair, Curriculum Council




PROPOSAL TO RENAME THE M.S. DEGREE IN RADIATION HEALTH TO
M.S. IN RADIATION HEALTH PHYSICS

Current Name of Degree

The current name of the degree is M.S. in Radiation Health.

Proposed Name of Degree

The proposed name of the degree is M.S. in Radiation Health Physics.

Reason for the Name Change

The Department of Nuclear Engineering offers a B.S. degree in Radiation Health Physics and
an M.S. in Radiation Health. We are requesting the M.S. degree name be changed to M.S. in
Radiation Health Physics to more accurately convey the course/research content of the degree
and to standardize the degree offerings in this area.

. Locus Within the Institution’s Organizational Structure

a. Will the institutional location of the degree change? If so, describe.
No, the institutional location of the degree will not change.
b. If approved, when will the new name be effective?
The new name will be effective immediately upon final approval of this proposal.
Course of Study
Will the course of study for the degree change? If so, please describe.
No, the course of study for the degree will not change.

Admission Requirements

Will the admissions requirements for the degree change?
No, the admission requirements for the degree will remain the same.

Resources Required/Saved

a. Will additional personnel, facilities, or equipment resources be needed? If so, complete
the attached budget page.

No additional personnel, facilities, or equipment resources will be needed.

b. Note savings here.

None.



IFS Report
_December 2-3, 1994

JHSU

Present: Francis, Wilcox, Curtis

December 2

Dr. Leslie Hallick, Vice-President for Academic Affairs and Provost, OHSU, presented the
OHSU proposal to convert to a public corporation model. Copies of the proposal were
distributed.

. Les Swanson, Chairman of the State Board of Higher Education, made remarks on the recent

election results, the public corporation issue, and higher education needs in the metro area.

A.

Swanson stated that Measure 15 had been “properly defeated.” He predicted that K-14
will not have an easy Legislative session. He said that Kitzhaber has stated that he
wants “stability in funding” for higher education.

Measure 8 damages higher education. In regard to Board actions, Swanson said that the
Board will decide at its December 16 meeting whether the 6% payroll contribution will be
taken pre- or post-tax. The Governor has said that raising salaries 6% is contrary to the
intent of the measure. It is true, however, that local governments are doing so, but
Swanson pointed out that they have their own ways of raising money and can do so with
less political reprisal. Swanson agrees that the Board can not go against the intent of the
Measure—but, this doesn’t mean that we can not do anything. He thinks we should look
for whatever money can be found for faculty salaries. However, he would base salary
adjustments on merit and/or retention—they would specifically not be 6% because this
would cause serious damage in the Legislative session.

In commenting on the OHSU public corporation proposal, Swanson said that he does not
think that the teaching function should go under the public corporation model, but that
the hospitals and clinics should. He thinks there should be a separate Board but with
joint members and it should be appointed by OSSHE. He noted that the State contributes
$60 million to OHSU in return for which OHSU should: maintain low tuition, provide
Oregon resident access, emphasize statewide health science programs (e.g. nursing),
avoid program duplication, and emphasize teaching versus practice or research. He
stated that State assets at OHSU need to be protected and maintained. If OHSU
becomes a separate public corporation, then the State would not help pay this nor pick
up the hospital deficit. This issue will be discussed again at the December 16 meeting of
the Board. The fundamental question is: What is the best public policy for the State of
Oregon?

In his comments regarding the needs of the metro area, Swanson said that higher
education does not have the visibility needed in the tri-county metro area and should
marshall and enhance its assets in the metro area. Therefore, it is important for OHSU to
remain a part of the State System. Half the population of Oregon resides in the tri-
county area; however, the oldest universities are located in Eugene and Corvallis. The
population centers of the state have changed since their establishment.




What are the higher education needs in Portland?

— Meet the Oregon benchmarks regarding numbers of graduates

— Provide graduate and professional education and work site training

— Provide engineering and hi-tech training, especially at the advanced level
— High quality undergraduate education, including residential

PSU can not do it all and is being asked to do too much already. Swanson sees several
possible approaches in Portland:

1. Use UO and OSU in conjunction with PSU to develop joint programs in areas such as
architecture, journalism, and business;

2. Develop a graduate and professional center in Portland utilizing faculty and degrees
from all 3 universities;

3. Bring OSU or UO to Portland in a bigger way such as merging the 3 universities into 1
university with 3 sites and then putting programs in the sites where they make the
most sense.

The criteria for any change are:

Enhancement of the capacity and quality of higher education;

Better targeting of business and industry;

Enhancement of the likelihood of increased funding from the State; and
Enhancement of the visibility and appeal of higher education to the people in the
metro area.

0 B et

Grattan Kerans, OSSHE Director of Governmental Relations, shared his views on the
election results. He believes the election outcome was generally positive and cited the
following examples:

1. Mandate for representative democracy;

2. Governor elected by full majority;

3. Both sides of the legislature led by the same party;
4. Defeat of Measures 5 & 15; and

5. Kitzhaber is supportive of higher education.

However, Kerans said that higher education has no advocates in the Republican party.
Therefore, individual legislators must be “sold.” The State System visits with legislators
before the session. Chancellor Cox is having regional meetings now and is working with
each of the education committees to identify what the concerns are.

The School committee report is positive. Higher education is viewed as being responsive to
legislative concerns and is taking appropriate actions regarding student access, productivity,
and so forth. This puts us in a good position going into the session.

Kerans reported that the Faculty Information Teams (FIT) have been launched. This is a
vehicle to provide direct, organized, and sustained faculty involvement in the Legislature.
Kerans believes that FIT will help to change the outlook and attitudes of legislators about
everything we do.

Clyde Calvin, PSU faculty member, shared his efforts to review and analyze PERS and other
retirement systems. He will have a report ready to share in about 90-120 days.



. December 3

', President Danley reported on the October and November meetings of the State Board of
Higher Education.

Il. The IFS approved a change in its By-laws establishing the immediate past-president as an
ex-officio member of the Executive Committee.

Ill. The OHSU proposal for a public corporation was discussed. IFS senators were concerned
that this could become divisive and split the system.

IV. The following resolutions were passed:

1. The State Board of Education should rethink its legislative strategy and put faculty
compensation and tuition reduction as its highest priorities.

2. Ask the Chancellor’s Office to discuss its legislative strategy with IFS during its
development.

3. IFS resolves to pursue legislation adding two faculty members on the Board in addition
to current Board members and seeks the support of the Board in this action.

V. It was decided to request a place on the agenda of the December 16 Board meeting to
make a statement regarding the impact of Measure 8. Senators were asked to attend the
meeting and to recruit faculty from their campuses to try to have at least 50 faculty

— members present at the meeting.

VI. 1995 IFS meetings:

Feb. 3-4 OSU
April 7-8 UO
June 2-3 EOSC
Oct. 6-7 OHSU
Dec. 1-2 PSU

VIl. New officers were elected:

President Sam Connell
Vice President Martha Sargent
Secretary Dennis Swanger
Executive Committee:
Eric Wakkuri
Beatrice Oshika
Liaison to Academic Council Tony Wilcox
Liaison to Board Martha Sargent



- IFS Report to the
Board of Higher Education

Presented by
Anthony Wilcox, Ph.D.

December 16, 1994

By way of introduction, I am Anthony Wilcox, Chair of the Department of Exercise and
Sport Science at Oregon State University and representative from that institution to the
Interinstitutional Faculty Senate. I have been a member of the faculty of OSU since 1987.
Thank you for allowing me to speak with you today.

I state the obvious when I inform you that since the passage of Measure 5, things have
been very difficult in the State System of Higher Education: There has been an
unconscionable reduction in departments, programs and degrees; student access has been
hindered by precipitous increases in tuition; and talented faculty and staff have been lost
due to cut-backs or flight to more promising positions. These have been hard times for

educators.

But Measure 8 has outraged faculty and staff beyond anything I witnessed during the
Measure 5 years. It may be that after years of struggling with the effects of Measure 5,
Measure 8 is the proverbial straw that breaks the faculty’s back. It may be because
Measure 8 hits everyone across the State System, where the cuts brought on by Measure 5
could be directed within each institution in an attempt to preserve the strength of the
remaining programs. Or the intensified outrage might be because, suddenly, with Measure
8, it got personal. The individuals in the State System were specifically targeted.

I know that the Chancellor and the members of the Board of Higher Education understand
that Measure 8 has had a demoralizing effect on faculty and staff, but it is unlikely that you
appreciate the extent of this discontent. I am here today to try to convey that to you. The
presence of so many of my colleagues in the audience should also be taken as evidence of
the depth of feeling over this issue and the pressing need to respond. Focusing on the
injustice of Measure 8, focusing on the lack of appreciation shown us by the citizens of
Oregon, and focusing on the injury to our.earnings has heightened our awareness of how
badly our salaries compare to national standards. This has created a new urgency for the
Chancellor and the members of the Board to act decisively to rectify this situation.

There have been some developments in the last two weeks that offer glimmers of hope.
Govemnor Roberts has declared that the 6% contribution to our pensions will be taken pre-
tax, which slightly reduces the financial impact. She has also delayed the implementation
of Measure 8 until July 1, 1995. Also, the Republican leadership in the Senate may
propose that the excess corporate taxes taken in by the state be used to support higher
education rather than being returned to the businesses.

We have in Governor-elect Kitzhaber someone who pledges his support for education.
President Frohnmeyer of the University of Oregon is leading one of the legal challenges of
Measure 8. And President Byrne of Oregon State University has been strongly advocating
across-the-board cost-of-living adjustments for faculty and staff. '

We have seen where local units of government all over the state have approved salary
adjustments for their employees. They know that these employees have been unfairly

victimized by Measure 8. These officials have shown political courage in defending the



interests of their employees. Measure 8 allows for this “window of opportunity” to adjust
salaries before the measure goes into effect.. Some simple-minded critics have pointed out
that while such actions comply with the letter of the law, they violate the spirit of the law.
An analysis of the measure reveals that it has a spirit that should be violated. Let’s consider
the violations enacted by Measure 8.

While teachers and city and county workers negotiate their salaries with their localities, we
in OSSHE must negotiate with the State legislature. Since this is the case, the legislators
should be able to fully appreciate the ways that Measure 8 is a breach of previous
agreements between us and them. In one fell swoop, this measure violates two separate
negotiations between OSSHE and the legislature: the 6% salary enhancement in 1979 and
the wage freeze for this biennium.

As a brief recap, in 1979, when inflation was 11%, the State negotiated a 6% pick-up of
the employee contribution to their pension in place of a pay increase. Faculty and staff did
not request the pick-up; they preferred a pay raise, but the 6% pick-up was the only deal
offered. The advantages of the pick-up to the State were the following: First and
foremost, the 6% pick-up was a salary enhancement that was only 1/2 the rate of inflation
at that time, so the State got away cheaply while faculty and staff saw further erosion in
their earnings. Secondly, with the 6% pick-up, faculty and staff increased their take-home
pay without receiving an increase in salary. Therefore, the State did not have to pay any of
the increase in benefits that would be associated with an increase in salary. Thirdly, pay
raises are given as percentages of the base salary, and a 6% increase in salary that year
would have been compounded in future salary increases. With the base remaining
unchanged, that compounding did not occur.

So the faculty and staff received a much deserved 6% salary enhancement, but it was very
much on terms which favored the State. Fifteen years later, it turns out that these terms
disadvantaged the OSSHE employees, for it provided a target for politicians and special
interest groups with no sense of obligation to previously negotiated contracts. The true
effect of Measure 8 was to rescind the 6% pay raise of 1979, but the backers of the
measure disguised their intentions by targeting the 6% pick-up as a special benefit given by
the State to its employees. If their motives had been honorable and they truly wished to
have state employees contribute to their pensions, there would have been no condition
barring the restitution of the earlier pay raise. We, the faculty, expect the legislators to see
that the conditions they placed upon the pay raise given in 1979 left us vulnerable to
Measure 8, we expect them to honor our previous agreement, and we expect the Chancellor
and the Board to vigorously pursue this matter.

The passage of Measure 8 also violated the agreement between the State and OSSHE that
salaries would be fixed during this biennium. While freezing salaries, legislators also
directed OSSHE to increase teaching productivity and student access to classes. Faculty
and staff were realistic about the salary freeze and responsible in accepting it as part of our
contribution in dealing with the decreased funding available for Higher Education. And we
rose to the challenge of increasing teaching productivity. Many of the people in the
audience today were part of the teams of faculty that developed the productivity plans on
each campus, and all of us have worked to implement these plans. We have increased the
use of technology in the classroom. We have reduced the number of low enroliment
classes. We have accentuated the role of senior faculty in undergraduate education. We
have revised graduation requirements. We have shifted resources to be able to respond to
student demand for classes. In short, we have changed the culture of the academic
community. And throughout this process we have been vigilant about maintaining quality
in undergraduate and graduate education. The commitment of OSSHE’s faculty and staff
has been remarkable, and by whatever yardstick used to measure it (such as student credit




hour generation, graduation rates), the results are clearly evident. The House Interim Task
Force report on Higher Education has commended OSSHE for the way it has responded to
the need to increase productivity in the face of Measure 5 cuts. With salaries frozen,
faculty and staff stepped-up their efforts to serve the citizens of the State. Implementing
Measure 8 is an appalling breach of faith. At the end of this biennium, our income will be
reduced by 6%. Outrage is the only reasonable response to these circumstances.

Our economic fate is in the hands of the legislature. We have bargained in good faith, and
we have been betrayed. When bold and decisive leadership is called for from the
Chancellor and the Board, we find them appearing to be timid in advancing our case to the
legislators. There must be institutional memory in the halls of Salem. School boards and
city and county commissioners have come to the defense of their employees; you must do
the same. Since Measure 8 invalidates the agreement to hold salaries constant during this
gitc:kniumf,fgive us the cost of living adjustments for the last two years the moment Measure
es effect.

At our most recent meeting of the OSU Faculty Senate, Professor Wil Gamble spoke very
eloquently concerning his response to the passage of Measure 8. He described the lessons
in living that he learned from his great-grandmother. Wil’s ancestors were slaves, and he
would ask his great-grandmother about slavery and how it could exist in a country founded
on the principle that all men are created equal and possess certain inalienable rights. Her
answers resonate in his memory: that “slavery is the total absence of personal dignity in a
place that is lacking in compassion.” She also told him that “people do not always take
seriously those things that they write down, and profess to live by and believe.” The goal
in life, she said, was to “survive with dignity.” -

Dr. Gamble decried as an affront to our dignity the injustice forced upon us because
someone can purchase 50,000 signatures at $1 apiece, place a measure on the ballot, and
by a mere plurality, change the Constitution of this state. We ask that the legislators take
seriously those things that they wrote down in 1979 and 1993.

The significance of an African-American professor standing up at the Faculty Senate
meeting and speaking about slavery, dignity, and Measure 8 should not be lost on the
members of the Board. In a recent Board meeting, you reviewed the progress toward
increasing the number of minorities on the faculties at the OSSHE institutions. While some
progress has been made, much more is needed. Achieving these goals requires that we be
very aggressive in attracting good candidates for positions, because it is extremely
competitive among colleges and universities vying to hire the available minority candidates.
And, once hired, retaining these individuals is just as important. One of the devastating
effects of Measure 8 is that many faculty are looking for other opportunities. We cannot
afford to wait until the end of the legislative session to respond to critical salary issues. It
is imperative that the Board take preemptive action. Assure the faculty that they will receive
a cost-of-living adjustment. In addition, you must make salary enhancement the top
priority in your objectives for the next legislative session.

Oregonians must confront the implications of continued underfunding of Higher Education.
The traditional role of public higher education in the United States has been to make
education available to anyone, regardless of income, who was capable of taking advantage
of it and willing to work hard. In Oregon, we are in danger of abandoning that at a time
when other states and other countries have decided that the prosperity of their people
depends on their education. We are also doing it at a time when the number of students
graduating from Oregon's high schools is about to increase dramatically. The citizens and
legislators of Oregon must now decide whether they wish to provide for this generation of
students the kind of accessible, high quality education that was provided for previous

)



generations. They must also decide whether they want a system of higher education that
will serve the needs of professionals and so attract new industry to the state.

The October 19th edition of The Chronicle of Higher Education reported that Oregon had
the largest reduction of all the states in its support for higher education over the last two
years. While Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Mississippi and New Mexico increased their
funding of higher ed by 13-37%, Oregon decreased it by 15%. As you well know, we
have had to drastically increase tuition to help offset this reduction in support. As a result,
it is becoming increasingly difficult for Oregonians to afford to attend their public
institutions. We are fast approaching a time where the tuitions will be so high, the majority
of our incoming freshman classes will be from out of state.

Using data published in the March/April 1994 issue of Academe, OSSHE faculty are paid
approximately 20% less than faculty at comparable institutions in other states. This
disparity must be addressed. Measure 8 has created a discontent among faculty that makes
continued service to a state that undervalues our efforts increasingly untenable. Last July,
the Board recommended annual 3% salary increases for the ‘95-97 biennium, and I have
seen no revision of that request to the Governor. That just will not do. Measure 8 has
widened the gap between OSSHE salaries and the national norm. It is time we properly
compensated the dedicated faculty and staff who have worked so hard during these difficult
times to maintain excellence in our public institutions of higher education.

This is the charge we put to you, Chancellor Cox, and the members of the Board.



EXTENDED EDUCATION AT
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

Definition:

Extended education is education and service for
citizens who are not resident at the University’s
campus and which draws upon the knowledge base of the
University. (President Byrne)

Goal:

To improve the total university response to local
educational needs through extended education.
(President Byrne)

Priority issues for Interim Dean of Extended Education and
Director of the OSU Extension Service:

L.

2.

Legislature - Extension Service Budget

Dialogue with faculty
- What is Extended Education
- How does it effect College/Department/Faculty
- What is the Extension Service
- Academic homes for Extension Faculty
- What about P&T

Extended Education Committee Roles
Activate the Coordinating Committee
- Extended Education Inventory
- Academic homes for Extension Faculty
- Assist and coordinate faculty dialogue
- Initiate the college planning process

Extended Education Staffing and Budgeting
- Extension Service staffing plan
- Continuing Higher Education staffing, distance
education, conference services
- Communication and marketing



REPORTS TO THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE OFFICE
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203 503-737-4344 Social Science 107

Thursday, February 2, 1995; 3:00 pm - 5:00 pm
Construction & Engineering Hall
LaSells Stewart Center

AGENDA

The agenda for the February Senate meeting will include the reports and other items of business
listed below. To be approved are the minutes of the January Senate meeting, as published and
distributed to Senators.

A. SPECIAL REPORTS

1.  Graduation/Retention Issues

Bruce Shepard will present information concerning graduation/retention.

2. NCAA Meeting

Dutch Baughman and Bob Frank will report on the January NCAA meeting.

B. ACTION ITEMS

Approval of Parliamentarian

Approve Trischa Knapp, Department of Speech Communication, as Parliamentarian.

C. INFORMATION ITEMS

1.  Collective Bargaining Task Force (p. 1)

A memo appointing individuals to a Collective Bargaining Task Force, in response to the Senate’s
wishes in January, is attached. ‘



2. Faculty Awards Deadline

February 15 is the deadline for nominations for the following awards: OSU Distinguished Service,
OSU Alumni Distinguished Professor, Elizabeth P. Ritchie Distinguished Professor, Dar Reese
Excellence in Advising, OSU Faculty Teaching Excellence, Richard M. Bressler Senior Faculty
Teaching, Extended Education Faculty Achievement, and OSU Outstanding Faculty Research
Assistant. Criteria for these awards may be obtained from Gordon Reistad at 737-3441 or the Faculty
Senate Office. Nominations should be submitted to the Faculty Recognition and Awards Committee,
in care of Gordon Reistad, Mechanical Engineering.

3. Faculty Forum Paper

The report presented by Anthony Wilcox at the December OSBHE Meeting is available on GOPHER
as a Faculty Forum Paper by accessing “OSU Information and Services,” then “Faculty Forum
Papers.” Hard copies are being sent to each department with a request to circulate to all faculty
and are available for viewing in the Reserve Book Room of Kerr Library or in the Faculty Senate
Office. Please share this information with your colleagues.

4.  Faculty Awards Summary

A summary of Faculty and Staff University Awards (both nomination and application), including
eligibility, deadlines and contact person, is now available on GOPHER. After accessing GOPHER,
select “OSU Information and Services,” then select “Facuity and Staff Awards.”

5. Faculty/Sabbatical Housing List

The listings for Faculty/Sabbatical Housing kept in the Faculty Senate Office are on GOPHER. If a
faculty member is coming to OSU, GOPHER can be accessed to determine if there is housing which
meets their needs; faculty members who are going on sabbatical can also list their homes as rentals.
After accessing GOPHER, select “OSU Information & Services,” then select “Faculty/Sabbatical
Housing List.” The following menus will appear from which to choose: Rentals Available,
Roommates, House Sitting, Housing Needed, and Sale. The rental listing is organized by number
of bedrooms.

D. REPORTS FROM THE PROVOST

Roy Arnold, Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs

E. REPORTS FROM THE FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT

President Sally Francis

F. NEW BUSINESS

IN ORDER TO PROPERLY RECORD MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING,
ALL SENATORS ARE REMINDED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES
AND THEIR UNIT AFFILIATION WHEN RISING TO SPEAK.




OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Social Science Hall 107
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203
Telephone 5037374344

January 23, 1985

TO: Gary Tiedeman, Chair

Mina Carson

William Earl

Frank Flaherty

Bruce Geller

Knud Larsen

David Sullivan

Ray Tricker

FROM: Sally Francis, President, OSU Faculty Senate

RE: Task Force on Collective Bargaining

Thank you for agreeing to serve on the Task Force on Collective Bargaining. The
purpose of the task force is to explore collective bargaining as an option for OSU
faculty. | expect the task force to produce a written report in which the advantages
and disadvantages of collective bargaining for OSU faculty are presented and

discussed. The report should reflect the history of previous collective bargaining
initiatives at OSU.

The reporting deadline is May 1. For this report to be included on the agenda of the
May 4 Senate meeting, it will need to be to me no later than April 24.

President-Elect Ken Krane will serve as the liaison from the Executive Committee to
the task force. Vickie Nunnemaker is available to assist the task force in its work.

Thank you, again.

c: Executive Committee
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Background Materials

Undergraduate Retention

Prepared for the
Faculty Senate meeting of
February 2, 1995

Office of Academic Affairs




TABLE 1

YEAR TO YEAR UNDERGRADUATE CONTINUATION
PERCENTAGES BY COLLEGE®

ALL UNDERGRAD |

1992 1993
Agricultural 86.3% | 84.5% | 83.6% | 80.9%
Sciences (510) (523) (531) (554)
Business 86% | 87.1% | 85.5% | 85.4%

(17086) (1491) (1247) (1147)

. < 89.2% 876% | 87.5% | 84.3%
Engineering (1673) | (1698) | (1688) | (1716)

87.6% 78% | 83.3% | 84.5%
(234) (205) (198) (219)

Health and Human 88.5% 89.9% | 86.1% | 84.7%

Forestry

Performance (427) (454) (505) (535)
Home Economics 877% | 86.1% | 87.6% | 83.4%
and Education 611) (540) (555) (643)
Liberal Aris 85.8% | 79.6% | 80.5% | 76.6%

726) | (@281) | (1854) | (1647)
92.7% | 86.2% | 90.4% | 87.4%

Pharmacy @300 | (319 (323) (294)
) 82.5% 80% | 83.5% | 79.5%
Science (169) | (1198) | (1248) | (1303)
University 72.2% | 742% | 79.3% | 71.5%
Exploratory Studies (331) (383) (454) (445)
. . 86.1% 83.5% 84.4% | 81.4%
University ©@717) | (©@092) | (8603) | (8504) ll

End of Fall Term data. Undergraduate first-degree seeking students (i.e., post-baccalaureate
and undergraduate "specials" excluded). Continuation rates are the percentage of students
who were in the unit last year and who remain in the university (any unif) one year later,
correcting for those who graduate. More precisely, denominator is number of students in unit
one year ago who, at end of term, had attempted 1 or more credits and who did not graduate
in the subsequent year. Numerator is the number of these students who, a year later,
attempted 1 or more credits in any unit of the university. The denominators upon which the
percentages are based are reported in parentheses under the percentages to which they
pertain. Percentages not calculated for denominators of 0 or 1.




TABLE 2
YEAR TO YEAR UNDERGRADUATE CONTINUATION PERCENTAGES BY COLLEGE "
FALL, 1994°

CLASS

GENDER Students who, 1 year ago, were ETHNICITY® I t

nter-
Asian | African |Hispanic |American| nation-

UNIT Female | Male Frosh | Soph | Junior | Senior |American{American |American| Indian al
Agricuitural 81% 81% | 68.8% | 87.8% 87% | 74.6% 60% 100% | 78.6% 60% | 81.8%
Sciences (226) (327) (96) (123) (193) (142) ®) 3 (14) (10) )
Bugincss 88% | 83.7% | 79.2% | 85.1% | 89.5% | 87.8% | 85.4% 81% ! 885% | 81.8% | 82.5%
u (435) 711) (288) (309) (313) (237) (96) @1) 37 (1) (80)
T —— 86% | 84.1% | 76.8% | 82.8% | 86.8% | 89.9% | 81.7% | 66.7% | 87.2% | 88.9% | 91.8%
ng 9 (186) | (1530) (419) (367) (476) (454) (197) (12) (39) (18) (134)
Forest 87.5% | 83.4% | 76.4% | 86.8% | 91.5% | 83.6% 100% 100% 100% | 100%
i (56) (163) (55) (38) (59) 67) @ (1 3) @) “)
Health & Human | 87.5% | 81.5% | 77.8% | 83.6% 91% | 81.7% | 78.1% 100% | 66.7% 100% | 91.7%
Performance (281) (254) 1) (134) (178) (142) (32) @) (18) @) (12)
Home Economics | 83.6% | 81.6% | 70.8% | 79.6% | 88.6% | 86.5% | 70.7% | 77.8% | 91.3% 100% | 84.2%
and Education (556) (87) (96) (147) (229) (171) 41) ©) (23) @) (19)
Liberal Arts 76.4% | 76.7% | 73.2% | 77.4% | 82.8% | 69.7% 80% | 851% | 76.8% 80% | 68.2%
(856) (791) (228) (376) (581) (462) (85) 47) (69) - (30) (22)
Phaniac 89.7% | 84.2% 76% 82% | 88.1% | 93.3% | 83.5% | 100% 40% 75%
y (174) (120) (50) (50) (59) (135) (79) 0 @ ®) ®
Science 79% 80% | 75.1% | 79.9% | 84.2% | 77.2% | 84.3% 75% | 79.5% | 58.3% 85%
cie o) | (09| @01 | 329 | 392 | (281 (134) (12) (44) . (12) 20)
University 69.3% 73% | 70.4% | 78.3% | 68.8% | 48.4% | 66.7% | 93.8% | 53.8% 50% | 66.7%
Exploratory Study| (166) (278) (189) (161) (64) @1 (33) (16) (26) “ (6)

816% | 81.3% | 75% | 81.5% 86% | 81.1%
(3530) | @971) | (1803) | (2034) | (2544) | (2123)

End of Fall Term data. Undergraduate first-degree seeking students (i.e., post-baccalaureate and undergraduate "specials” excluded). Continuation rates are the percentage of students
who were in the unit last year and who remain in the university (any unit) one year later, correcting for those who graduate. More precisely, denominator is number of students in unit
one year ago who, at end of term, had attempted 1 or more credits and who did not graduate in the subsequent year. Numerator is the number of these students who, a year later,
attempted 1 or more credits in any unit of the university. The denominators upon which the percentages are based are reported in parentheses under the percentages to which they
pertain. Percentages not calculated for denominators of O or 1.

Excludes )rnational students and those who decline to state their ethnicity. )

University

)



T/ E3
GRADUATION PERCENTAGES FOR ENTERING FULL-TIME FRESHMEN BY COLLEGE
AS OF END OF SUMMER, 1994

PERCENTAGE GRADUATING FOR FULL-TIME FRESHMEN
COHORT ENTERING COHORT ENTERING 6 YEARS AGO AND WHO ARE
4 Years 5 Years 6 Years
Ago Ago Ago American | African | Asian | Hispanic
UNIT (Fall, ’90) | (Fall, ’89) | (Fall,’88) | Female Male Indian [American |American |American
Agricultural 41.6% 62.7% 57.4% 50% 64.5% 40% 75%
Sciences (77) 67) 61) (30) (31) (5) (0) © )
Businoss 34.3% 60.4% 67.7% | 67.2% 68.1% | 46.2% 75% 59.4% 66.7%
(327) (497) (507) (253) (254) (13) (8) (32) ©)
. . 15.7% 57.7% 65.8% | 61.2% 66.5% | 33.3% 50% 54.8% 50%
Engineering (345) (404) (401) (49) (352) 3) (©) 62) @)
22.7% 48.3% 51.3% | 44.4% 53.3% 0%
Forestry 22) 9) (39) ©) (30) @) (0) M ©)
Health and Human 24.4% 61.5% 56.4% 59.1% 52.9%
Performance 41) (62) (39) (22) (17 (0) (0) M (0)
Home Economics 43.5% 63.2% 641% | 64.3% 62.5% 100% 0%
and Education (62) (57) (78) (70) @) (0) (0) 6) 2
. 33.9% 54.9% 54.6% 55% 54% | 62.5% 80% 81.8% 22.2%
Liberal Arte (369) (377) (302) (202) 100 | @ (5) @2) ©)
10.2% 54.8% 56% | 52.9% 62.5% 33.3%
Pharmacy (49) 62) " (50) (34) (16) (1) (0) O | ©
Sclerice 29.8% 52.9% 65.1% | 59.2% 72.6% 50% 68.4% | 62.5%
(265) (329) (255) (142) (113) 6) 1) (19) ®)
University 17.5% 51.9% 59.5% | 65.1% 52.8% 66.7% 20% 60%
Exploratory Studies (154) (133) (116) 63) (63) (1) 3) (5) (5)
University 27.8% 56.9% 62.9% | 60.8% 64.8% | 46.2% 696% | 60.9% | 51.2%
(1711) (2007) (1848) (874) (974) (39) (23) (156) 1)

a. Full-time, undergraduate first-degree seeking students (i.e., post-baccalaureate and undergraduate "specials" excluded). "Full-time" defined as
attempting 12 or more credits during first term at OSU. Four-year graduation rates are the percentage of freshmen (straight from high school or
with less than 32 transfer credits) who entered the unit Fall, 1990 and who, by end of Summer, 1994, had graduated from OSU (any unit). Five-year
rate based upon cohort entering Fall, 1989; Six-year rate based upon cohort entering Fall, 1988. The denominators upon which the percentages
are based are reported in parentheses under the percentages to which they pertain. Percentages not calculated for denominators of O or 1.



GRADUATION PERCENTAGES FOR ENTERING FULL-TIME TRANSFER STUDENTS BY COLLEGE

TABLE 4

AS OF END OF SUMMER, 1994°

PERCENTAGE GRADUATING FOR FULL-TIME TRANSFER STUDENTS
COHORT ENTERING COHORT ENTERING 4 YEARS AGO AND WHO ARE
2 Years 3 Years 4 Years
Ago Ago Ago American | African Asian | Hispanic
UNIT (Fall, '92) | (Fall, ’91) | (Fall,’90) | Female Indian |American | American | American
Agricultural
Sciences
. 19.2% 67.9% 66.5% 69.7% 64.2% 100% 41.7%
Blsiness (151) (134) (161) (66) (95) @ ©) (12) ©
. - 12.7% 46.9% 62.9% 70.6% 61.9% 50% 57.9% 50%
Engineering (189) (145) (151) A7 (134) @) ©) (19) @)
3.4% 33.3% 75% 70% 78.6%
Foteshy 9) (18) (24) (10) (14) ™) ©) ©) ©)
Health and Human 23.5% 56.5% 771% 75% 81.8% 66.7%
Performance (51) (46) (35) (24) (W) ©N ) 0) ©)
Home Economics 15.9% 61.4% 66.7% 64.7% 100% 66.7% 50%
and Education (44) (67) (54) (61) ) ©) © (6) )
\ 26.7% 52.2% 64.4% 61.4% 69.1% 75% 50% 83.3% 100%
Liberal Arts (191) (161) 08) | (127) @1) @ @ ®) @)
1.9% 39% 65.4% 56% 74.1% 50% 62.5% 0%
Pharmacy (54) (59) (52) (25) 27) ©) © ®) )
Science 19.8% 56% 66.4% 62.3% 70.5% 33.3% 50% 100%
(167) (134) (122) 61) ©61) 3 (V] 4 )
University 0% 28.6% 0% 0% 0%
Exploratory Studies
University

a. Full-time, undergraduate first-degree seeking transfer students (i.e., post-baccalaureate and undergraduate “"specials” excluded). "Full-time" defined
as attempting 12 or more credits during first term at OSU. Four-year graduation rates are the percentage of full-time transfer students who entered

OSU and the unit Fall, 1990 and who, by end of Summer, 1994, had graduated from OSU (any unit). Three-year rate based upon cohort entering
Fall, 1991; two-year rate based upon cohort entering Fall, 1992. The denominators upon which the percentages are based are reporter
) parentheses under the percentages to which they pertain. Percen ) not calculated for denominators of 0 or 1. )

S
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Planning Strategies

Development of strategies begins by setting aside several common perceptions.

First must be the realization that successful retention should not be defined simply as the attainment of a degree. Students enter with
a variety of academic objectives and those objectives evolve. It is not simply that some students are not seeking a baccalaureate
degree when they matriculation; in some cases, OSU may fulfill a student's academic objectives by helping the student's aspirations
develop and clarify to the point that a student realizes that a baccalaureate degree from OSU is not what the student desires at this
time. Consequently, as you find in the preceding vision statement, one must speak of successful retention in terms of the
clarification and attainment of individual's differing academic objectives.

Second, as a review of national studies and data collected at OSU consistently reveal, students leave for reasons that usually are
unrelated to inadequate academic capabilities; indeed, only a small fraction of those who withdraw from OSU are in academic
difficulty. Consequently, in deciding upon retention emphases, it is very important to bear in mind that the reasons students do not
return to OSU have usually to do with factors other than academic performance. These include: completion of academic objectives
that do not involve obtaining a degree, change in academic objectives including plans to transfer to another institution, financial
pressures, circumstances involving family and other relationships, and issues involving personal maturation and development.

Two fundamental retention strategies are paramount:

1.

Continuously improve the quality of instruction and advising.

In earlier studies at OSU, the quality of classes was listed as one of the best reasons for staying at OSU; "quality of classes" was also
listed as one of the top reasons for leaving OSU. Meeting and exceeding students' expectations for high quality education is the
single most important factor in successful retention.

Early in students' time at OSU, create a sense of identity with and involvement in the university -- its programs, organizations,
Saculty, and fellow students -- through integration of the complete learning environment.
National research clearly establishes the centrality of this factor in promoting academic success.

Neither of the two fundamental strategies can be pursued through quiék, simple, or single undertakings. Rather, there must be concerted
efforts widely involving the many components of the university. Specific tactics underway or seriously being contemplated include:

— ¥
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Restructure UESP to provide advising through academic units after second term in UESP.

Require advising through use of PIN numbers for all UESP students.

Involve faculty in special sections of the university's general orientation course.

Provide access for all undergraduate to LS 114, a career counseling course formerly available only to UESP students.

Establish an Honors College to challenge students in all majors.

Develop innovative interdisciplinary undergraduate majors, minors, and certificates that bring the academic strengths of the
university to bear upon emerging undergraduate instructional needs. Examples include: Natural Resources, Environmental Sciences,
Bioresource Research, Ethnic Studies, Applied Ethics, Earth Information Science and Technology, and the International Degree.
Simplify rules for determining academic standing and add the category "Academic Warning."; make the consequences of poor
academic performance more predictable. '

Send letters to students on academic warning or probation advising them of resources available to help, the exact nature of the risks
they face if problems continue, and the need to review their schedule for the current term with an advisor. Letters also provide for
each College to insert its own paragraph offering help and identifying whom to contact.

Establish an Undergraduate Education Council to give leadership to efforts to enhance the quality of undergraduate instruction;
include within that body, workgroups on Recruitment and Retention; Instructional Access; Educational Effectiveness; and Diversity.
Limit the use of the "5% Special Admits"admission category to those applicants who would be served by EOP and/or Student
Athlete Services. ,

Provide departments, colleges, and Academic Affairs with regular reports on the continuation rates of undergraduates by major so
that administrators may discern problems and measure the impacts of initiatives.

Provide a means for the systematic assessment of advising

Establish a matriculation fee to remove fiscal impediments to participation in orientation programs and to allow further development
of those efforts. ’

Shift administrative responsibility for Student Athlete Services to the Office of Academic Affairs.

Investigate establishment of a "Freshman Year" program.

Pursue with each college not currently doing so, adoption of a policy requiring that each of their entering freshmen obtain advising
prior to registration.

Require that units, in preparing their productivity plans, consider unnecessary curricular impediments to academic progress.
Automate transfer-articulation to improve the quality of information available to OSU advisors, transfer students, and academic
counselors at Oregon community colleges.

Automate degree audit to provide students and their advisors with reports on progress toward fulfillment of university requirements,
those reports to be available regularly and much earlier than is currently the case for graduation audits. .
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Undergraduate Education Council

The Undergraduate Education Council will be the vehicle for the coordination and leadership of campus
undergraduate programs. Appointed by the Provost and Executive Vice President, the Council is empowered to
undertake initiatives and, as appropriate, to recommend policy guidelines pertaining to undergraduate education
in such areas as advising; enrollment management including access to classes and programs, recruitment,
admission, and retention; the enhancement of learning through attention to the full educational environment; the
assessment of teaching and of student outcomes; new student orientation and ‘first year' experiences.

The Council will meet quarterly to identify initiatives, hear reports and develop policy guidelines. The Council itself
will be relatively small in size and be comprised of faculty and top administrative leaders on campus in the area
of undergraduate education. Much of the activity of the Council shall occur through standing work groups
authorized by the Council to bring together faculty and responsible officers from the Office of Academic Affairs,
Student Affairs, Extended Education, and the colleges to coordinate matters of mutual concern. Ad hoc task
groups working in coordination with appropriate Faculty Senate Committees will develop solutions to urgent
problems of program development and coordination as they arise. The organizational principle of the Council is
to coordinate the efforts of the standing work groups and Faculty Senate Committees on behalf of undergraduate
education and draws on this expertise in order to draft specific recommendations.

Chaired by the Director of Undergraduate Academic Programs, the Council will consist of five academic deans,
the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, the Vice Provost for Student Affairs, and the chairs of the standing
working groups established by the Council, a faculty member from each of the work groups, and the Chair of the
Academic Advising Council. It is expected that each standing working group will be chaired by the individual with
primary administrative responsibility for the focus of the working group. Each of the work groups will include at
least two members of the faculty, appointed by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. The faculty
members in the Educational Effectiveness Work Group will have a primary responsibility in teaching.

Among the standing work groups, the following groups are essential.

-- Instructional Access Work Group: to keep college administrators, the Undergraduate Admissions
Committee, the Curriculum Council, and other responsible officers informed regarding enroliment projection
and the prospective impact of enroliments on course loads by class, college, subject matter area, and
department, with special attention to potential bottleneck courses impeding timely progress through the
curriculum; to plan for timely delivery of courses to permit students to graduate in four years.

-- Recruitment and Retention Work Group: in coordination with the Undergraduate Advising Committee
develop and monitor plans for the recruitment and retention of students with attention to all the various
areas of student life that bear upon the overall undergraduate experience.

- Educational Effectiveness Work Group: to develop and implement a program for the periodic review
of those undergraduate programs that are not the subject of professional accreditation reviews; and to
develop a program for the assessment of student outcomes that is responsive to OSSHE and accreditation
requirements and that is supportive of improvement efforts at the departmental, college and university level;
and working with the Advancement of Teaching Committee, to monitor and augment teaching evaluation
guidelines to promote and reward excellent teaching; to identify, evaluate, and recommend means for the
enhancement of instructional productivity.

- Diversity Work Group: to promote the quality of the education of all undergraduates through enhancing
the diversity of the student body and the curriculum and to assure that issues of recruitment, retention,
educational effectiveness, and educational outreach effectively address the interests of students of color.
It will coordinate curriculum recommendations with the Curriculum Council and Baccalaureate Core

Committee.

Decisions regarding the necessity and advisability of other work groups are delegated to the Council.
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Undergraduate Education Council
Preliminary Work Plan
Academic Year 1994-95

Evaluate the effectiveness and status (e.g., numbers Report on current activities to be followed Shepard to arrange | Fall Term
of courses) of the Baccalaureate Core by determination of any needed additional report involving
efforts. Sahr, Moore,
Scanlan, Shepard
Assess adequacy of instructional facilities, develop Charge an ad hoc committee to undertake Shepard to draft Charge,
policy/guidelines to assure efficient, effective this study and to recommend charge; Council to | committee
development and use of classrooms and other policy/guidelines to Council as appropriate. review charge, members decided

instructional facilities, to include issues of
scheduling, "ownership," and responsibility
for improvements and maintenance

determine members

at next meeting

Substantially increase recruitment/retention of Assign as a joint responsibility of Balz and Griggs to | Balz and Griggs
students of color. ‘ Recruitment and Retention and Diversity meet to determine to report back on
work group. best organizational | preferred
approach. approach at next
meeting.
In undergraduate education, recruitment, retention, Analyze results of Fall Term survey of Winter Term

what are we doing well?, what are we not doing
well?, and how do we institutionalize regular
attention to those questions? Includes definition of
desired student educational outcomes and the
measurement of students progress toward those
outcomes.

recent graduates, survey of admitted
students, forthcoming reports on
continuation and graduation rates,
considering not just the results per se, but
mechanisms for regularly obtaining and
incorporating such results in management

The Council




Impact of Oregon K-12 Educational Reform and Initial step is for Council to educate itself. Green to arrange Fall Term
proficiency based admissions on OSU curriculum Flynt will be invited to meet with the preferred, depends
and pedagogy. Council. upon Flynt's
schedule
More smail group encounters of faculty and student Responsibility for formulating Educational Report
recommendations assigned to Educational Effectiveness recommendations
Effectiveness and Recruitment and Workgroup; at December
Retention Workgroups. Consideration to Recruitment and meeting
include relationships to retention, Retention
productivity, Honors College Workgroup
Increase student involvement in co-curricular Invite appropriate individuals to report to Trow to arrange Fall Term

activities that support the broad educational
responsibilities of the university; in particular
increase and then assess student use of the co-
curricular activities transcript.

the Council on the co-curricular activities
transcript project.

Assess effectiveness of academic advising in its Academic Advising Council to be asked to Shepard/Cole to Objective is to
many forms including availability and access as well recommend procedures. convey request to have a system in
as quality. the Academic place by the end
Advising Council of the current
academic year.
Review academic, programmatic, budgetary issues Council to appoint an ad hoc group to Maksud to draft a Ad hoc committee
surrounding internship and practicum requirements conduct the review and to formulate charge members and

recommendations as appropriate.

committee charge
to be decided at
next meeting.
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Redundancy of courses Provoke attention to possible redundancies Academic Affairs Fall Term
working with ’
Curriculum
Council
Extended learning Find out what the newly appointed Distance | Shepard to invite Fall term
Learning Council will be addressing with Hughes, Dunham, preferred, depends
the purpose of seeing if there are issues of Maresh, Loveland | upon schedules of
importance to the Council that the Council to meet with invitees.
will need to take up. Council ‘




REPORTS TO THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE OFFICE
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203 503-737-4344 Social Science 107

Thursday, March 2, 1995; 3:00 pm - 5:00 pm
Construction & Engineering Hall
LaSells Stewart Center

AGENDA

The agenda for the March Senate meeting will include the reports and other items of business
listed below. To be approved are the minutes of the February Senate meeting, as published
and distributed to Senators.

A. SPECIAL REPORTS

1.  Minority Affairs Commission Report (pp. 1-4)

Provost Roy Arnold and Jon Hendricks, Minority Affairs Commission Chair, will discuss the
recommendations emanating from the 1993-94 Minority Affairs Commission.

2. Financial Information Services

Robert Duringer, Business Affairs Director, will present a brief overview of the FIS system which will
be implemented in July.

3. Proposed Instructional Resource Center

Stan Brings, Advancement of Teaching Committee Chair, will explain the committee’s recommen-
dation for a proposed Instructional Resource Center and the survey related to it. (Senator’'s — please
bring your survey to the meeting.)

B. ACTION ITEMS

1. Proposed Academic Regulations Changes (pp. 5-6)

Sharon Martin, Academic Regulations Chair, will present proposed changes to AR 4a and AR 12.
If approved, these changes will be effective Fall 1995.



2.  Category | Proposal — Environmental Engineering (pp. 7-29)

Walter Loveland, Curriculum Council Chair, will present a proposal to establish a B.S. Degree in
Environmental Engineering in the Department of Civil Engineering.

C. INFORMATION ITEMS

1.  Interinstitutional Faculty Senate (pp. 30-32)

Attached is a recap of the February IFS meeting.

2. Promotion & Tenure Revised Guidelines Faculty Forums

Faculty Forums will be held on the following days to present the proposed revised Promotion &
Tenure guidelines and address concerns. The proposed guidelines were printed in the February 23
edition of OSU THIS WEEK.

Monday, February 27 — 3:00-4:30 pm — MU 105
Tuesday, March 7 — 12:00-1:30 pm — MU 105

D. REPORTS FROM THE PROVOST
Provost Roy Arnold

E. REPORTS FROM THE FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT

President Sally Francis

F. NEW BUSINESS

IN ORDER TO PROPERLY RECORD MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING,
ALL SENATORS ARE REMINDED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES
AND THEIR UNIT AFFILIATION WHEN RISING TO SPEAK.




Minority Affairs

Commission

OREGON
STATE
UNIVERSITY

Jon Hendricks, Chair
737-2641

T Butcher, Vice Chair
737-3411

FAX
(503) 737-5372

February 20, 1995

TO: Faculty Senate
FR: Minority Affairs Commission (Joe Hendricks, Chair)

RE: 1993-94 MAC RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are excerpted from the Minority Affairs
Commission report to Provost Arnold in August, 1994.

MAC Recommendation: In searches to fill positions where under-
representation exists, ask Search Committees to form subcommittees to
focus specifically on recruiting people of color.

MAC Recommendation: Within individual units, develop long-term
recruitment strategies, visiting appointments; arranging seminar
opportunities for senior graduate students or external faculty who may be
future recruits; and offer innovative faculty appointments such as a faculty
rank with a year free of teaching responsibilities to individuals who are
AB.D.

MAC Recommendation: Emphasize the current practice of appointing
people of color to both chair and participate on search committees for
positions in which there is under-representation. If people of color are
unavailable within the OSU community, make appointments of
knowledgeable individuals from outside of the University.

MAC Recommendation: Instruct search committees to submit the top-
ranked person of color in a pool of candidates to the hiring authority for
review.

MAC Recommendation: Reinforce the expectation that whenever possible
units should practice flexibility in defining specific specialty areas, allowing
for more serious consideration of candidates from under-represented
groups.




February 20, 1995 .
1993-94 MAC Recommendations
Page 2

MAC Recommendation: The Office of Academic Affairs should publicly reaffirm OSU’s
commitment to strengthening the pipeline for people of color. Importantly, the existence
of these efforts will assist the University in attracting faculty of color to OSU, either as
employees of the programs themselves or by virtue of the fact that these programs create
a positive climate within the institution.

MAC Recommendation: Wide-ranging efforts should be undertaken much earlier in the
students’ education than is currently the case. Sponsoring scholarly experiences as early
as the middle-school years should be considered an important priority that will ultimately
pay dividends for higher education in general and OSU in particular.

MAC Recommendation: This proposal (refers to earlier recommendation to develop
software to track student progress and retention) to develop tracking software should be
approved, be given priority consideration, and be monitored by the Office of Academic
Affairs.

MAC Recommendation: An exit interview or letter from each departing minority faculty
member should be requested by the Office of Academic Affairs.

MAC Recommendation: The Office of Academic Affairs should undertake specific efforts
to address and deal with these feelings among faculty of color who are currently part of
the OSU community and whom the university wants to retain in the future.

MAC Recommendation: The proposed university Committee on Salary Equity for Women
should also be directed to examine comparative salaries for faculty of color.

MAC Recommendation: Central administration should develop a mentoring program for
minority faculty linking them with senior faculty and administrators.
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MAC Recommendation: Central administration should recognize that until the numbers of
minority faculty and staff are increased significantly on campus, there will not be adequate
minority representation to staff the structural changes advocated in this report. It is also time
to train majority faculty to become advocates and spokespersons for cultural diversity on
committees.

MAC Recommendation: The MAC should track and document OSU's efforts to act on this
BVMA recommendation.

MAC Recommendation: The MAC should identify university boards and committees that
would benefit by having minority representation and be charged with providing oversight and
greater integration.

MAC Recommendation: Chairs of various committees and commissions constituted by
central administration should serve on a global committee to insure greater cohesion and
integration.

MAC Recommendation: The MAC should evaluate the degree to which these
recommendations have been implemented. No new or replacement appointments should be
approved unless and until there is minority representation on all major university and college
advisory committees. The Office of the President should be responsible for ensuring that
such actions occur for all major Boards and the Office of Academic Affairs or the
Affirmative Action Office assume oversight responsibilities for all faculty and staff
committees.

MAC Recommendation: The University should continue to seek resources to develop and
implement systematic training for administrators and faculty on successful approaches to
recruiting and selecting faculty of color.

MAC Recommendation: A speakers’ bureau should be established and coordinated through
the Office of Multicultural Affairs. Staffing requirements should be supported as necessary

and in cooperation with the MU.

MAC Recommendation: Encourage all students, faculty, and staff to report incidents of
racial harassment, intimidation, and discrimination to the administration.
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MAC Recommendation: Take appropriate steps to ensure that psychological and emotional
support is provided during investigative and resolution process.

MAC Recommendation: Provide cross-cultural training to key faculty, staff, and
administrative personnel.

MAC Recommendation: Such training should be a priority and the appropriate administrative
units (AA, OMA, HR) should take responsibility for organizing training sessions aimed at all
current OSU administrators, faculty, staff, and all new hires.

MAC Recommendation: The MAC should be imbued with enhanced responsibility and
authority and be made integral to the entire diversity agenda on campus. Terms of
appointment and an annual directive from the President or Provost to explore a particular
issue should be part of the enhanced profile.

MAC Recommendation: Since inclusion of minorities in the social fabric of the OSU
community is an important dimension of the retention of faculty and staff, it is suggested that
the MAC be asked to further explore this BVMA recommendation and make appropriate
recommendations to central administration.

MAC Recommendation: The Office of the President should be asked to oversee this
important linkage with the community and see that an assignment is made for this
responsibility.



February 7, 1995

TO: Faculty Senate
FROM: Academic Regulations Committee

MOTION: Revision of AR 4a, Classifying Students

The Academic Regulations Committee recommends a change in the current
classification of students. This regulation is superseded by the OSSHE, in that they
have defined what constitutes class standing for the institutions. According to
OSSHE, any undergraduate with 135 plus credit hours is a senior, without regard to
GPA. The recommended change is as follows:

a. Undergraduate students: A student who has earned at least 45 credits is
classified as a sophomore. A student who has earned at Ieast 90 credits is classified
as a junior. A student who has earned t
credits is classified as a senior.

We recommend that, if approved, this revision become effective Fall term, 1995.




February 7, 1995

TO: Faculty Senate
FROM: Academic Regulations Committee

MOTION: Procedural Change in AR 12, Withdrawal From Individual Courses

The Academic Regulations Committee recommends a change in procedure in AR 12,
which would allow students to withdraw from individual courses through the
telephone registration system. The recommended change is as follows:

withdraw from a course with a W grade after the tenth day of classes and through
the end of the seventh week of classes lﬁ—eaeh—eaee—t-he—st-udel%s—mest—ﬁee#y

After the seventh week of classes students are expected 1o complete the
program attempted and will receive letter grades (A, B, C, D, F, I, S, U, P, N) for
all courses in which enrolled unless they officially wuthdraw from the Unlvel‘SIty

We recommend that, if approved, this procedural change become effective Fall term,
1995;
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Dear Professor Francis,

| am pleased to report to you that the Curriculum Council approved the
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Oregon State University
College of Engineering
Department of Civil Engineering

Category | Proposal for the Initiation of a New Instructional Program
Leading to a B.S. in Environmental Engineering

OVERVIEW

The Department of Civil Engineering currently offers programs leading to B.S. degrees in Civil
Engineering and in Construction Engineering Management, and proposes to offer a third
undergraduate degree program in Environmental Engineering. The proposed Environmental
Engineering B.S. degree was developed by a committee consisting of faculty and students in the
Departments of Civil Engineering, Chemical Engineering, Public Health, and Chemistry. A list of
committee members appears in Appendix A.

The Environmental Engineering baccalaureate degree is one of several new or proposed degree
programs for students with interests in environmental engineering. These programs include the
following:

B.S. in Environmental Engineering (EnvE)
Masters of Engineering in Environmental Engineering (MEngr in EnvE)

B.S. in Civil Engineering (CE) with an Option in Environmental Engineering
B.S. in Chemical Engineering (ChE) with an Option in Environmental Engineering
B.S. in Environmental Science with an Option in Environmental Engineering
Environmental Engineering Undergraduate Minor

OSU and PSU are cooperating as part of the Oregon Joint Graduate Schools of Engineering to
offer course work leading toward a Masters of Engineering in Environmental Engineering. The
program will be developed for OSU or PSU resident graduate students and for distance learners.
The Category | proposal for the MEngr in EnvE should come before the OSU Curriculum Council
during the 1994/95 academic year. The EnvE minor and the option in EnvE for Civil Engineering
and for Environmental Science students exist, and will remain if the B.S. in Environmental
Engineering is established. A transcript-visible option in EnvE is being developed for students
pursuing the B.S. in Chemical Engineering and should come before the OSU Curriculum Council
during winter quarter, 1995.

This document describes the requirements for the B.S. in Environmental Engineering. A proposal
is also being prepared to request a change in the Civil Engineering Department name to the
Department of Civil, Construction, and Environmental Engineering. We also propose to add a
new course designator, ENVE, to allow common course numbers for joint OSU/PSU course work,
reducing student confusion. This Category | proposal uses current course numbers for clarity.

c:\program\curriculum\envebs\cat1proposal 1



DEFINITION OF ACADEMIC AREAS

Define or describe the academic area or field of specialization with which the proposed
program would be concerned.

The proposed B.S. in Environmental Engineering will prepare students for registration as
professional environmental engineers. Students will gain a strong background in the
sciences, engineering science, and design. The program provides students with course work
in water and wastewater treatment, hazardous wastes, air poliution control, and environmental
health. '

What subspecialties or areas of concentration would be emphasized during the initial years
of the program?

We do not anticipate offering specializations. While students may elect engineering course
work related to the environmental engineering field, the program has few elective credits.

Are there other subspecialties the institution would anticipate adding or emphasizing as the
program develops?

None are being considered at this time.‘

. Are there other subspecialties that the institution intends to avoid in developing the program?
No.

When will the program be operational, if approved?

We propose to accept students into the junior year (professional program) for the first time
during fall quarter, 1995.

. DEPARTMENT OR COLLEGE RESPONSIBLE

What department and college would offer the proposed program?

The degree will be administered by the Department of Civil Engineering within the College of
Engineering.

Will the program involve a new or reorganized administrative unit within the institution?

The program will not involve a new or reorganized administrative unit. However, the
Department of Civil Engineering will submit a proposal to request a change in department
name to the Department of Civil, Construction, and Environmental Engineering.
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3. OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM
a. What are the objectives of the program?

The overall objective of the proposed program is to provide an accredited curriculum in
environmental engineering that offers students a strong background in the basic sciences as
well as engineering science and engineering design. Students will be required to complete
course work in each of the four areas required for accreditation:

water and wastewater engineering,
air pollution control engineering,
solid and hazardous wastes engineering, and
environmental and occupational health engineering
(Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET), 1993)

The objectives of this proposed program are:

Objective 1. To provide an ABET accredited Environmental Engineering baccalaureate
degree program,

Objective 2. To provide students with a strong background in environmental engineering,
preparing them for employment in industry, consulting, and regulatory
agencies, and for graduate education, and

Objective 3. To prepare students for registration as professional environmental engineers.

b. How will the institution determine how well the program meets these objectives? Identify

specific post-approval monitoring procedures and outcome indicators to be used if the
program is approved. i

The Civil Engineering Department will be responsible for compiling the following information
concerning program objectives:

Objective 1. To provide an ABET accredited Environmental Engineering baccalaureate
degree program.

«  An external program review will be conducted by a member of an ABET environmental
engineering program review team. The review will be conducted in 1995 and will focus
on the program'’s potential for accreditation by ABET. Suggestions will be incorporated
into the program prior to the official accreditation visit in 1998.

- Upon graduation of the first class, ABET will review the program for accreditation.

« Information concerning the number of awarded B.S. degrees in Environmental Engineering
will be collected.

Objectivé 2. To provide students with a strong background in environmental engineering,
preparing them for employment in industry, consulting, and regulatory
agencies, and for graduate education.



- The employment history of environmental engineering students during their first year after
graduation will be determined.

« The numbers of B.S. EnvE students entering graduate school will be determined.

« A survey of student employers will be conducted to determine the job preparedness of
EnvE graduates.

* A survey of student satisfaction with the program will be conducted at graduation and
again after two to five years.

Objective 3. To prepare students for registration as professional environmental engineers.

« The passing rates for B.S. EnvE students completing the Fundamentals of Engineering
examination will be determined. This examination is the first of two required for
registration and is commonly taken by students during their senior year. Passing rates
for students in OSU’s College of Engineering have traditionally been among the highest
nationally.

How is the proposed program related to the mission and academic plan of the institution?

OSU is a Land Grant, Sea Grant, and Space Grant university with a "special responsibility for
education and research enabling the people of Oregon and the world to develop and utilize
human, land, atmospheric, and oceanic resources” (Oregon State University, 1994).
Environmental research and education are among OSU'’s greatest strengths. Creation of an
undergraduate program in environmental engineering will support this mission. Although there
is a great deal of student interest in this program and a need for environmental engineering
graduates, there are no existing Environmental Engineering baccalaureate degree programs
within the State of Oregon or the Pacific Northwest.

What are the employment opportunities for persons who have been educated in the proposed
program?

Students completing the B.S. in EnvE will be well suited for employment in industry, consulting
firms, and regulatory agencies. Traditionally, environmental engineers have focussed on the
design of water and wastewater treatment facilities, water resources engineering, air quality,
and solid waste management. Although these areas continue to be central to environmental
engineering, it is estimated that the costs for hazardous wastes remediation and hazardous
substance management will dwarf the wastewater treatment plant construction boom of the
1970s. Hazardous waste related expenditures are forecasted to increase to over $14
billion/year in 1995 (Baillod, et al., 1991).

Although this program retains a strong environmental and water resources engineering design
component, it also draws heavily upon course work in the sciences (i.e. chemistry, physics,
mathematics, and biology) and engineering sciences (i.e. fluid mechanics, thermodynamics,
and mass transfer). This background should provide graduates with the flexibility to work in
water resources engineering, environmental engineering design, hazardous substance
management, and other aspects of environmental engineering.

11;




4. RELATIONSHIP OF PROPOSED PROGRAM TO OTHER PROGRAMS IN THE
INSTITUTION

List the closely related programs and areas of strength currently available in the institution
which would give important support to the proposed program.

Oregon State University is a world leader in environmental education. We offer hundreds of
courses each year that apply to the environmental engineering field. In addition to strengths
in environmental education, our engineering programs are well respected. The most closely
related undergraduate engineering programs are civil and chemical engineering; these
programs are ranked 39" and 32", respectively (Gourman, 1993), of several hundred U.S. and
international institutions.

Oregon State University’s graduate program in Environmental Engineering has been in
existence for over 30 years. The program is well enrolled with approximately 12 Ph.D.
students and 60 active M.S. students.

The following current or emerging programs are closely related to the B.S. in Environmental

Engineering: p—————e

Environmental Engineering Minor
B.S. in Civil Engineering with an Option in Environmental Engineering
B.S. in Chemical Engineering with an Option in Environmental Engineering
. B.S. in Environmental Science with an Option in Environmental Engineering P
B.S. in Environmental Health and Safety with an Option in Environmental Health

There are important differences between each of the degree options listed above. Students
graduating from the College of Engineering (in EnvE, CE, ChE or cother programs) will be
prepared to take the Fundamentals of Engineering Examination (FE) and will be eligible for
registration as a professional engineer.

Environmental Engineering Minor. Students completing baccalaureate degrees in engineering
or related sciences may choose to complete the minor in Environmental Engineering. This
minor provides students with a background in water, wastewater, and hazardous wastes
engineering. However, unless the student completes an engineering baccalaureate degree,
the minor does not provide the background necessary for completion of the Fundamentals of
Engineering examination and is not likely to lead to registration as a professional engineer.

B.S. in_Civil Engineering with an Option in Environmental Engineering. The B.S. in
Environmental Engineering will differ from the existing Civil Engineering B.S. or CE B.S. with
EnvE option in that 41 credits of specified course work in transportation, geotechnical
engineering, structures, engineering materials, surveying, physics, and engineering graphics
will be replaced with course work in environmental engineering, water resources engineering,
chemical engineering, chemistry, biology, and public health.




B.S. in Chemical Engineering with an Option in Environmental Engineering.  The B.S. in
Environmental Engineering will differ from the existing Chemical Engineering B.S. or Chemical
Engineering B.S. with Environmental Engineering Option in that 36 credits of Chemical
Engineering course work and 18 credits of organic and physical chemistry is replaced with
Civil and Environmental Engineering course work such as water and wastewater
characterization and treatment, hydrology, hazardous waste remediation, and geotechnical
engineering.

B.S. in Environmental Science with an Option in Environmental Engineering. While it is
important that environmental scientists and engineers work together to understand
environmental problems and develop strategies for solutions, an important strength in
interdisciplinary teams is the very different background that the environmental scientist and
environmental engineer possess. OSU’s Environmental Science baccalaureate program
seeks to "develop scientists having the ability to analyze and understand environmental
systems, to predict environmental change, and to participate in management of the
environment" (Environmental Science Interdisciplinary Degree Committee, 1992). The
Environmental Engineering program differs in that it maintains a focus on environmental
engineering design. Students completing the B.S. in Environmental Science with the
Environmental Engineering Option will not be prepared for engineering registration. The
Environmental Science program is more broad and requires 10 additional credits in the
biological sciences. The Environmental Engineering program requires increased depth in
mathematics plus 72 credits of engineering science and design course work.

B.S. in Environmental Health and Safety with an Option in Environmental Health. While public
health officials and engineers often work closely together, their backgrounds and
responsibilities differ. The public health program has greater depth in the life sciences while
the Environmental Engineering program requires 72 credits of engineering science and
engineering design course work. i

. COURSE OF STUDY

&

Describe the proposed course 5f study.

An overview of the accreditation and baccalaureate core requirements for the B.S. in
Environmental Engineering is presented in Table 1. Specific course requirements are listed
in Table 2, and an evaluation of accreditation criteria is provided in Appendix B. An example
four-year student program is shown in Table 3.

The requirements for accreditation and OSU's baccalaureate core result in a rigorous program
but one with few elective credits. To be eligible for accreditation, engineering programs must
include 48 credits of course work in engineering science, defined as course work taken within
the College of Engineering including courses such as thermodynamics, statics, dynamics, and
mass transfer. In addition, 24 credits of engineering design course work must be completed.
This course work must also be taken within the College of Engineering and requires students
to solve ozen-ended design problems. Thus, a minimum of 72 (48 + 24) credits of course
work must be taken within the College of Engineering. In addition, ABET requires that
students complete an additional 79 credits of engineering and basic science course work
including 23 credits of mathematics, one year of chemistry (15 credits), and two quarters of

6

15.




14,

physics (8 credits). The chemistry, mathematics, and physics requirements fulfill 46 of the 79
credits of science and engineering course work. Thus, 33 credits of course work in science
or engineering remain to be selected. Within this 33 credits, the Committee chose to require
22 credits of course work within the College of Science (11 credits of biology, ecology,
microbiology and 11 credits of organic, physical, and analytical chemistry). Nine credits of
course work is required in air poliution and public health, reflecting ABET's four focus areas
for environmental engineering (page 3).

Discussion of free electives. The baccalaureate core requirements for science and

mathematics are met within the Environmental Engineering major. Requirements for
perspectives, synthesis, writing, and fitness require 36 additional course credits. The sum of
the credit requirements for engineering science (48), engineering design (24), basic science
and other technical course work (79), and the baccalaureate core (36) is 187 credits. Within
a 192 credit major, a maximum of 5 credits may be free electives. Our program, as proposed,
has 1 free elective credit. While we recognize the importance of free electives in
undergraduate programs, the lack of free electives is common in engineering programs and
reflects the need to meet accreditation and baccalaureate core degree requirements. The
current Civil Engineering B.S. program requires 204 credits for graduation, with 14 credits of
free electives. Thus, 190 credits are required courses or restricted technical electives.
Similarly the Chemical Engineering B.S. program allows 15 credits of free electives in a 204
credit program and the Electrical Engineering B.S. program allows 12 credits of free electives
in a 204 credit program. When student input was solicited concerning the proposed program,
we asked their thoughts concerning the lack of free electives; their response was "What is a
free elective?” Undergraduate students are clearly in favor of the degree program and
support the program regardless of the lack of free electives.

While there are few free electives within the program, we have chosen not to restrict the
choices within the perspectives and synthesis requirements and we have made an effort to
include technical elective credits. The combination of technical electives, free electives,
perspectives, and synthesis is 41 credits. We will not further restrict these 41 credits.

5

Discussion of biological sciencé requirements. While developing the EnvE program, there

was much discussion concerning the biological science requirements. The curriculum
requires microbiology (MB 230, 4 credits), introductory biology with ecology content (Bl 101
or Bl 213, 4 credits), and ecology (Bl 370, 3 credits). While additional biological sciences
would be preferable, addition of ten credits (to bring the curriculum in line with the
Environmental Science B.S. program) would result in either the creation of a degree program
with no free electives and requiring 201 credits for graduation; or it would result in the loss
of organic, physical, and analytical chemistry. After much discussion with faculty and
department chairs in the College of Science, the committee is satisfied with the biological
science requirements reflected in Table 2. We are grateful to the College of Science for their
input and thoughtful suggestions.

What elements of this course of study are presently in operation in the institution?

The program is a reorganization of existing OSU course work. No new civil engineering
courses are required.



Table 1. Overview of Minimum Requirements (ABET and Baccalaureate Core)

for the B.S. in Environmental Engineering

Baccalaureate Core Course Work
Perspectives
Synthesis
Writing |1, I, HI
Fitness

Science and Mathematics requirements are fulfilled in
major

Environmental Engineering Major Requirements (Accreditation
Requirements)

Basic Science and Other Technical Course Work
Engineering Science (College of Engineering)
Engineering Design (College of Engineering)
Free Electives
Total Credits Required

79
48
24

187

15,




16.

Table 2. Course Requirements for the B.S. in Environmental Engineering

Baccalaureate Core
Perspectives
Synthesis
Writing |, 11, Il

WR 121 English Composition
WR 327  Technical Writing

COMM Public Speaking (COMM 111) or Argument and Critical

Discourse (COMM 114)

Lifetime Fitness (HHP 231)

Requirements for the Major
Mathematics and Statistics

MTH 251 Differential Calculus

MTH 252 Integral Calculus

MTH 253 Infinite Sequences and Series

MTH 254 Vector Calculus |

MTH 256 Applied Differential Equations

ST 314 Introduction to Statistics for Engineers

Chemistry

CH221  General Chemistry'
CH222  General Chemistry'
CH223  General Chemistry'
CH 331  Organic Chemistry®
CH 324  Quantitative Analysis
CH 440 Physical Chemistry

Physics

PH 211 General Physics with Calculus
PH 212 General Physics with Calculus

L1

Biological Sciences g

MB 230 Introductory Microbiology
Bl 101 General Biology (or Bl 213)
BI 370 General Ecology

General Engineering and Engineering Science
CE 101 Engineering Orientation Course (may be CE 101, ENGR 111,

ChE 101 or others)

FE 215 Forest Engineering Computations (or ChE 102)

ENGR 211 Statics

ENGR 212 Dynamics

ENGR 213 Strengths of Materials

ENGR 201 Electrical Engineering Fundamentals
ChE 211  Material Balances

ENGR 332 Momentum, Energy, and Mass Transfer
ENGR 333 Momentum, Energy, and Mass Transfer
ENGR 311 Thermodynamics

ENGR 390 Engineering Economics
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36

23

26
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Table 2 (continued). Course Requirements for the B.S. in Environmental Engineering

Environmental Engineering Core Courses 34

CE 311 Fluid Mechanics 3

CE 312 Fluid Mechanics 3

CE 313 Hydraulic Engineering 3

CE 412 Hydrology 3

CE 353 Environmental Engineering Fundamentals | 3

CE 467  Water and Wastewater Characterization 3

CE 453 Environmental Engineering Design 3

CE 460  Hazardous Substance Management (WIC)® 3

ChE 434  Air Pollution Control 3

CE 372 Soils Engineering 4

H 441 Environmental Health 3
Restricted and Free Electives i 20

One approved 400 level course from ATS or H 3

Engineering Science electives* 3

Engineering Design electives* 13

Free electives 1

Total Credits Required 192

T The CH 221, 222, 223 sequence (15 credits) is recommended. However,
students that begin the CH 121 or CH 201 sequence before selecting
Environmental Engineering as a major may meet the requirements in either of
two ways: -

- CH 121, 122, 123, 219 (17 credits)
- CH 201, 202, 203, 219 (11 credits) + 4 credits of approved chemistry course
work to bring the total for CH course work to 26 credits

2 CH 334 may be taken in lieu of CH 331. The student advising guide will
recommend that students complete the 8 credit organic chemistry sequence (CH
331/332) or the 9 credit sequence (CH 334, 335, 336) to meet the requirements

for a chemistry minor.
3 A WIC proposal for CE 460 is being developed.

*  Engineering science and engineering design restricted electives must be
College of Engineering course work to meet accreditation requirements.
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Table 3. Undergraduate Major in Environmental Engineering - Example Program

Freshman Year |
—_—— Y

Sophomore Year

Fall Winter Spring Fall Winter Spring
Differential Calculus Integral Calculus Infinite Serles & Segq. Vector Calculus | Applied Diff. Eqns. Intro. to Statistics
MTH 251 MTH 252 MTH 253 MTH 254 MTH 256 ST 314
4 4 4 4 4 3
Chemistry Chemistry Chemistry Lifetime Fitness Microblology Electrical Engr. Fund.
CH 221 CH 222 CH 223 HHP 231 MB 230 ENGR 201
5 5 5 3 4 3
Biology Writing Speech Communications Statics Dynamics Strengths
Bl 101 or BI 213 (S) WR 121 COMM 111/114 ENGR 211 ENGR 212 ENGR 213
4 3 3 3 3 3
CE/CEMENVE Orient. Engr. Computations General Physics/Calc General Physics/Calc Perspectives Technical Writing
CE 101 FE 2156 PH 211 PH 212 g WR 327
3 3 4 4 3 3
Perspectives Perspectives Perspectives
3 3 3
16 15 16 17 17 15
Junior Year Senlor Year
Fluid Mechanics Fluld Mechanics Fluld Hydraulics W/MWW Characterization Environmental Engr., Design Engr. Sclence/Design/Free
CE 311 CE 312 CE 313 CE 467 CE 453 Elective
3 3 3 3 3 3
Quantilative Analysis Soils Engineering Ecology Physical Chemistry Hydrology Engr. Science/Design/Free
CH 324 CE 372 Bl 370 CH 440 CE 412 Elective
4 4 3 3 3 3
Mass Balances Thermodynamics Engr. Economics ATS or H Elective Engr. Sclence/DesignFree Air Pollution Control
ChE 211 ENGR 311 ENGR3%0 . Elective ChE 434
3 3 3 3 3 3
Organic Chemistry Energy Transfer Mass Transfer Synthesis Environmental Health Synthesis
CH 331 ENGR 332 ENGR 333 H 441
4 4 3 3 3 3
Environ. Engr. Fund. Perspectives Perspectives Hazardous Substance Mgmt Engr. Science/MDesign/Free Engr. Science/Design/Free
CE 353 CE 480 Elective Elective
3 3 3 3 4 4
17 17 15 15 16 16

The Engr. Science/Design/Free Electives (17 cr) must be distributed as follows: Engineering Sclence (3 credits), Deslign (13 credits), and Free (1 credits).

81



How many and which courses will need to be added to institutional offerings in support of the
proposed program?

Only one new course is to be included in the major: “Air Pollution Control,” ChE 434.

. ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS

. Please list any requirements for admission to the program that are in addition to admission
to the institution. ’

Like all baccalaureate degree programs in the College of Engineering, students must apply
for admission to the Environmental Engineering program upon completion of a standard group
of core courses. This is commonly done at the end of the sophomore year.

Will any enrollment limitations be imposed? Please indicate the limitation and rationale
therefor. How will those to be enrolled be selected if there are no enroliment limitations?

Each academic year, the Department of Civil Engineering admits 100 new undergraduate
students to the professional program. Currently, 65 students are admitted to the Civil
Engineering program and 35 to the Construction Engineering Management program. If the
Environmental Engineering program is approved, 15 students will be admitted to the
Environmental Engineering program, 50 to the Civil Engineering program, and 35 to the
Construction Engineering Management program.

As with all prograrﬁs in the College of Engineering, students will be admitted to the program
based upon their grade point average in the group of core courses. The "College of
Engineering Core" is described in Appendix C.

. RELATIONSHIP OF PROPOSED PROGRAM TO FUTURE PLANS

Is the proposed program the’ first of several steps the institution has in mind in reaching a
long-term goal in this or a reiated field?

This proposed program is part of a series of degree programs, options, and minors in
Environmental Engineering. It is coordinated with the existing Civil (Environmental)
Engineering M.S. and Ph.D. programs, and it will be coordinated with the proposed MEngr
in Environmental Engineering. With the addition of a department name change to include
Environmental Engineering, OSU’s expertise in environmental engineering will be more readily
apparent to potential students.

. If so, what are the next steps to be if the Board approves the program presently being
proposed?

The undergraduate option in Environmental Engineering for Chemical Engineering is being

developed. The proposal to establish an MEnqr_in Environmental Engineering will be
submitted during the 1994/95 academic year.

12
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. ACCREDITATION OF THE PROGRAM

Is there an accrediting agency or professional society which has established standards in the
area in which the proposed program lies? (Please give name.)

Yes. Accreditation of engineering programs is granted by the Accreditation Board for
Engineering and Technology (ABET).

If so, does the proposed program meet the accreditation standards? If it does not, in what

particulars does it gppear to be deficient? What steps would be required to qualify the

program for accreditation? By what date is it anticipated that the program will be fully
accredited?

The proposed Environmental Engineering B.S. meets the requirements for accreditation stated
by ABET (1993). ABET will evaluate the program during its first scheduled visit after the first
class of students complete their degree program. It is anticipated that the first student will
graduate from the program at the end of spring quarter, 1997. The College of Engineering
will request a visitation by ABET in 1998. If the program is accredited, the accreditation will
be retroactive, including all past graduates of the program.

If the proposed program is a graduate program in which the institution offers an
undergraduate program, is the undergraduate program fully accredited? If not, what would
be required to qualify it for accreditation? What steps are being taken to achieve
accreditation?

The proposed program is an undergraduate program.

EVIDENCE OF NEED

What evidence does the institution have of need for the program? Please be explicit.

No baccalaureate degree pro{;rams in EnvE currently exist in Oregon or in the Pacific
Northwest. As of 1993, only nine accredited EnvE baccalaureate programs were in existence

(Table 4). However, many are emerging and will be eligible for accreditation within the next
few years.

13



Table 4. Summary of Existing ABET-Accredited
Environmental Engineering B.S. Programs
(American Society for Engineering Education, 1993)

California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo
University of Central Florida
University of Florida
Michigan Technological University
Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology
~ Northwestern University
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

Syracuse University

There is a great deal of student interest in environmental engineering. Approximately one
fourth of the students in the B.S. Civil Engineering program have elected the Environmental
Engineering Option. The Environmental Engineering option is also a popular choice among
students in Environmental Science.

Michigan Technological University has one of the oldest baccalaureate program in
Environmental Engineering. The program has experienced healthy growth since it was
accredited as a separately titled degree program in 1986. Enrollment trends for their EnvE
and CE programs for the first five years of the EnvE degree are shown in Table 5. While the
enroliment in Environmental Engineering increased to 134 students (freshmen through
seniors) over a five year period, this growth did not result in a decrease in students electing
the traditional civil engineering curriculum (Baillod et al., 1991).

Other universities have had similar experiences. Stevens Institute of Technology recently
developed a new EnvE program. Although it was not yet accredited in 1993, the program
graduated two students in 1992. Within the next two years (the 1993 and 1994 classes), the
program graduated over 50 environmental engineers. We anticipate similar interest in the
program and have had many student inquiries.
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Table 5. Total Student Enroliment (Freshmen through Seniors)
in the B.S. EnvE and B.S. CE Programs
at Michigan Technological University
(Baillod et al., 1991)

Year B.S. Environmental B.S. Civil Engineering
Engineering
1985 -- 407
1986 17 350
1987 32 364
1988 54 395
1989 83 408
1990 137 490

b. What is the estimated enroliment and the estimated number of graduates of the proposed

program over the next five years? |If the proposed program is an expansion of an existing
one, give the enroliment in the existing program over the past five years.

Is the proposed program intended primarily to provide another program option to students who
are already being attracted to the institution, or is it anticipated that the proposed program will
draw its clientele primarily from students who would not otherwise come to the institution were
the proposed program not available here?

Enroliment limitations within the Civil Engineering Department allow admission of 65 students
in Civil and Environmental Engineering B.S. programs. Thus, the new degree program will
not allow OSU to graduate additional students. The proposed program provides students with
a new degree option. If allowed to grow, the program will likely attract additional students to
OSu.

Identify statewide and institutional service area manpower needs the proposed program would
assist in filling.

See part d.

What evidence is there that there exists a regional or national need for additional qualified
persons such as the proposed program would turn out?

Baccalaureate and graduate engineering programs in the U.S. currently provide the
environmental engineering field with 1,000 to 2,000 graduates per year. These include
students completing graduate or undergraduate programs in Environmental Engineering plus
students graduating from civil, chemical, or other engineering departments that become
employed in the environmental field. This is estimated at less than half of the demand of
2,000 to 5,000 new environmental engineering graduates per year (Baillod, et al., 1991).
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10.

Are there any other compelling reasons for offering the program?

This degree program presents an unparalleled opportunity for OSU to assume the leadership
position in environmental engineering education in the Pacific Northwest. Student interest in
this program is very high and many students turn toward other universities to major in
environmental engineering.

Identify any special interest in the program on the part of local or state groups (e.g., business,
industry, agriculture, professional groups.)

The Civil Engineering Advisory Committee consists of practicing environmental engineers.
The Committee reviewed the proposed degree program and support it. Their responses to
the proposal are included in Appendix D.

Have any special provisions been made for making the complete program available for part-
time or evening students?

The B.S. in Environmental Engineering program will remain a program for resident
undergraduate students during traditional class hours. The MEngr program that is currently
being developed will serve the need for environmental engineering education by part-time and
evening students.

SIMILAR PROGRAMS IN THE STATE

List any similar programs in the state.

There are no other environmental engineering undergraduate programs in the State of
Oregon. )

If similar programs are offered in other institutions in the state, what purpose will the proposed
program serve? s it intended to supplement, complement, or duplicate existing programs?

There are no other programs offered in the state.

In what way, if any, will resources of any other institutions be utilized in the proposed
program?

None will be used.
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11. FACULTY

a. List any present faculty who would be involved in offering the proposed program, with
pertinent information concerning their special qualifications for service in this area. Attach an
up-to-date resume for each individual.

The following is a brief description of the environmental engineering faculty within the Civil
Engineering Department. Their vitae appear in Appendix E.

Wayne C. Huber, Ph.D., P.E., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1968. Dr. Huber is
Head of the Department of Civil Engineering. His teaching interests are in the areas of
applied hydrology and water quality modeling. Dr. Huber’s research interests include urban
stormwater hydrology, modeling, and management, and surface and groundwater quality
assessment. Dr. Huber has major responsibility for development of the EPA’s SWMM model
which is widely used for urban stormwater management and combined sewer overflow
studies.

Kenneth J. Williamson, Ph.D., P.E., Stanford University, 1973. Dr. Williamson serves as
associate director of the Western Region Hazardous Substance Research Center in charge
of Technology Transfer. His teaching interests include hazardous waste management,
biological treatment process design, and environmental engineering fundamentals. He is also
an expert at applying learning style theory to engineering education. Dr. Williamson’s
research interests include innovative biological and chemical waste treatment process
development, bioremediation of contaminated soils and groundwater, hazardous waste
management, and environmental impact assessments.

Sandra L. Woods, Ph.D., University of Washington, 1985. Dr. Woods’ teaching interests
include biological wastewater treatment, environmental fate of xenobiotic compounds, and
bioremediation. Her research interests include the development of bioremediation strategies
for chlorinated aromatic compounds, and understanding the factors that affect degradation
pathways and kinetics for hazardous substances.

Peter O. Nelson, Ph.D., Cornell University, 1975. Dr. Nelson’s teaching interests are in the
areas of aquatic chemistry and physical and chemical treatment process fundamentals and
design. His research interests include the environmental chemistry of metals, remediation of
metals-contaminated soils and groundwater, and lake water quality assessment. Recent
funded studies have focused on the sorption and reduction of hexavalent chromium in natural
soils, nutrient loading model assessment of Oregon’s coastal lakes, and lead chemistry in
soils. Dr. Nelson is also technical adviser to the Western Region Lead Training Center funded
by EPA.

Lewis Semprini, Ph.D. Stanford University, 1986. Dr. Semprini’s teaching interests are in
the areas of hazardous waste treatment, groundwater remediation, and laboratory-scale
treatment processes. His research interests include enhanced in-situ bioremediation of
chlorinated solvents, field modeling studies of transport and fate of hazardous substances in
the subsurface, and the use of radon as in in-situ tracer for determining properties of the
subsurface system. Dr. Semprini has extensive experience in managing pilot scale field
studies directed toward developing methodologies for aquifer restoration.
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Jonathan D. Istok, Ph.D., Oregon State University, 1986. Dr. Istok’s teaching interests are
in the areas of groundwater hydraulics, groundwater transport modeling, and groundwater
remediation. His research interests include geostatistical and mathematical modeling of
groundwater flow and solute transport, and geostatistical methods for estimating hydrologic
data. Dr. Istok has recently published two books in his areas of teaching and research
interest.

David A. Bella, Ph.D., P.E. New York University, 1967. Dr. Bella's teaching interests are in
the areas of surface water transport modeling and issues related to technology and society.
His research interests include lake, river, and estuary analysis, environmental impact
assessment, and sociology and philosophy of technology. Dr. Bella is a specialist in
interdisciplinary studies that bridge the gap between engineering and the social sciences.
Recently he has been the leader in several workshops that facilitate dialogue between
interests on social-technical issues.

Peter C. Klingeman, Ph.D., University of Cal, Berkeley, 1965. Dr. Klingeman'’s teaching
interests are in the areas of hydraulic engineering, water resources design, and river
engineering. His research interests include hydraulics and sediment transport, river and
estuarine processes, and water resources planning and impact assessment. Dr. Klingeman
serves on two regionally and nationally significant advisory panels, the Technical Steering
Panel, Hanford Environmental Dose Reconstruction Project, and the Snake River Salmon
Recovery Team, National Marine Fisheries Service.

. Estimate the number, rank, and background of new facuity members that would need to be

added to initiate the proposed program; that would be required in each of the first four years
of the proposed program’s operation, assuming the program develops as anticipated in item
9b. What kind of commitment does the institution make to meeting these needs? What kind
of priority does the institution give this program in staff assignment? -

No new faculty need be added to offer the Environmental Engineering B.S. if the overall
enroliment of undergraduate Students in the Civil Engineering Department remains constant
at 100 new students/year. If the program grows such that additional students are accepted
into the professional program, then new faculty should be added and additional resources
should be provided.

Estimate the number and type of support staff needed in each of the first four years of the
program.

No additional staff are needed. There will be an increase in the work load at the advising
office due to record-keeping for an additional degree program.
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12. LIBRARY

a.

13.

Describe, in as objective terms as possible, the adequacy of the Library holdings that are
relevant to the proposed program (e.g., if there is a recommended list of library materials
issued by the American Library Association or some other responsible group, indicate to what
extent the institution’s library holdings meet the requirements of the recommended list).

An assessment of library resources was conducted and library resources were determined
adequate to support the proposed program (Appendix F).

How much, if any, additional library support will be required to bring the Library to an
adequate level for support of the proposed program?

The library recommended funding of $300/year to upgrade collections and services to support
the proposal.

How is it planned to acquire these Library resources?

The College of Engineering will consider the needs of environmental engineering when it
addresses library resource requirements for all of its degree programs.

Attach a statement from the Director of Libraries indicating present resources and funding of
future needs.

See Appendix F.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

What special facilities in terms of buildings, laboratories, equipment are necessary to the
offering of a quality program in the field and at the level of the proposed program?

The Environmental Engineering program is housed in Merryfield Hall. Over 4000 ft® of
laboratory space is used by the Environmental Engineering Program for research and
teaching. Laboratories are equipped with the standard equipment of a modern chemical
laboratory. Our analytical equipment includes the following:

- two Hewlett Packard Model 5890 gas chromatographs with electron capture and flame
ionization detectors,

» a Hewlett Packard Model 5988A Mass Spectrometer coupled with an HP 5890 gas
chromatograph,

- Dionex Model 4000i and Dionex Model 2000i ion chromatographs with conductivity and
spetrophotometric detectors,

» a Dohrmann DC-190 Total Organic Carbon Analyzer,

- a Packard Instrument Company Tri-Carb 2505TR liquid scintillation counter, and

--- a Perkin Eimer Model 360 atomic absorption spectrophotometer with standard flame and
graphite furnace atomization capabilities.
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14.

Environmental Engineering’'s Groundwater Research Laboratory is an off-campus 2000 ft?
facility that houses several large-scale two- and three-dimensional physical aquifer models for
contaminant transport and remediation studies. Field facilities include an experimental
groundwater transport well array and a sediment bedload transport laboratory on a local
stream. '

Undergraduate students have participated in field studies as special projects and most of our
analytical equipment (excluding the GC/MS) is used in laboratory courses at the 400/500
level. Frankly, Environmental Engineering lacks adequate laboratory space to efficiently teach
our 400/500 laboratory classes. For classes with 50 students, we offer four or five different
laboratory sections due to lack of space. While creation of this new degree program will result
in additional student interest and larger classes, the faculty are willing to continue to offer
additional class sections.

What of these facilities does the institution presently have on hand?

No new facilities are required. The Environmental Engineering faculty and Civil Engineering
Department will continue to make upgrading of our facilities a high priority.

What facilities beyond those now on hand would be required in support of the program?
No new facilities are required.
How does the institution propose these additional facilities and equipment shall be provided?

No new facilities are required.

BUDGETARY IMPACT

Please indicate the estimated cost of the program for the first four years of its operation,
following the format found on page 22 of this document.

This program is a reorganization of existing course work. No new faculty or facilities are
required. The same total number of students (100) is proposed for the CE (50), CEM (35)
and EnvE (15) programs as currently exists within the Civil Engineering Department. Hence,
the primary difference in activities will relate to keeping records in a new format for the 15
EnvE students. There will also be an additional selection process each spring for admission
into the professional program (junior year) in EnvE.

These activities will not add additional costs and will be performed by existing faculty and
staff. After discussing the program with Bruce Sorte, Chair of OSU’s Budgets and Fiscal
Planning Committee, we have not included the budget found on page 22 of OSU’s curricular
procedures handbook.
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If a special legislative appropriation is required to launch the program (as shown in item 4b
of the estimated budget), please provide a statement of the nature of the special budget
request, the amount requested, and the reasons a special appropriation is needed. How does
the institution plan to continue the program after the initial biennium?

No special legislative appropriation is necessary.

If federal or other grant funds are required to launch the program (items 4c and 4d), what
does the institution propose to do with the program upon termination of the grant?

None is required.

Will the allocation of going-level budget funds in support of the program have an adverse
impact on any other institutional programs? If so, which program and in what ways?

No impact is expected.

If the program will be financed from existing resources, specifically state:

(1) what the budgetary unit will be doing as a result of the new program that is not now done
in terms of additional activities; and

(2) what these new activities will cost and whether financed or staffed by shifting of
assignments within the budgetary unit or reallocation of resources within the institution.
See Section 14, part a.

State which resources will be moved and how this will affect those programs losing resources.

New resources are not required and we do not anticipate the loss of resources from existing
programs.
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Report on the Interinstitutional Faculty Senate Meeting
Held February 3 & 4, 1995, at Oregon State University

OSU IFS representatives present: Anthony Wilcox, Larry Curtis, Stephen Esbensen

OSU President John Byrne began the meeting with a discussion of how Extended
Education has been established as the third mission of the OSU and the ramifications
this has: Extension agents are now housed in academic units, Deans are responsible
for extended education, and faculty are involved in outreach. As a separate but
related topic, Pres. Byrne discussed the revisions that are currently underway in the
promotion and tenure guidelines. A matrix of the various forms of scholarship was
distributed. Pres. Byrne also described the recognition given at OSU to the
importance of creating the students’ living environment as a learning environment, and
how it should complement in-class experiences. He updated IFS on the status of the
College of Veterinary Medicine at OSU. Its academic programs were slated for
elimination in the budget proposed by Governor Kitzhaber, but considerable support
exists in Salem for continued funding for the College.

Chancellor Joseph Cox gave an abbreviated version of the presentation he has been
giving legislators and citizen groups around the state, in which he emphasizes the
various and extensive ways OSSHE serves the citizens of Oregon, the relationship
between higher education and the economy of the state, and the failure of the state
to properly fund higher education at a time when most other states are increasing
their support. The goals of the Chancellor in the legislative session are: 1) to
moderate tuition increases, 2) to establish fiscal stability, which includes increasing
faculty salaries, 3) to gain the passage of the Higher Education Efficiency Act, and 4)
establish higher education as an investment in the future of Oregon. There was
discussion of the efforts to win support for the funding required to increase faculty
salaries. Chancellor Cox distributed a sheet which showed that $50 million would be
needed from the legislature, in combination with $25.6 million generated within
OSSHE’s 1995-97 budget, to allow a 4% per year cost-of-living adjustment to counter
the effects of inflation and to make the equivalent of 5% per year available as a
Faculty Retention and Recruitment fund for selective increases. He indicated that
legislators have been resistant to across-the-board salary increases but receptive to
merit-based salary increases. The Chancellor’s office has been working to convince
legislators to direct money from the excess in corporate tax collections to higher
education and to achieve a more equitable distribution in funding for K-12, community
colleges, and higher education. The Governor’s budget recommends funding for K-12
at 98% of the 1993-95 level, while higher education is slated for a 13.7% reduction.
The Chancellor stated that funding the higher education budget he has submitted
would only reduce K-12 funding to 96.8% of current levels. He concluded by
recommending that faculty continue to impress upon Oregonians the importance of
higher education, to increase the visibility of higher education in the state, and
mentioned that one way to achieve this would be to increase the consulting we do
within the state. !



Gratten Kerans, Government Relations Director of OSSHE, updated IFS on legislative
activities. The Higher Education Efficiency Act has been pared down and has been
submitted as SB 271. The name change for the state system has been dropped from
the proposal. In response to a persistent question from legislators — What do faculty
do? - Vice-Chancellor Shirley Clark has prepared a report: Higher Education Faculty
Work. People can track the status of bills related to higher education in the OSSHE
Net on the GOPHER server. The Faculty Information Team (FIT) will have its
orientation meeting on February 21; 102 faculty from OSSHE have been invited to
attend. IFS will have several members on FIT. Kerans is also organizing a Higher
Education Lobby Network, connecting with numerous unions and lobbies within the
state, to respond to needs of the legislature on issues relating to higher education.
IFS will have a member on this group.

Roger Bassett, Commissioner of Community College Services, gave a brief update on
issues relating to community colleges and on articulation with OSSHE institutions.

Senator CIiff Trow and Representative Carolyn Oakley gave their perspectives on
higher education issues in Salem. Senator Trow stated that the 14% reduction in
general fund dollars proposed by the Governor’s budget represents a 20% cut in the
current service level of OSSHE. The extensive change in the cast of characters in the
Senate and House (and their committees) and in the Chancellor’s office means that
some of the baggage of past sessions is gone. Senator Trow feels that the legislators
are “educable” on higher education. Lottery money is not being used to fund higher
education in the Governor’s budget. Senator Trow indicated that the March and May
revenue forecasts for the state will likely allow for flexibility in setting final budgets
for programs and help to plug gaps in the funding proposals from the Governor.
Representative Oakley said that 70 of the 90 state legislators have signed on to the
legislation that will continue funding for the College of Veterinary Medicine. Both
legislators felt that there would be little support in Salem for legislation to place
faculty on the State Board of Higher Education.

In the Saturday business meeting there was discussion of the December and January
OSSHE Board meeting, and Wilcox reported on the January meeting of the Academic
Council. The effectiveness of the IFS presentation by Wilcox to the Board and the
IFS-organized turn-out of faculty at the December Board meeting was noted. The
resolution unanimously passed by the Board at the December meeting (given below)
was read, and the need to hold the Board accountable to it was emphasized.

First, to make equity for faculty salaries a priority in the 1995 legislative
session. Second, to state our unanimous and heartfelt support for
faculty and staff, gratitude for their past service to the people of Oregon,
and our commitment to obtain the resources necessary to offset
inflationary decreases and to provide for equitable increases in salary for
faculty and staff.
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Scott Burns presented his analysis of OSSHE faculty salaries and how they compare
with national norms, based on the AAUP data on 1993-94 faculty salaries at US
colleges and universities. A resolution on the need for increases in faculty salaries,
and recommendations regarding how much is required and where the funding can be
found, will be developed by IFS for presentation at the February 17 OSSHE Board
meeting.

In other business, a resolution for IFS to join as a co-sponsor of the AOF/AAUP Spring
Meeting (to be held in Corvallis on April 29 or May 6) passed unanimously. IFS
members Beatrice Oshika, Davison Soper, and Paul Simonds will be recommended to
Grattan Kerans to serve on the FIT. An IFS representative to the Higher Education
Lobby Network will be recommended once clarification is received from Kerans
regarding the role and responsibilities of the member. The April IFS meeting site,
previously scheduled to be at U of O, will be changed to Salem, and an attempt will
be made to have legislative leaders and committee chairs meet with IFS. Maxine
Warnath informed the body that Representative Tiernen has developed new legislation
to further reduce the benefits of state employees.



SURVEY: INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCE CENTER

The Advancement of Teaching Committee is proposing the
establishment of an Instructional Resource Center which will
assist faculty with the improvement of their classroom
instruction. Following is a list of functions for the -Center
that have been suggested. According to the scale at the right of
each of the survey items, please indicate your response to the
statement.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. The Center should assist

departments and faculty in

identifying and implementing

new instructional technologies 1 2 3 4 5
(including software) .

2. The Center should maintain

an extensive library of

videotapes, reprints, and

books dealing with

instructional methodology and

classroom management for 17 2 3 4 5
short-term loan to faculty and

GIA's.

3. The Center should serve as

a source of information about

conferences and workshops on i 2 3 4 B
teaching improvement and

innovation.

4. The Center should assist

departments with arranging

their own orientation meetings

and workshops for new faculty 1 2 g 4 5
and GTA's prior to the start

of fall term.

5. The Center should assist

departments with teaching

improvement activities such as 4 2 2 4 5
senior faculty mentorships for

new faculty and GTA's.

6. The Center should provide

information and assistance to

faculty seeking sources of

extramural funding to support

innovative approaches to 1 Z 3 4 E
instruction.



7. The director of the Center
should be an ex-officio member
of the Advancement of Teaching
Committee.

8. The director of the Center
should be an ex-officio member
of the new Undergraduate
Council.

9. The Center should seek
external grants in partial
support of its operation.

10.The Center should be linked
with the reorganized (and
renamed) Communication Media
Center after it moves into the
expanded library.

11. The Center should provide
a "safe haven" for faculty and
GTA's seeking to increase
their teaching effectiveness.

12. Do you favor the
establishment of this Center?

Comments:

Strongly
Diasgree

Strongly
Agree

Thank you.




REPORTS TO THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE OFFICE
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203 503-737-4344 Social Science 107

Thursday, April 6, 1995; 3:00 pm - 5:00 pm
Construction & Engineering Hall
LaSells Stewart Center

AGENDA

The agenda for the April Senate meeting will include the reports and other items of business
listed below. To be approved are the minutes of the March Senate meeting, as published and
distributed to Senators.

A. SPECIAL REPORTS

1. Multicultural Affairs

Phyllis Lee, Multicultural Affairs Director, will report on activities her office is currently engaged in.

B. ACTION ITEMS
1.  Category | Proposal — History of Science (pp. 1-21)

Walt Loveland, Curriculum Council Chair, will present a Category | Proposal for The Initiation of a New
Instructional Program Master of Arts Degree, The Master of Science, and Doctor of Philosophy in
History of Science.

2. Proposal to Change AR 11 (p. 22)

Sharon Martin, Academic Regulations Committee Chair, will present the attached proposal to change
AR 11.

C. DISCUSSION ITEM

1. Promotion & Tenure Guidelines Revision — DRAFT (pp. 23-33)

Michael Oriard, Promotion & Tenure Guidelines Review Committee Chair, will discuss the attached
draft. Since this item will also be on the May agenda, it will be necessary for you to retain these
guidelines. If there are no substantial changes to the draft, it will not be reprinted in the May agenda.
This discussion item will be limited to 45 minutes.




INFORMATION ITEMS

1.  Annual Reports of Committees/Councils Due

The Faculty Senate Office is preparing to send a notice to Faculty Senate Committee/Council chairs
reminding them that Annual Reports are due for the Senate’s information. The May and June Senate
agendas will include written reports both with and without recommendations for Senate actions.

2. Committee Interest Forms

Committee interest forms will be distributed after Spring break and will be due back in the Faculty
Senate Office on April 14. Please consider volunteering for these committees.

REPORTS FROM THE PROVOST

Roy Arnold, Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs

REPORTS FROM THE FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT

President Sally Francis

EXECUTIVE SESSION

The purpose of the Executive Session is to consider the nominees for the Distinguished Service Award
which will be conferred at the June 11 Commencement.

In accordance with the Senate’s Bylaws (Article IX, Section 3), the Senate President may call an Executive
Session, which excludes all but elected and ex-officio members or their designated substitutes (proxies)
and Senate Office staff. Before going into Executive Session, the Senate President must also announce
the statutory authority for such action (Attorney General’s Opinion #6996, |., D.).

Balloting will be limited to Senators, or their official representatives, and will occur after the Executive
Session ends and the open meeting is again in session (in accordance with the above Article).
Distinguished Service Award materials distributed to Senators marked ‘CONFIDENTIAL® should be
returned to the Senate Administrative Assistant prior to leaving the meeting.

NEW BUSINESS

IN ORDER TO PROPERLY RECORD MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING,
ALL SENATORS ARE REMINDED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES

AND THEIR UNIT AFFILIATION WHEN RISING TO SPEAK.




DEPARTMENT OF
CHEMISTRY

OREGON
STATE
UNIVERSITY

Gilbert Hall 153
Corvallis, Oregon
97331-4003

Telephone
503-737-2081

Fax
503-737-2062

February 20, 1995

Professor Sally Francis
Faculty Senate Office
Oregon State University

Dear Professor Francis,

I am pleased to report to you that the Curriculum Council approved the
Category I proposal to establish a new instructional program in the Dept. of
History leading to the MA, MS and Ph.D. in History of Science. This action
was taken at the Council's regular meeting on 27 January, 1995. Notification
of this approval was held pending approval of the budget by the Budgets and
Fiscal Planning Committee, an event that occurred recently. We are
transmitting this proposal to you in hopes that the Faculty Senate can act in a
timely manner on this proposal.

Thank you.

Sincerely, ¢

Walba Jovelog 4.

Walter Loveland
Professor of Chemistry
Chair, Curriculum Council
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Oregon State University

PROPOSAL FOR THE INITIATION OF A NEW INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
LEADING TO THE MASTER OF ARTS DEGREE, THE MASTER OF SCIENCE,

AND DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN HISTORY OF SCIENCE

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROGRAM

Definition of Academic Areas.

a.

Define or describe the academic area or field of
specialization with which the proposed program would be
concerned.

The academic area of the proposed program is history of
science. History of science studies the development of
scientific thought, the social significance of scientific
activity, and the relationship of science to its cultural

context. L

What subspecialties or areas of concentration would be

emphasized during the initial years of the program?

The program will focus on the development of the natural
sciences, their applications, historical consequences,

-.and cultural context.

Are there other subspecialties the institution would
anticipate adding or emphasizing as the program develops?

No.

Are there other subspecialties that the institution
intends to avoid in developing the program?

NA
When will the program be operational, if approved?

A program 1is currently operational under "“General
Science." OSU has been training professional historians
of science for over twenty~-five years. It has given them
an excellent education, and they have gone on to do well
in their careers (see Addendum 1). The program has also
been a valuable asset to the institution, for it has
served as a bridge between the humanities and the
sciences, and has been a vital link in innovative reforms
of science education. Until 1992 the History of Science
Program was part of the Department of General Science,
and the degrees awarded were "General Science" degrees.

~
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Although the Department of General Science was eliminated
in 1992, it was not the intent of the institution to
eliminate the History of Science Program (and the degree
authorization for "General Science" still exists).
Instead, administration of the History of Science Program
was moved to the Department of History. The move
strengthened the Program by adding to it the
participation of four faculty whose primary research is
currently in the history of science (Ferngren, Kopperman,
Robbins, and Sarasohn), and two others (Carson, Rubert)
whose work is closely related. Even more dramatic, the
recruitment in 1994 of Professors Mary Jo Nye and Robert
Nye, two internationally known historians of science to
hold the endowed Horning Chairs in the Humanities, now
makes OSU an institution that has a number of specialists
in the history of science comparable to any of the major
programs in the United States. Additional funds from the
Horning Bequest make it possible to support graduate
students, invite speakers, and enhance the library.
This new strength has not been lost on those in the
profession, and OSU is currently receiving an increase in
inquiries concerning graduate work in history of science.
Also contributing to 0OSU’s reputation is the library’s
special collection that houses the Pauling Papers, the
Atomic Energy Collection, and other related collections.
The Pauling Papers alone attracts every year numerous
scholars from across the nation. 0SU, therefore, has the
potential to be a national center of excellence in the
history of science.

Department or College Responsible.

a.

What department and college would offer the proposed
program?

Department of History, College of Liberal Arts, will
administer the program.

Will the @program involve a new or reorganized
administrative unit within the institution?

No.

Objectives of the Program.

a.

What are the objectives of the program?

The program provides professional training in the
interdisciplinary subject of history of science and
technology. It bridges the humanities, social sciences,
and the natural sciences by revealing the social and
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cultural context within which science is practiced and
has developed. Its successful pursuit requires a
comprehensive understanding of natural science and
technology, the relevant areas of history, different
aspects of the social sciences and of philosophy and the
ability to synthesize knowledge from these seemingly
disparate although in fact intimately related fields of
study into a single, coherent picture. 1In addition to
engaging in the teaching and research of a challenging
academic discipline, historians of science have recently
begun to take part significantly in the reform of the
teaching of science. There is great concern among
scientists and educators that the approaches currently
being used to teach science are not effective,
particularly at the introductory 1level. One of the new
approaches intended to address that concern and endorsed
by the American Association for the Advancement of
Science and the National Academy of Science is to use
history of science to place science in a broader context
and to use the history of science to illustrate and
explain the process of science. The National Science
Foundation, for instance, last summer sponsored a major
conference on the use of history of science in teaching
college and university biology. The organizer of the
conference was Dr. Joel Hagen, a graduate in history of
science from OSU. This 1is no accident, for what has
characterized O0SU’s graduate training in history of
science is its close association with science teaching.
A pioneering new introductory textkook by three O0OSU
faculty (one historian of science, two biologists) is
seen by its publisher, HarperCollins, as the model for
future science textbooks.

How will the institution determine how well the program
meets these objectives? Identify specific post-approval
monitoring procedures and outcome indicators to be used
if the program is approved.

The profession has no formal machinery for review or
accreditation; the program shows its success in the
success of its graduates. We will continue to monitor
the careers of our graduates and will arrange regular
peer reviews by professionals in other programs.

How is the proposed program related to the mission and
academic plan of the institution?

The progranm will "Encourage and strengthen
interdisciplinary studies and interdisciplinary research"
(OSU, Creating the Future: A Plan for Beginning the

’90’s, objective 3.3). History of science is an

integrative subject that brings together faculty and

o
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students from the natural sciences, technology,
humanities and social sciences. President Byrne has
emphasized the need for OSU in this time of dwindling
resources to utilize better the resources we presently
have; this proposed program will use existing resources
to build upon and broaden a program already in existence.
It will be doing more with what we have. History of
science courses are an important component of the
Baccalaureate Core and supplies courses for the Synthesis
requirement. Many of the History of Science courses are
also writing intensive courses (WIC) and provide WIC
courses for several majors in the College of Science.
History of science courses are utilized by many programs,
especially the environmental degree, science education,
and biology program.

d. What are the employment opportunities for persons who
have been educated in the proposed program?

History of science graduates are teachers at high
schools, colleges and universities; they are archivists,
museum curators, and editors; they are analysts of
science and technology policy, and historians for
governmental agencies, for research facilities, and for

business corporations. Addendum 1, below, contains a
sample of positions currently held by graduates of our
program.

The OSU program is unique nationally in encouraging
students to pursue education in both history of science
and in the sciences. This gives our graduates an
advantage in competing for positions where knowledge in
both areas is desirable or necessary.

Relationship of Proposed Program to Other Programs in the
Institution.List the closely related programs and areas of
strength currently available in the institution which would
give important support to the proposed program.

The certificate program in Science, Technology, & Society
provides major support for the program. In addition to
faculty and courses in history, including history of science,
other courses and faculty are in the departments or areas of
anthropology, environmental science, philosophy, political
science, sociology, and speech communication. Further support
will come from the newly endowed Thomas Hart and Mary Jones
Horning endowment. This endowment, in addition to funding two
chairs will also support related educational activities such
as lectures, course development as well as visiting scholars.
The Center for the Humanities has had in residence several
fellows who are historians of science. These visitors have
taught courses through the Department of History and have
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worked with graduate students.

Course of Study.

a.

Describe the proposed course of study.

Requirements for the Master’s Degree. Either the M.A. or
M.S. may be earned. The M.A. requires demonstration,

either by course work or examination, of a reading
knowledge of a foreign language appropriate for research
(second year proficiency). Both degrees require the
successful completion of 45 hours of graduate credit.
Candidates are required to have a major field of at least
24 credits of course work (including Historiography and
9 hours of 500-only, or 600 courses) from a list of
approved history of science courses (see Addendum 3 and
5.c.) and a minor field of 15 hours of course work in
science, history, or a related (or integrated) field; a
thesis is also required.

Requirements for the Doctéral Degree. The equivalent of
three years of graduate work beyond the bachelor’s degree
is required including a thesis. This must include the
requirements for, or the equivalent of, a master’s degree
in History of Science. Course work should have history
of science as the major; the minor field can be in
science, history, or a related (or integrated) field.
Two foreign languages are required. The individual’s
student graduate committee will decide which languages
are the most appropriate for the candidate.

Addendum 2, gives two samples.

What elements of this course of study are presently in
operation in the institution?

All required elements are now in operation with the
exception of a some new separately numbered courses (see
5:¢C:) s

How many and which courses will need to be added to
institutional offerings in support of the proposed
program?

The following new separately numbered courses will need
to be added: Historiography (HSTS 531), Ancient Science
(HSTS 611), The Scientific Revolution (HSTS 612), Modern
Science (HSTS 613), Twentieth-Century Science (HSTS 614),
and Selected Topics (HSTS 621, 622, 623). HSTS 621-23
will cover different topics each year. Five new blanket-
numbered courses will be necessary (HSTS 601, 603, 605,
606, 607).



VI.

Admission Requirements.

a.

Please list any requirements for admission to the program
that are in addition to admission to the institution.

A bachelor’s degree (or equivalent) in a science or in
history is required. A reading knowledge of a foreign
language allows a considerably wider choice of possible
research topics. Applicants must show their ability to
pursue successfully a graduate-level program by grades,
GRE scores, and supporting letters of recommendation.

Will any enrollment limitation be imposed? Please
indicate the limitation and rationale. How will those to
be enrolled be selected 1if there are enrollment
limitations?

There will be no limits on enrollment. Participation in
the program has been small and we do not expect this to
change.

VII. Relationship of Proposed Progr;ﬁ to Future Plans.

A

Is the proposed program the first of several steps the
institution has in mind in reaching a long-term goal in

this or a related field?

The program supports OSU’s continuing efforts to develop
areas of interdisciplinary study and research.

If so, what are the next steps to be if the Board
approves the program presently being proposed?

There are no further plans associated with this program.
Accreditation of the Program.

Is there an accrediting agency or professional society
which has established standards in the area in which the
proposed program lies?

There is no accrediting agency nor have the several
professional societies established formal or informal

standards for programs. These societies can provide
outside review if requested.

If so, does the proposed program meet the accreditation
standards?

NA




If the proposed program is a graduate program in which
the institutions offers an undergraduate program, is the
undergraduate program fully accredited?

NA

NEED

IX. Evidence of Need.

a.

What evidence does the institution have of need for the
program?

The history of science program at Oregon State has been
and continues to be a valuable asset. Scientists,
science educators, and policy makers realize that many of
the problems they face cannot be understood or addressed
without taking into account the past both in tracing the
history of the problem and in seeing the cultural context
in which the problem arése and was defined. This
understanding is all the more important in a land-grant
institution which emphasizes both science and its
applications. History of science informs research in
science education, science policy, technology assessment,
environmental science, natural resource management, and
environmental ethics. Both undergraduate and graduate
students benefit from history of science courses. The
program will provide graduate students at OSU and in
OSSHE with a graduate minor in history of science; this
will formalize and accurately name a practice of many
students who previously called an area in history of
science an "integrated minor." History of science is
currently a large discipline, and there are programs in
most states. OSU has the only program in Oregon.

What is the estimated enrollment and the estimated number
of graduates of the proposed program over the next five
years? If the proposed program is an expansion of an
existing one, give the enrollment in the existing program
over the past five years.

The enrollment over the last ten years has averaged 5
graduate students per year; this number is expected to
increase to 12.

Identify statewide and institutional service area
manpower needs the proposed program would assist in
filling.

Historians of science find employment in academic
institutions, archives (government and private), museuns,
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and government agencies and private organizations dealing
with science policy or technology assessment. Graduate
preparation in history of science is of great value for
scientific Jjournalism, public school teaching, and
scientific administration.

What evidence is there that there exists a regional or
national need for additional qualified persons such as
the proposed program would turn out?

The job market for trained historians of science is small
but growing. Advertisements regularly appear in
professional journals inviting applications. An average
of 45 positions per year have been advertised. History
of science is becoming an integral part of science
education, both for majors and non-majors. In recent
years the AAAS has recommended the inclusion of history
of science 1in introductory science <courses and
consequently interest in the field 1is expanding.
Demonstration of an existing and growing job market is
seen in our graduates; all OSU graduates whom we have
tracked ( 80% of the graduates in the past 10 years) have
found employment.

Are there any other compelling reasons for offering the
program?

The graduate program in history of science has been an
intellectually stimulating force at O0SU. It sponsors
public lectures and provides a forum to bring together
and promote the interaction among individuals from
different disciplines who are concerned about the nature
of science, the social impact of science and technology,
and the cultural context of scientific work and
technological innovation. As a case in point, the
program has for a number of years conducted a regular,
informal, weekly meeting of interested faculty, students,
and staff which at the time of this writing consists of
about a dozen people from seven different units on
campus. It, clearly, has a demonstrated record of
success, vitality and viability.

Identify any special interest in the program on the part
of local or state groups (e.g., business, industry,
agriculture, professional groups).

Museums, archives, and policy makers use the history of
science as basic information and for perspective.

Have any special provisions been made for making the
complete program available for part-time or evening
students?
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Part-time students have completed their degree program
over a period of time. Evening students are accommodated
only at the research and thesis level.

Duplication of Effort

X Similar Programs in the State.

a.

Liset any similar programs in Oregon.
There are no other programs in the state.

If similar programs are offered in other institutions in
the state, what purpose will the proposed program serve?

Na

In what way, if any, will resources of any other
institutions be utilized in the proposed program?

Students have and can make use of the considerable
strengths of the UO and PSU libraries and departments of
history. Both institutions have faculty that complement
that of O0OSU in such areas as medical history,
environmental history, labor history, and intellectual
history. Students can take courses at other OSSHE
campuses and can have their faculty serve on their
graduate committees. (See 11., a., below, for partial
list of faculty from other OSSHE campuses.)

Resources

XI. PFaculty.

a.

List any present faculty who would be involved in
offering the proposed program, with pertinent information
concerning their special qualifications for service in
this area. Attach an up-to-date resume for each
individual.

The following is a partial list of OSU faculty members
who offer courses, pursue research, or have significant
interests in the area. All are members of the OSU
Graduate Faculty.

Mina J. Carson (History): Ph.D., American social and
cultural history, history of family therapy.

Paul Farber (History & Zoology): Ph.D., history of
science, history of biology.

Gary B. Ferngren (History): Ph.D., history of ancient
Near East, Greece and Rome, history of ancient
medicine.
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Jon A. Hendricks (Sociology): Ph.D., sociology of
science.

Paul E. Kopperman (History): Ph.D., military history,
history of colonial medicine.

Peter C. List (Philosophy): Ph.D., environmental ethics.

Flora L. Leibowitz (Philosophy): Ph.D., philosophy of
science.

William M. Lunch (Political Science): Ph.D., natural
resource and science policy.

Robert J. Morris (History & GeoSciences): Ph.D., history
of science, history of physical and earth sciences
and technology.

Mary Jo Nye (History): Ph.D., history of chemistry,
history of the physical sciences, scientific
elites.

Robert Nye (History): Ph.D., history of social sciences,
French cultural history, history of professional
ethics.

Jeff Ramsey (Philosophy): Ph.D., philosophy of science.

William G. Robbins (History): Ph.D., history of the
American West and Pacific Northwest, environmental
history.

Steven C. Rubert (History): Ph.D., African history,
agricultural history of sub-Saharan Africa.

Lisa T. Sarasohn (History): Ph.D., early modern European
history, history of early modern science, science
and ethics.

Michael J. Scanlan (Philosophy): Ph.D., philosophy of
science and mathematics.

George N. Somero (Zoology): Ph.D., philosophy of biology.

Charles E. Starnes (Sociology): Ph.D., sociology of
science and technology.

William L. Uzgalis (Philosophy): Ph.D., epistemology,
history of philosophy.

A partial 1list of OSSHE faculty whose teaching and
research complement OSU faculty include:

Lois Becker (Portland State, History): Ph.D., history of

technology.

Raymond Birn (University of Oregon, History): Ph.D.,
French social & cultural history, the
Enlightenment.

Howard Brick (University of Oregon, History): Ph.D.,
American thought & culture, U.S. intellectual
history.

David A. Johnson (Portland State, History): Ph.D., U.S.
environmental history.

James Mohr (University of Oregon, History): Ph.D.,
history of medicine.

15
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Jeffrey Ostler (University of Oregon, History): Ph.D.,
history of the American West, U.S. environmental
history.

Louise C. Wade (University of Oregon, History): Ph.D.,
American social history, history of urbanization.

Estimate the number, rank, and background of new faculty
nmembers that would need to be added to initiate the
proposed program that would be required in each of the
first four years of the proposed program’s operation,
assuming the program develops as anticipated in item 9.b.

No new faculty will be needed.

Estimate the number and type of support staff needed in
each of the first four years of the program.

Support staff (.10 FTE) is in place. No additional staff
will be needed.

XII. Library. e

ad.

Describe, in as objective terms as possible, the adequacy
of the Library holdings that are relevant to the proposed
program (e.g., if there is a recommended list of library
materials issued by the American Library Association or
some other responsible group, indicate to what extent the
institution’s library holdings meet the requirements of
the recommended list).

OSU has been collecting in the history of science for
over twenty five vyears. Kerr Library currently
subscribes and has extensive runs of all major history of
science journals. History of science and technology
monograph holdings are strong. The Special Collections
has particularly extensive holdings in modern physical
science. In particular, the Linus Pauling Papers and the
Atomic Energy Collection are of national and
international importance; and the newly established
collection, The Philosophy of Nature, 1800-1950, adds
more strength to the library in this area. The library
is especially strong in resource-based sciences, as well
as 19th- and 20th-century natural sciences. The large
collection of science monographs and journals is a
primary resource for research in the history of science,
and Kerr library has one of the major collections on the
west coast.

How much, if any, additional 1library support will be
required to bring the Library to an adequate level for
support of the proposed program?

No additional library support is needed.
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How is it planned to acquire these Library resources?
NA

Attach a statement from the Director of Libraries
indicating present resources and funding of future needs.

Letter is attached.

Facilities and Equipment.
What special facilities 1in terms of buildings,
laboratories, equipment are necessary to the offering of

a quality program in the field and at the level of the
proposed program?

The program requires no special facilities. Occasional
use is made of department and library microfilm and
microfiche readers.

What of these facilities gées the institution presently
have on hand?

All necessary facilities and equipment is on hand.

What facilities beyond those now on hand would be
required in support of the program?

None.

How does the institution proposed these additional
facilities and equipment shall be provided?

NA

XIV. Budgetary Impact.

a.

Please indicate the estimated cost of the program for the
first four years of its operation, following the format

found on page 36 of this document.
See attached.

If a special legislative appropriation is required to
launch the program, please provide a statement of the
nature of the special budget request, the amount
requested, and the reasons a special appropriation is
needed.

NA

13,
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Addendum 1

A

13

If federal or other grant funds are required to launch
the program, what does the institution propose to do with
the program upon termination of the grant?

NA

Will the allocation of going-level budget funds in
support of the program have an adverse impact on any
other institutional programs?

NA

If the program will be financed from existing resources,
specifically state:

(1) what the budgetary unit will be doing as a result of
the new program that is not now done in terms of
additional activities; and

(2) what these new activities will cost and whether
financed or staffed by shifting of assignments within the
budgetary unit or reallocation of resources within the
institution. e

The College of Science shifted resources along with
faculty, courses, and administrative responsibility for
the program to the Department of History in 1992. At
present the Department of History allocates partial FTE
of 10 faculty to the program. Any additional FTE
allocated to the program will come from dropping low
enrollment courses.

The College of Science provides support for one graduate
teaching assistant. The College of Liberal Arts will
provide $4,000 per year for added administrative costs
and advertising. The Horning Trust will contribute
support for two teaching assistants.

State which resources will be moved and how this will

affect those programs losing resources.

NA

Sample of Positions Currently Held by Graduates
of the
OSU Program in History of Science
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Professor, Department of Biomedical History & Ethics, School of

Medicine, University of Washington, Seattle, Washington.

Professor, School of Interdisciplinary Studies, Miami University,
oxford, Ohio.

Professor, Kerr Library, Oregon State University, Corvallis,
Oregon.

Archivist, Pacific University, Forest Grove, Oregon.

Associate Professor, Biology Department, Radford University,
Radford, Virginia.

Professor & Chair, Biology Department, St. Mary’s College, Moraga,
California.

Associate Professor, History Department, University of California
at Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, California.

Assistant Professor, Portland Art Institute, Portland, Oregon.

Associate Professor, Biology Department, College of St. Thomas, St.
Paul, Minnesota.

Professor, Graduate College of Education, University of California,
Berkeley, Berkeley, California.

Chair, Physics Department, Beaverton High School, Beaverton,
Oregon.

Professor, Department of Biology, East Stroudsburg University, East
Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania. '

15,



Addendunm 2.

Sample History of Science Graduate Programs

M.A.
Major:
History of Science, HSTS 511, 512, 513. 9 Cr.
History of Evol. Theory, HSTS 515. 3 Cr.
Science and Mod. Society, HSTS 516. 3 Cr.
Science and Society, HSTS 518, 519. 6 Cr.
History of Technology, HSTS 521. 3 Cr-
Historiography, HSTS 531. 3 OF.
Thesis, HSTS 503. 6 Cr.
33 Cr.
Minor (integrated):
Paleobiology, Z 527. 3 Cx.
Biogeography, Z 581. 3 Cr.
Selected Topics, Z 565. 3 Cr.
Evolution, BI 545. . 3 Gr.
Community Structure and Analysis, BI 670 3 Cr.
15 Cr.
Language: French.
M.S. Same as above, no language.
Ph.D. Languages: French and German.
Major:
History of Science, HSTS 611, 612, 613. 9 Cr.
History of Evol. Theory, HSTS 515. 3 Cr.
Science and Mod. Society, HSTS 516. 3 Cr.
History of Medicine, HSTS 517. 3 Cr.
Science and Society, HSTS 518, 519. 3 Cr.
History of Technology, HSTS 520. 3 Cr.
Historiography, HSTS 531. 3 Cr.
American Thought and Culture, HST 561,562. 6 Cr.
Seminar on History of Env. Prob., HST 507. 3 Cr.
Seminar on Medicine in Antiquity, HST 507. 3 Cr.
Selected Topics (Hum. Sexuality), HSTS 621 4 Cr.
History of Pacific NW, HST 569. 3 ¥,
Thesis, HSTS 603. 35 Cr.
81 Cr.
Minor 1 (Physiology):
Environ. Phys. of Plants, BOT 588. 3 Cr.

Environ. Phys., Z 523.

<



Prin. of Physiology, Z 530.
Endocrinology, Z 537.
Immunology, MB 516.

Minor 2 (integrated):
Research Perspectives, FW 667.
Selected Topics: Plant Ecology, BOT 691.
Principles of Systematics, ENT 562.
Methods of Data Analysis, ST 511, 512.
Analysis of Environ. Issues, BI 589.

W

Cr.

18
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Cr.
Cr.
Cr.

Cr.
Cr
Cr.
Cr.
Cr.

17,
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Addendum 3.

Available Courses

The following list contains only those courses most clearly related to
history of science. Others are possible and depend entirely on the
interests and the program of study of the student. History of science
(HSTS) courses are listed first; the rest follow alphabetically. For
new courses, see 5.cC.

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

HSTS

ANTH

ANTH

511.

512.

513.

515.

516.

517.

518.

519.

520.

521.

581.

583.

BI 589.

COMM

COMM

580.

582.

HST 510.

HST 515.

HST 527.

HST 560.

History of Science: Science in Antiquity. (3).

History of Science: The Scientific Revolution. (3).
History of Science: Science After Newton. (3).

Theory of Evolution and Foundation of Modern Biology. (3).
Science and the Emergenc& of Modern Society. (3).
History of Medicine. (3).

Science and Society: Science and Utopia. (3).

Science and Society: Great Trials of Science. (3).
History of Technology. (3).

Technology and Social Change. (3).

Natural Resources and Community Values. (3).

Medical Anthropology. (3).

Analysis of Environmental Issues. (3).

History of the Mass Media. (3).

Mass Media in Culture and Society. (3)

History Internship. (1-12).

Selected Topics. (4).

Several relevant topics are offered periodically; e.g.,
Civilization & Disease (Ferngren) was offered Fall 1992.
History of Western Thought. (4).

American Thought and Culture: To 1840. (3).



HST 561.

HST 562.

American Thought and Culture: 1840-1898. (3).

American Thought and Culture: 1898-Present. (3).

PHL 511 and 512. Great Figures in Philosophy. (4).

PHL 521.

PHL 540.

PHL 543.

PHL 544.

PHL 545.

PHL 551.

PHL 570.

PS 574.

PS 575.

PS 576.

SOC 521.

SOC 556.

Relevance depends upon the person.

Mathematical Logic. (3).

Environmental Ethics. (3).

Values and Human Ecology. (3).

Bioethics. (3).

World-Views and Contemporary Global Issues. (3).:
Knowledge and Reality. (3).

Philosophy of Science. (3)-

Bureaucratic Politics andy£he Policy Process. (4).
Politics of Environmental Problems. (4).

Science and Politics. (4).

Social Change and Modernization. (3).

Science and Technology in Social Context. (3).

19,
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Personnel

Faculty
Paul Farber
Robert Nye
Mary Jo Nye
Jim Morris

Staff
Sharon Johnson

GTA's
At least three Grad. Students

OPE

Faculty

Staff

GTA
Subtotal Personnel
Equipment-Facility Renovation
Materials & Supplies
Travel
Other

Total

Percentage of Total

HISTSCI1.XLS B. Sorte 3/6/95

HISTORY OF SCIENCE - CATEGORY | PROPOSAL

Operating Budget - First Year

FTE/Amt. Rate Horning

Endowment

0.33 65,330 0

0.33 90,000 29,700

0.33 90,000 29,700
0.50 46,152

0.10 24,720 0

1.50 18,000 18,000

82,476 0.3195 18,978

2,472 0.4197 0

27,000 0.0112 0

96,378

100,000

0

0

0

196,378

72%

Departments

Colleges

History/Zoology COS/CLA

21,559
o]
0
23076

2,472

14,261
1,037
302

62,708

62,708

23%

[N eNoeNe)

o

9,000

[N Neo)

9,000

4,000

13,000

5%

Amount

21,559
29,700
29,700
23.076
2,472
27,000
0
33,239
1,037
302
168,086
100,000
4,000

0

0
272,086

100%



Personnei

Faculty
Paul Farber
Robert Nye
Mary Jo Nye
Jim Morris

Staff
Sharon Johnson

GTA's
At least three Grad. Students

OPE

Faculty

Staff

GTA
Subtotal Personnel
Equipment
Materials & Suppiies
Travel
Other

Total

Percentage of Total

HISTSCI2.XLS B. Sorfe 3/6/95

HISTORY OF SCIENCE - CATEGORY | PROPOSAL
Operating Budget - Continuing

FTE/Amt.

0.33
0.33
0.33
0.50

0.10

1.50

82,476
2,472
27.000

Rate

65,330
90,000
90,000
46,152

24,720

18,000

0.3195
0.4197
0.0112

Horning

Departments

Endowment History/Zoology

0
29,700
29,700

18,000

18,978

96,378

96,378

56%

21,559
0
0
23,076

2472

14,261
1,037
302

62,708

62,708

36%

. Colleges
COS/CLA

OO0OO0O0o

o

9,000

O oo

9,000

4,000

13.000

8%

21,

Amount

21,559
29,700
29,700
23,076
2,472
27,000
0
33,239
1,037
302
168,086
0

4,000

172,086

100%



22,

February 20, 1995

TO: Faculty Senate
FROM: Academic Regulations Committee

MOTION: Revision of AR 11. Adding and Dropping Courses

The Academic Regulations Committee recommends the following change in AR 11,
Adding and Dropping Courses:

a. Students may add courses through the first ten five class days of each term,
depending on the nature of the course and the availability of space. From-the

- o oL aWa' a¥at da! - O O aVa¥daa a¥a QLo Al

b. A student may drop courses without responsibility for grades through the tenth
class day of each term. After the tenth class day of each term courses may not
be dropped. Failure to drop a course properly will result in an F grade being
recorded; courses properly dropped do not appear on the student’s transcript.

c. Add/drop fees will be assessed in accordance with the fee policies stated in the
Schedule of Classes.

With the advent of telephone registration, students are getting settled into their
classes prior to the beginning of the term and the need for the second week of adding
courses is decreasing.

Furthermore, many faculty do not like to add students during the second week of a
course and refuse to sign a second week add form.

We recommend that, if approved, this revision become effective Fall term, 1995.
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A GUIDE TO THE GUIDELINES

BASIC PRINCIPLES AND ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE REVISION OF THE
PROMOTION AND TENURE GUIDELINES:

1. Promotion and tenure guidelines must be reviewed periodically and revised as
necessary, but the restructuring of Extended Education is the major 1mpetus for
undertaking this review and revision now.

2. These guidelines are intended to apply to all faculty, making supplemental guidelines
unnecessary. The guidelines establish basic principles, leaving the specifics to the
tenure units. Supplemental guidelines currently in use will continue to be useful in
dossier preparation.

3. It was the committee's intention neither to raise nor to lower the standards for
achieving promotion and tenure, but rather to clarify existing standards where
necessary and to make them applicable to all professorial-rank faculty. In addition, we
intend that these guidelines can be adapted for considering the promotions of faculty
with non-professorial ranks.

4. Promotion and tenure guidelines ought not to be "visionary" in the sense of
providing a blueprint for what the University should be in five, ten, or twenty years;
but rather are meant to evaluate the faculty currently at the University. At the same
time, wherever possible, P&T guidelines should anticipate such changes as will affect
faculty responsibilities and performance in the near future. In this spirit, these
guidelines attempt to recognize the extraordinary changes in delivery of information
that are underway, and that may transform what faculty do in teaching, scholarship,
and other activities.

5. The revised guidelines are intended to serve OSU's missions as a Carnegie I
Research University. They reaffirm the importance of scholarship for all faculty in the
professorial ranks, on the principle that no faculty position should carry professorial
rank unless scholarship is both possible and valuable for anyone holding that position.

6. These guidelines, when approved, will go into effect for P&T decisions made in
1996-1997.

KEY PRINCIPLES WITHIN THE REVISED GUIDELINES:
Section 2. Criteria for Promotion and Tenure (Section 3 in the 1988 "Guidelines"):

1. "Teaching," "Research," and "Service" have been redefined as "Teaching, Advising,
and Other Assignments"; "Scholarship”; and "Service." The new terms are intended to
be more inclusive. The guidelines address the faculty's varying responsibilities in these
three areas, which are to be identified in position descriptions.

2. The guidelines reaffirm the importance of on-campus teaching and endorse the
innovative efforts that currently engage many OSU faculty, while recognizing that
faculty also engage in teaching in other environments, such as extension services. The
importance of documenting and evaluating the candidate's teaching performance is
reaffirmed; the guidelines only begin the shift toward evaluating student learning,
instead of teachmg, because the University has only begun to make that shift.

3. "Research" has been broadened to "Scholarship and Creative Activity," again to
include the diversity of the faculty. The requirements that scholarly and creative work
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be peer-evaluated and communicated beyond the University are to maintain OSU's
traditional high standards.

4. Teaching is not identified as a form of scholarship but as an activity that can lead to
scholarship in many forms.

5. Some activities (such as extended education) that will be a primary part of the
assigned duties for certain faculty will be service for other faculty. Service that is
related to faculty positions is distinguished from service related to good citizenship in
the community and is the service to be considered for promotions and tenure.

6. "Teaching, Advising, and Other Assignments" and "Scholarship and Creative
Activity" are identified as the primary responsibilities of all faculty, "Service" as a
secondary responsibility.

7. The sixth year is established as the normal year to be considered for tenure, without
eliminating the possibility of earlier tenure.

8. The criteria for promotions to Associate Professor and Professor are tied more
directly to the three areas of faculty responsibilities.

9. "National or international reputation” are replaced by "widely recognized and
prominent contributor to the field or profession.” The intention here is to recognize
that in some fields a truly "national or international reputation” is not possible, but
faculty in those fields must still achieve prominence well beyond the University; and to
express more accurately the professional distinction required by promotion to professor.
We intend no lowering of academic standards, while leaving to the units the
determination of appropriate breadth of scholarly recognition.

10. Criteria for promotion to Assistant Professor have been dropped without precudling
the exception case in which an Instructor may be appointed (not promoted) to an
Assistant Professor position.

11. Because "promotion"” and "tenure" are not possible for no-rank faculty, the
paragraph implying that this is not the case has been dropped. The professional
advancement of no-rank faculty will be addressed in the Faculty Handbook.

Section 4. Procedural Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure

12. The candidate is given the right to insist that the dossier be forwarded to the college
review, even if both recommendations within the tenure unit are negative.

13. The candidate is given the right to write a statement regarding the evaluations
within the tenure unit, to be added to the dossier as it is forwarded to the college for
review.

14. Specific details about the relationship between the "tenure unit" and the "funding
unit" for faculty for whom the two are not the same are not included in these guidelines
but will be addressed separately.

15. Following the recommendation of the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure
Committee, the supervisor in the tenure unit is inc_ludeq with the dean, as someone to
be consulted when there are divided recommendations in the University review.
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PROMOTION AND TENURE GUIDELINES

[Draft]

I. GENERAL PURPOSES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The quality of Oregon State University is sustained through the dedicated and creative work of the
faculty. Objective, systematic, and thorough appraisal of each candidate for initial and continued
appointment, for promotion in academic rank, and for the granting of indefinite tenure is therefore
important. The purpose of these guidelines is to provide common criteria and procedures for tenure and
promotion for all Oregon State University faculty in the professorial ranks. Guidelines for promoting
instructors, research assistants, and faculty with courtesy or research appointments are adapted from these
criteria.

Promotions in rank and the granting of tenure are based on merit. They are never automatic or routine,
and are made without regard to race, color, religion, gender, age, marital status, sexual orientation,
disability, political affiliation, or national origin. In general, promotions are awarded to recognize the
level of faculty members' contributions to the missions of the University in teaching, advising, and other
assignments; in scholarship and creative activity; and in institutional, public, and professional service.

Responsibility for promotion and tenure recommendations rests principally with the senior members of
the faculty, unit administrators, and academic deans. Final responsibility rests with the Provost and
Executive Vice President. Reviewers base their recommendations on carefully prepared dossiers that
document and evaluate the accomplishments of each candidate.

II. CRITERIA FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE

General Guidelines

Candidates for promotion and tenure will be evaluated objectively for evidence of excellence in their
performance of assigned duties, in their scholarship or creative activity, and in their professional service.
Each of these responsibilities will be documented in the dossier.

Oregon State University is committed to educating, both on and off campus, the citizens of Oregon, the
nation, and the international community, and in expanding and applying knowledge. The responsibilities
of individual faculty in relation to these fundamental commitments will vary and will be specified in
position descriptions developed at the time of initial appointment and revised periodically, as necessary.
Some positions will require more direct involvement in classroom instruction; others, more in conducting
research and disseminating the results; others, in extending the university's programs and expertise to its
regional, national, and international publics. Whatever the assignment, faculty in the professorial ranks
will engage in appropriate scholarship or other creative activity.

In addition to these primary responsibilities, all faculty are expected to be collegial members of their
units, and to perform appropriate service that contributes to the effectiveness of their departments,

colleges, and the University, and of their professions.
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Faculty Responsibilities
1. Teaching, Advising, and Other Assignments

Faculty at Oregon State University have diverse assignments: classroom instruction, advising,
extended education, counseling, academic administration, research, international assignments,
information services, and student services. The university values and encourages collaborative efforts,
which are an essential part of many of these assignments.

TEACHING

The teaching of students is central to the missions of Oregon State University. Most faculty have
significant responsibilities in instruction:

e in presentation of resident credit courses, extension and international programs, non-
credit seminars and workshops, and continuing-education and distance-learning
programs;

e in directing undergraduate and graduate projects, internships, and theses, and in
serving on masters and doctoral committees;

¢ in mentoring undergraduate and graduate students, and postdoctoral associates.

When teaching is part of the faculty assignment, effectiveness in teaching is an essential criterion
for appointment or advancement. Faculty with responsibilities in instruction can be promoted and
tenured only when there is clear documentation of effective performance in the teaching role.

Faculty must demonstrate command of their subject matter, continuous growth in the subject
field, and ability to organize material and convey it effectively to students. Other activities that
provide evidence of a faculty member's particular commitment to effective teaching include:

s contributions in curricular development, including collaborative courses and
programs;

e innovation in teaching strategies, including the incorporation of new technologies and
approaches to learning;

e documented study of curricular and pedagogical issues, and incorporation of this
information into the classroom.

Evaluation of instruction is based on a combination of systematic peer evaluations; tabulated
responses from learners or participants; and evaluation, by student representatives, of materials in
the dossier that pertain to teaching. Peer evaluations should be based both on classroom
observations and on review of course syllabi, texts, assigned reading, examinations, and class
materials. Where possible, evaluation is enhanced by evidence of student learning.

ADVISING

All faculty must also be committed to the well-being of students, both inside and outside the
classroom. Effective advising helps create an environment which fosters student learning and
student retention. The formal and informal advising and mentoring of undergraduate and
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graduate students is an indispensable component of the broader educational experience at the
University.

Faculty advising may take the form of assisting students in the selection of courses or careers,
serving as faculty adviser with student groups, assisting learners in educational programs off-
campus, and mentoring students. For promotion and tenure, performance in such activities must
be documented and evaluated. Documentation should include the number of students served and
the advising or mentoring services provided. Evaluation will consider the innovation and
creativity of the services, and their effectiveness; it may be based on systematic surveys of and
assessments by students and former students who received these services.

OTHER ASSIGNMENTS: RESEARCH, EXTENSION, INTERNATIONAL ASSIGNMENTS,
INFORMATION SERVICES, STUDENT SERVICES, AND ADMINISTRATION

Many positions held by faculty with professorial rank enhance the learning environment for
students and the larger social environment within which learning takes place, extend the
University's programs and expertise to publics off campus, and focus directly on the creation,
integration, and application of knowledge. Faculty with assignments in these areas will be
evaluated by the standards appropriate to the field. Where faculty assignments entail serving
students or clients, evaluation will focus on the quality of the specific services provided,
determined by the purposes of the service and the faculty member's success in achieving them.
Documentation should include number of students or clients served and the services provided.
Evaluation will consider innovation and creativity, and evidence of effectiveness; and it may be
based on systematic surveys of and assessments by those who received the services.

2. Scholarship and Creative Activity

All Oregon State University faculty in the professorial ranks have a responsibility to engage in
scholarship and creative activity. Scholarship and creative activity are understood to be intellectual
work whose significance is validated by peers and which is communicated. More specifically, such
work in its diverse forms is based on a high level of professional expertise; must give evidence of
originality; must be documented and validated as through peer review or critique; and must be
communicated in appropriate ways so as to have impact on or significance for publics beyond the
University, or for the discipline itself. Intellectual work in teaching is scholarship if it is shared with
peers in journals, in formal presentations at professional meetings, or in comparable peer-evaluated
forums. Scholarship and creative activity may take many forms in addition to research contributing to
a body of knowledge. These include, but are not limited to:

e development of new technologies, materials, or methods;
e integration of knowledge or technology leading to new interpretations or applications;

e creation and interpretation in the arts.

While the kinds of scholarship for faculty across the range of positions at the University will vary, the
requirement that the significance of the scholarship be validated and be communicated to publics
beyond the University will sustain a uniformly high standard. In some fields, refereed journals and
monographs are the traditional media for communication and peer validation; in others, exhibitions
and performances. In still other fields, emerging technologies are creating, and will continue to create,
entirely new media and methods. In consideration for promotion and tenure, scholarship and creative
activity are not merely to be enumerated but are to be carefully, objectively, and rigorously evaluated
by professional peers, including ones external to the University.

27
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When work that is the product of joint effort is presented as evidence of scholarship, clarification of
the candidate's role in the joint effort should be provided in the dossier.

In certain positions, seeking competitive grants and contracts is an essential responsibility, and success
in this endeavor--particularly when the grants are highly competitive and peer-reviewed--is a
component of achievement in scholarship.

3. Service

Faculty service is essential to the University's success in serving its central missions, and is a
responsibility of all faculty. Faculty members perform a broad array of services that are vital to
supporting and sustaining the quality and effectiveness of the University and its programs. Faculty
members are expected to provide service to the University, its students, clients, programs, and
professional disciplines, as collegial and constructive members of the University and the broader
community. Examples include service in faculty governance; in academic and student-support units;
in international development; in community and state programs; in mentoring students and student
groups; and on department, college, and university committees. In addition, service to professional
organizations contributes to the national and international intellectual communities of which OSU is a
part. Service that is relevant to a faculty member's assignment, and which draws upon professional
expertise or contributes significantly to university relations, is considered and valued in promotion and
tenure decisions. Service to the community not directly related to the faculty member's appointment,
though valuable in itself and ideally a responsibility of all citizens, is considered in promotion and
tenure decisions to the extent that it contributes to the University's missions.

Criteria for Granting Indefinite Tenure

Tenure ensures the academic freedom that is essential to an atmosphere conducive to the free search for
truth and the attainment of excellence in the University. But in addition, tenure also reflects and
recognizes a candidate's potential long-term value to the institution, as evidenced by professional
performance and growth. Tenure sets universities apart from other institutions. Faculty are not merely
employed by the University but are the educational and research programs of the University; tenured
faculty are the community of educators who create institutional stability and an ongoing commitment to
excellence. Tenure, therefore, will be granted to faculty members whose character, achievements in
serving the University's missions, and potential for effective long-term performance warrant the
institution's reciprocal long-term commitment. The granting of tenure is more significant than promotion
in academic rank.

Tenure is granted for achievement, not for years in rank, but under normal circumstances faculty will be
considered for tenure in their sixth year of service in professorial rank. By the end of the sixth year on
tenure track ("annual tenure"), the faculty member must be granted indefinite tenure or be given a year's
timely notice that the appointment will not be continued. Under extenuating circumstances, such as
personal or family illness, a faculty member can request of the Provost and Executive Vice President that

the tenure clock be extended.

The tenure decision is based primarily on the candidate's performance of assigned duties and _
achievements in scholarship. In judging the suitability of the candidate for indefinite tenure, however, it

is also appropriate to consider collegiality, professional integrity, willingness to accept and cooperate in
assignments, and commitment to the University's missions and goals.
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Criteria for Promotions

Criteria for Promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor
Promotion to the rank of Associate Professor is based upon evidence of the candidate's:
e demonstrated effectiveness in teaching, advising, and other assigned duties;

e achievement in scholarship and creative activity that establishes the individual as a significant
contributor to the field or profession, with potential for distinction;

e  appropriate institutional, public, and professional service.
Promotion to Associate Professor does not automatically grant tenure. Tenure will usually accompany
a promotion, but the decision on tenure is made independently of the decision on promotion.
Criteria for Promotion to Professor
Promotion to the rank of Professor is based upon evidence of the candidate's:

e distinction in teaching, advising, or other assigned duties, as evident in continuing
development and sustained effectiveness in these areas;

e distinction in scholarship, that has established the candidate as a widely recognized and
prominent contributor to the field or profession;

e exemplary institutional, public, and professional service.

Criteria for Promotion of Courtesy and Senior Research Faculty

Faculty with courtesy and senior research appointments will be expected to meet the same criteria for
advancement in professorial rank as those with regular appointments. Given the nature of the
appointments, commitments in some areas of responsibility may be greater than in others, but the
criteria for scholarship and service will adhere to the same standard expected of faculty with regular

appointments.
Criteria for Promotions of Instructors and Research Assistants

Faculty with non-professorial rank are hired in positions to meet units' specific needs. Criteria for
promotion will therefore be specific to the candidate's position.

Promotion from the rank of Instructor to Senior Instructor may be considered after four years of
service. To be promoted, a candidate must:

e have a graduate degree appropriate to the assigned duties, or comparable educational or
professional experience;

e have special skills or experience needed in the unit;

29,
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e have an exceptional record of achievement in the assigned duties.

The criteria for Teaching, Advising, and Other Assignments in this document can provide guidelines
for documenting and evaluating the level of achievement. Promotions cannot be made from non-
professorial to professorial ranks.

Promotion from Faculty Research Assistant to Senior Faculty Research Assistant may be
considered after four years of service. To be promoted, a candidate must:

e have a graduate degree appropriate to the field in which the research activities are performed,
or comparable educational or professional experience;

e demonstrate a high level of competence, achievement, and potential in research, or serve
effectively in a position requiring high individual responsibility or special professional
expertise;

e demonstrate a high degree of initiative in research and leadership among research colleagues
in the department, as documented in authorship, management responsibilities, and creative
approaches to research.

III. FAcuLTY DOSSIERS

COMPILATION OF THE DOSSIER

Promotion and tenure decisions are based primarily on an evaluation of the faculty member's
achievements as described in his or her dossier. The dossier must document and contain evaluation of the
candidate's performance in teaching, advising, or other assignments; in scholarship; and in service,
consistent with the candidate's position. Copies of the current Dossier Preparation Guidelines and models
for requesting letters of evaluation can be obtained from the Office of Academic Affairs.

Although the candidate prepares much of the material for the dossier, the immediate supervisor of the
tenure unit (department chair or head, county staff chair, dean or director) will assure that the candidate
receives assistance as needed, and will be responsible for seeing that the final dossier is complete and
conforms to University guidelines.

Recommendations for the promotion or tenure of a unit supervisor will be reviewed in the same manner
as for other faculty, except that the dean or director to whom the supervisor reports will appoint a senior
faculty member to assume the supervisor's usual responsibilities.

Access to the Dossier and University Files by the Faculty Member

As described in the OSU Faculty Records Policy contained in the Faculty Handbook, faculty members
will be allowed full access to their own dossiers, personnel files, and records kept by the institution,

college, or department, except for:

o letters of evaluation submitted as part of a pre-employment review at Oregon State
University;

e solicited letters of evaluation for faculty who have signed voluntary waivers of access to
those letters as part of a particular year's promotion and tenure review.
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Prior to the dossier receiving its first formal review, the candidate must sign and date a certification that
the open part of the dossier is complete. Should the candidate and the supervisor of the tenure unit
disagree on the inclusion of some materials, the candidate may indicate his or her objection in the
statement of certification. Once the dossier is certified, the only materials to be added subsequently will
be the letters of committee and administrative review, and in some cases the candidate's statement as
described in the following section.

Throughout the process of review, the open parts of the dossier remain available to the candidate at his or
her request. The candidate will be notified when letters of evaluation by reviewers at the unit and college
levels are added to the dossier.

IV. Procedural Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure

The process for earning promotion and tenure begins at the moment of hiring. Faculty are hired with
expectations in job performance, scholarship, and service that are established in position descriptions,
which may then be revised as the tenure unit's needs and the faculty member's assignments change. From
the time of their arrival at the University, new faculty should be well advised of what is expected of them
for promotion and tenure. Reports from the annual Periodic Reviews of Faculty (Proof's), while not
included in the candidate's dossier for promotion and tenure, are used by supervisors in tenure units to
inform faculty, in a constructive way, of their progress toward promotion and tenure.

Initiation of the Recommendation

Tenure resides in the academic unit, which for most faculty will be the department. Final decisions on
promotion and tenure are made by the Provost and Executive Vice President, but the primary
responsibility for evaluating the candidate's performance and recommending promotion and tenure
actions rests in the tenure unit. The supervisor of the tenure unit or a committee of faculty assigned this
responsibility, in consultation with the candidate, will normally initiate the candidate's review for
promotion and tenure. The candidate, however, always has the right to initiate the review. In either case,
a complete dossier will be compiled.

Tenure Unit Review and Recommendation

In all but rare cases, the supervisor of the tenure unit and a promotion-and-tenure review committee
formed from among the tenured faculty within the unit (at or above the rank for which the candidate is
being considered) will independently evaluate the materials in the dossier, and will recommend either for
or against the candidate's promotion or tenure. The supervisor will also consult the candidate's personnel
file maintained in the unit. If both the supervisor's and the committee's recommendations are negative,
the dossier will not be forwarded to the next level of review, unless the candidate, following discussion
with the supervisor, insists, or the candidate is in the final year of annual tenure. In such cases the dossier

must be forwarded for consideration.

The letters from the supervisor and the promotion-and-tenure review committee are to evaluate the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the candidate's performance. These letters should summarize and
comment on key points in the letters of evaluation solicited from qualified reviewers in the candidate's

field.

As required by the Oregon State Board of Higher Education, students will be invited to participate in the
review of faculty for promotion and tenure. The supervisor of the tenure unit or dean will select and
invite an appropriate number of students to evaluate that portion of the candidate's dossier related to

31,



32,

P&T Guidelines §

teaching. A letter of evaluation written by the student representatives will be added to the dossier. Units
may develop a similar process for evaluating the delivery of programs to other clients.

Prior to the .dossier leaving _the unit, the supervisor will meet with the candidate to share the outcomes of
the unit reviews. The candidate may add a written statement regarding these reviews, to be included in
the dossier.

College Review and Recommendation

The candidate's dossier--including the letters of evaluation and recommendation from the supervisor, the
faculty committee, and the student or client representatives; together with the candidate's statement when
one is added--is forwarded for review at the college level. The college review should insure that each
dossier has been carefully and properly prepared, and that uniform or equivalent standards are applied to
all faculty within the college. The reviewers at the college level are to determine whether the letters of
evaluation from the unit accurately assess the candidate's performance as documented in the dossier. Due
to the diversity of college structures, each college will establish its own procedures for this review, but
care should be taken to insure appropriate and adequate input by faculty throughout the review process.

A letter of evaluation from the dean, and from the review committee in colleges where one is established
for this purpose, are added to the dossier as it is forwarded for review at the University level.

University Review and Recommendation

Each dossier will be reviewed for completeness by the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs. Where
additional information is needed, the candidate's supervisor or dean will be contacted.

Completed dossiers that have received uniformly positive recommendations at the previous levels of
review will be forwarded to the Provost and Executive Vice President, who will assure that University-
wide standards have been met. In reaching a final decision, the Provost and Executive Vice President
may confer with others as appropriate. All dossiers that have received mixed recommendations at the unit
or college level will be reviewed by the University Administrative Promotion and Tenure Committee,
which is chaired by the Provost and Executive Vice President and consists of the Associate Provost for
Academic Affairs, the Vice Provost for Research and International Programs, the Dean of Extended
Education, and the Dean of the Graduate School.

The Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee will have access to all dossiers under
consideration, and representatives of the committee will observe the deliberations of the University
Administrative Promotion and Tenure Committee, to ensure an equitable process for all faculty.

The purpose of the University review is to ensure that all faculty are held to common standards, and to
resolve disagreements in previous recommendations. In cases in which the members of the University
Administrative Promotion and Tenure Committee are divided over the final recommendation, or in which
their recommendation differs from those of the college or unit, the candidate's dean and supervisor will be
invited for discussion.

Decisions and Appeals

When all necessary reviews and discussions have been completed, the Provost and Executive Vice
President will make the final decision. Candidates will be informed of the decision in writing. In the case
of a negative decision, the basis for the denial will be stated, along with information on the right to

appeal.

Faculty not approved for promotion or tenure by the Provost and Executive Vice President may appeal to
the President within two weeks of receipt of the letter announcing the decision. Extenuating

oo
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circumstances, procedural irregularities that were not considered by the Provost and Executive Vice
President, and factual errors in the evaluations are grounds for appeal.

Return of Dossiers

After the institutional review is finished, the complete dossier is retained temporarily in the Office of
Academic Affairs. The dossier is subsequently returned to the appropriate dean, typically at the start of
the next academic year. The dean will then return it to the tenure unit, where, after confidential letters
have been removed, the dossier is retained as part of the faculty member's personnel files.

Members of the committee:

Leslie Davis Burns, Apparel, Interiors, Housing and Merchandising
Carroll DeKock, Chemistry

Rebecca Donatelle, Public Health

John Dunn, Associate Provost for Academic Affairs

Everett Hansen, Botany and Plant Pathology

Kathleen Heath, Health and Human Performance

Joe Hendricks, Sociology

Lyla Houglum, Extension Administration

Tom Maresh, Graduate School

Michael Oriard, English (Chair)

Jose Reyes, Nuclear Engineering

Bart Thielges, College of Forestry

C. J. Weiser, Dean Emeritus, College of Agricultural Sciences
David Williams, Food Science and Technology

Rev. 3/9/95
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OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY Faculty Senate Office
Corvallis OR 97331-6203 (737-4344) Social Science 107
March 13, 1995

MEMORANDUM

TO: OSU Faculty Senators

FROM: D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award Subcommittee
Kenneth Krane, Chair
Leslie Davis Burns
Jo-Ann Leong
Beth Strohmeyer

Re: D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award Recommendation

On February 24, 1995, the Subcommittee selected Dr. Carroll W. DeKock as the 1995
recipient of the D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award. We on the committee felt that his
long service to the Faculty Senate, faculty, and Oregon State University fully justified our
choice. On March 6, 1995, the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate approved our
selection. We solicit your support for this selection.

Attached you will find a biographical sketch of the candidate to help you decide.




February 27, 1995
To: ,. OSU Faculty Senators

From:  D. Curtis Mumford Award Subcommittee
Leslie Davis Burns,_' Ken Krane, Jo-Ann Leong, Beth Strohmeyer

Subj: * Nomination for the 1995 D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award

The Executive Committee recommends that the Senate confirm Carroll W. DeKock, Department
of Chemistry, as its 1995 recipient of the D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award.

Carroll W. DeKock came to OSU in 1967 as Assistant Professor of Chemistry, following Ph.D.
work at Jowa State University and two years as a postdoctoral fellow at Argonne National
Laboratory. He has served on the faculty with distinction, achieving the rank of Professor of-
Chemistry in 1980. Since 1985 he has served as Chair of the Department of Chemistry.

Dr. DeKock has served the faculty of Oregon State University in many ways. He has been an
outspoken and active supporter of increasing the diversity of the faculty and student body. He
~ chaired the University Minority Affairs Commission from 1990 to 1993. In that role he

provided an outstanding model of how to deal with the challenge of moving toward a more
culturally diverse campus. He also served as chair of the University Multicultural Affairs
Director Selection Committee and the Affirming Diversity Committee. In the latter capacity and
during his tenure as Faculty Senate President, he was instrumental in bringing the Difference,
Power, and Discrimination program to fruition.

As Faculty Senate President, Dr. DeKock provided dynamic leadership during a difficult period -
and was always an outspoken advocate for faculty governance, for improving faculty-student
relations, and for increasing the representation of no-rank faculty in the Senate. Many will
~ recall his impassioned talks in response to Measures 5 and 8 in the Senate and at University
Day. He has twice served as a Senator from the College of Science, and during his 1986 88
term as Senator he served as a member of the Executive Committee.

In his role as Chair of the Department of Chemistry, Dr. DeKock has maintained a pattern of
vigorous service to the Department and to the College of Science. His record of outreach to
alumni and of hiring and nurturing young faculty are models for the institution. In an era of
declining budgets, he has maintained high morale and led his department to increased levels of
productivity. Under his leadership the Department of Chemistry has recently been recognized
for its outstanding accomplishments in student retention. He is an active local worker and
national spokesperson for reforms in chemistry education. In the College of Science, he has
chaired the Affirmative Action Committee and the Promotion and Tenure Committee, as well
as serving on the search committee for the Acting Dean of Science.

In all of these roles, Dr. DeKock has exemplified exceptional, ongoing, dedicated, and unselfish
concern for and service to the faculty of Oregon State University, and is richly deserving of the
D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award. ‘



BALLOT

D. CURTIS MUMFORD FACULTY SERVICE AWARD

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee, upon a review and recommendation from the
D. Curtis Mumford Faculty Service Award Subcommittee (Leslie Davis Burns, Kenneth
Krane, Jo-Ann Leong, and Beth Strohmeyer), is nominating Carroll W. DeKock for this
important award. The subcommittee’s recommendation is noted that over the years
Carroll has devoted untold hours and considerable energies and leadership to faculty and
faculty governance as outlined in the biographical information.

Please indicate your vote on this nomination and return to the Faculty Senate Office no
later than April 7, 1995.

| support this nomination for the Mumford Award

| oppose this nomination for the Mumford Award
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To: Vickie Nunnemaker
Faculty Senate Administrative Assistant

From: Gordon M. Reistad, Chair _~—X ol or AeeroC

Faculty Recognition and Awards Committee
Subject: Nominations of Bruce Andrews and Robert (Bob) Chandler
S . for Distinguished Service Awards

The Faculty Recognition and Awards Committee has selected both Bruce
Andrews and Robert Chandler for Distinguished Service Awards. This

Oricon selection has been approved by President Byrne as of this date and now
STATE must be considered for approval by the Faculty Senate.
UNIVERSITY

The nomination of Bruce Andrews is based on his superb record of
leadership in agriculture throughout Oregon, the Pacific Northwest, the
nation, and the world. Bruce is presently the Director of the Oregon

C}Z‘f:;:{‘g‘r:::n Department of Agriculture, a position he has held since 1989. This

e position serves by appointment of the Governor--Bruce has thus been the
selected choice of three governors. He also presently serves as the
President of the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture
and works toward international agriculture trade through a variety of
national and international committees.

He has been a key player in the development of several new and exciting
programs, including the Wheat Marketing Center, Food Innovation Center,
Seafood Center, and the Center for Applied Agricultural Research. His
role in these initiatives included idea/concept generation, advocacy,
leadership of political approval, and implementation processes. A
consistent and sustained emphasis of Bruce’s leadership has been the
importance of value-added products and processes to Oregon’s
agriculture and economy. The several new initiatives identified above are
important expressions of his commitment to strengthen Oregon’s value-
added industries. These initiatives have substantially helped Oregon and

Oregon State University.
Telephone

e International marketing and trade development has been another major

E % priority for Bruce Andrews. He has greatly strengthened this area for the
e state. Again, Oregon agriculture has clearly benefitted from these efforts.

Bruce’s leadership nationally and internationally through such roles as
Chair of the Western International Trade Development Center, President
of the Western United States Agricultural Trade Association, and President
of the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture are
advancing agriculture for the benefit of all.
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Bruce has also provided important service to Oregon State University. He
provided leadership in the effort to develop the Wheat Research Endowed
Chair at OSU. This successful endeavor established the principle of a
state funds match to private gifts for the establishment of an endowed
chair or professership. Bruce has also served on the advisory committee
to the College of Agricultural Sciences at OSU. He is serving presently
in the College’s current Kellogg Foundation supported visioning project
and was recently appointed as a Trustee of the OSU Foundation.

The nomination of Robert Chandler is based on his over forty years of
service to the public good. Some details follow.

Robert Chandler is the editor/publisher of the "The Bulletin" and is one of
Oregon’s most distinguished journalists and civic leaders.

Throughout his extraordinary career, he has always been a voice of
leadership in Oregon. He is a strong advocate of higher education and
private philanthropy, and has been responsible for supporting numerous
initiatives to help Oregon and Oregonians. Named Oregon philanthropist
of the year in 1990, he is the former chairman of the Oregon Community
Foundation and has helped to build the High Desert Museum in Bend,
and the Bill Healy Housing Center for homeless families. In addition, his
support has helped the Central Oregon Battering and Rape Alliance, the
Rosie Bareis Community Campus for children and families, Central
Oregon Community College, and has made possible more than 50
college scholarships.

A past chairman of the Oregon Commission on Judicial Fitness, Bob
Chandler also has been nationally prominent in his profession. He is a
former national president of the Society of Professional Journalists, Sigma
Delta Chi, and has been honored throughout the country for his service
to journalism and journalism education.

Bob Chandler’s many contributions to Oregon have been recognized by
several private universities. He has received the Presidential Leadership
Award from Marylhurst College and the Glenn L. Jackson Leadership
Award from Willamette University.

The Committee believes that these nominees have made exceptional
contributions of service, both direct and indirect, to Oregon State
University, Oregon, and the nation. Therefore, we encourage the Faculty
Senate to act to confirm both of these nominations for OSU Distinguished
Service Awards.

daj0302.03

c J. Byrne, J. Dunn, S. Francis
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REPORTS TO THE FACULTY SENATE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE OFFICE
Corvallis, Oregon 97331-6203 503-737-4344 Social Science 107

Thursday, May 4, 1995; 3:00 pm - 5:00 pm

AGENDA

The agenda for the May Senate meeting will include the reports and other items of business
listed below. To be approved are the minutes of the April Senate meeting, as published and
distributed to Senators.

A. SPECIAL REPORTS

Jo Anne Trow

Dr. Jo Anne Trow, Vice Provost for Student Affairs, will present a status report from the Office of
Student Affairs.

B. ACTION ITEMS

1.

Bylaws Changes Affecting Apportionment Units (pp. 1-6)

Carroll DeKock, Bylaws & Nominations Committee Chair, will present the proposed Bylaws changes
to abolish the Extension and Library apportionment units and create an Information Services
apportionment unit. The highlighted sections are to be added and the strike-throughs indicate
deletions.

Category | — Department of Civil Engineering Name Change (pp. 7-10)

Walt Loveland, Curriculum Council Chair, will present a Category | proposal to change the name of
the Department of Civil Engineering to the Department of Civil, Construction and Environmental
Engineering.

Promotion & Tenure Guidelines Revision (pp. 11-19)

Michael Oriard, Promotion & Tenure Guidelines Review Committee Chair, will present the revised
document. Additions and deletions to the draft are underlined. Oriard will lead a discussion of the
changes made and entertain amendments, possibly resulting in a vote on the document.
Consideration of this item will be limited to 45 minutes.




ANNUAL COMMITTEE REPORTS

All Senate committees and councils are to report to the Senate and describe their work for the year. In
most instances, the reports are for the information of the Seante, and committee chairs may not be present
at the Senate meeting. These reports may contain specific recommendations and express views upon
which further consideration could be taken. Questions regarding a report should be directed to the chair
(prior to the meeting, through the departmental affiliation), or the Senate president, if appropriate.

1994 Promotion & Tenure Committee, Rebecca Donatelle, Chair (pp. 20-26)

Faculty Grievance Committee, Walter Rudd, Chair — The committee reports no activity for 1994/95.

Faculty Status Committee, Ron Lovell, Chair (pp. 27) — The draft referred to in the report is available for
viewing in the Faculty Senate Office.

Library Committee, Jim White, Chair — The committee reports no activity for 1994/95.

INFORMATION ITEMS

1.  Collective Bargaining Task Force Report (pp. 28-57 and 58-60)

The Collective Bargaining Task Force, authorized by the Faculty Senate in January 1995, has
completed their report to the Senate. Senators will note that there is a report from the Committee as
well as a Minority Report from one of the committee members.

2. Interinstitutional Faculty Senate (p. 61)

Attached is a recap of the April IFS meeting.

3. Annual Committee Reports

Committee chairs are reminded that annual reports are due in the Faculty Senate Office no later than
May 17 to be included in the June Faculty Senate agenda.

REPORTS FROM THE PROVOST

Roy Arnold, Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs

REPORTS FROM THE FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT

President Sally Francis

NEW BUSINESS
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Attached please find the recommended bylaws changes. These arise from the
incorporation of Extension Faculty into departments and the consolidation of the
Library into Information Services. I trust that these are ready to be acted upon by
Gilbert Hall 153 the Faculty Senate.
Corvallis, Oregon
__ 97331-4003 Sincerely,
W
Carroll W. DeKock
Chair, Bylaws and Nominations
Telephone
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academic ranks, Instructor, Senior Instructor, Senior Faculty Research Assistant, Research
Associate, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, or Professor (as defined in Section 580-
20-005 of the OSSHE Administrative Rules), or (2) faculty in academic support, administrative

support, and student support units who are assigned professional position titles without rank

Faculty in administrative or support units with joint appointments in academic units shall be
included in their academic unit for the purposes of apportionment.

Sec. 2. Members of the Faculty Senate are the uninstructed representatives of their
constituents. It shall be the responsibility of the members of the Faculty Senate to seek for
the opinions of their constituencies. Having exercised such responsibility, the members of
the Faculty Senate shall feel free to make decisions and vote on matters according to their
own reasoned judgments.

Sec. 3. Interinstitutional Faculty Senators shall be responsible for seeking opinions of
the OSU Faculty and the OSU Faculty Senate as a body.

ARTICLE IV: MEMBERS

Sec. 1. The Faculty Senate shall consist of (a) elected members (b) officers of the
Senate, and (c) ex-officio members.

Sec. 2. Elected Members. Faculty as defined in Article lll, Sec. 1 shall be eligible for
election to the Faculty Senate providing they are stationed within the State of Oregon at the
time Senate apportionment is determined annually.

Sec. 3. Ex-Officio Members. The President of the University, the Provost and
Executive Vice President, Interinstitutional Faculty Senators, immediate past president, and
any Executive Committee member whose term in the Senate has expired shall be Ex-Officio
members of the Faculty Senate.

ARTICLE V: MEMBER NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS

Sec. 1. Apportionment. The elected members of the Faculty Senate, exclusive of the
Senate President and Senate President-Elect, shall be apportioned in the following manner:

Each College, the-Library, the combined ROTC staff, off-campus-Extension-Faculty;
Student Affairs, and Associated Faculty, are apportionment groups.
The Executive Committee of the Faculty ach Fall the full-time-
equivalent (FTE) of Faculty as described in Article lll, Section 1., above, in each College or
unit and shall establish the number of representatives and their apportionment on the basis
of one representative for each fourteen (14) full-time equivalent Faculty members or major
fraction thereof (major fraction thereof is defined as anything above a .50 in figuring, i.e.
74.69 would be 75, 55.49 would be 55). Except, each apportionment group shall have at
least one Faculty Senate Member.

Official current University personnel statistics will be the basis for determining the FTE _
for each Faculty member and for determining whether a Faculty member holds academic
rank in more than one apportionment group.



Apportionment Groups are defined as: Each College, the-Library; the combined
ROTC staff, eff-campus-Extensionfaculty; Student Affairs, and Associated Faculty,
I . Associated Faculty are defined as those faculty whose affiliation is not
with one of the other apportionment groups. Creation of additional apportionment groups
requires a two-thirds vote of the members present at any regular Faculty Senate meeting and
would become effective at the next subsequent annual apportionment.

If an apportionment group is eliminated due to merger or abolishment of a campus
unit, the terms of office of the group’s Senators would cease at the end of the current
apportionment year.

If the FTE in an apportionment group declines to the extent that the total number of
Senators to be allotted to that group in the next apportionment year will be less than the
number of Senators scheduled to continue their terms of office into the new apportionment
year, the reduction in number of Senators shall be dealt with through an election by
members of the apportionment group. The terms of the elected Senators shall be in
compliance with Sec. 5.

In the determination of representation of each apportionment group, all Faculty
members who hold academic rank or FTE in one such group shall be included in that group,
whether engaged in lnstructlonal research, or extension work, with the apportlonment
determnned accordingly. 2

Each Fall, the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate will request that Faculty with
academic appointments in more than one apportionment group declare that group with
which they wish to be associated for the purposes of apportionment and voting. These
Faculty will have, with respect to these Bylaws, the same privileges as other members of the
groups they select. Those Faculty members who do not respond to the annual request of
the Executive Committee will be included in the apportionment group they most recently
selected. Those Faculty who have never selected an apportionment group will be assigned
to that apportionment group that has the greatest portion of their FTE.

Sec. 2. Voting. All Faculty, as defined in Article lll, Sec. I., shall be eligible to vote in
the nomination and election of Senate Officers.

Sec. 3. Nominations Procedure: There shall be at least two nominees for each
membership position to be filled. Nominations shall be by written, secret ballot. Nominations
shall be conducted by Campus Mail or in a meeting of the group about to elect a member of
the Faculty Senate. The Dean or Director, or someone appointed by that officer, together
with incumbent elected representatives of the group, shall conduct the nominations. The
Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, or someone appointed by that officer, together with
the incumbent elected representatives of the group, shall conduct the nominations for
Associated Faculty. The Vice Provost for Student Affairs, or someone appointed by that
officer, together with incumbent elected representatives of the group, shall conduct the

nommatnons for the Student Affanrs apportuonment group Ihe—QSU—EééeHSlGH—ASSGGIaHOH-




Those conducting nominations shall: (a) Make public the list of Faculty members
eligible for election; (b) request that each Faculty member make one nomination for the
position; and (c) count the ballots and publish the names of the nominees.

Sec. 4. Election Procedure. Election shall take place during the Fall term immediately
following the meeting in which the Apportionment Table is approved by the Senate. Election
ballots shall be counted and election results made public within one week after the list of
nominees has been made available.

Election shall be by written, secret ballot and shall be conducted through the mail or
in a meeting of the group about to elect a member of the Faculty Senate. The Dean or
Director, or someone appointed by that officer, together with incumbent elected
representatives of the group, shall conduct the election. The Associate Provost for Academic
Affairs, or someone appointed by that officer, together with incumbent elected
representatives of the group, shall conduct the election for the Associated Faculty. The Vice
Provost for Student Affairs, or someone appointed by that officer, together with incumbent
elected representatives of the group, shall conduct the election for the Student Affairs
apportionment group. The-OSU-Exdension-Asseciation—orsomesne-appeointed-by-tha

aculty member cast one vote for the position to be filled; (b) count the ballots, notify the
persons who have been elected, and immediately forward the names of the individuals so
elected to the Faculty Senate Office.

Sec. 5. Term of Office. Normally, representatives shall be elected for terms of three
calendar years, with approxirnately one-third retiring each year. An exception is allowed
when the Executive Committee prescribes a term of one or two calendar years in order to
retain the approximation of one-third of the Faculty Senate retiring each year. A Faculty
member shall be ineligible for appointment or election to a term of any length during the year
following completion of two full consecutive terms.

Sec. 6. Publication. As soon as practicable after the elections have been completed,
the staff of the Faculty Senate Office shall forward for publication in the staff newsletter, OSU
This Week, the names of newly-elected members and the groups they represent.

Sec. 7. Vacancies. The position of a Senator shall become vacant by: (1)
Resignation, on the effective date specified in a letter of resignation to the Senate President;
(2) Leave of Absence, on the effective date of a leave from the campus in excess of one
academic term, exclusive of Summer Term; (3) Termination or Retirement, on the effective
date; (4) Recall or rescind, when a valid petition to recall must bear a number of signatures
of the apportioned group greater than one-half the number of ballots cast in the last election
held by the apportioned group. -



Information Services Apportionment Unit

— Proposed —

Unit FTE
Communication Media Ctr. 6.55
Information Services 2
Library 40
Telecommunications o
Univ. Computing. Svcs. 6
Total 54.55
1996 Senators 3.90 = 4




1996 Proposed Faculty Senate Apportionment
Apportionment Unit 1995 1995 1996 1996 Gain or
Total FTE Senators Total FTE Senators Loss

Agricultural Sciences 344.70 25 344.70 25 --
Associated Faculty 219.31 16 207.39 15 -1
Business 46.26 3 46.26 3 --
Engineering 124.36 9 124.36 9 -~
Extension (off-campus) 157.00 11 -- -- -1
Forestry 109.60 8 109.60 -
Health & Human Performance 45.11 3 45.11 -
Home Economics & Education 76.74 76.74 --
Information Services -- -- 51.92 4 +4
Liberal Arts 194.76 14 194.76 14 --
Library 34.62 2 - -- -2
Oceanic & Atmospheric Sciences 87.31 6 87.31 6 --
Pharmacy 32.45 2 32.45 --
ROTC 26.00 2 26.00 -~
Science 215.36 15 215.36 15 --
Student Affairs 58.55 4 58.55 -
Veterinary Medicine 32.84 2 32.84 2 --
Total 1804.97 127

NOTE: The overall 1996 projectionis based on actual 1995 figures, however, more precise information will not be known until after
July 1 when all off-campus Extension faculty are integrated into academic units. The units most likely to be affected are:
Agricultural Sciences, Engineering, Forestry, Home Economics & Education and Science. The figures for the proposed Information
Services anportionment unit were current as of March 1995.

appornew.95
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March 10, 1995

Professor Sally Francis
Faculty Senate Office
Oregon State University

Dear Professor Francis,

I am pleased to report to you that the Curriculum Council approved the
Category 1 proposal to change the name of the Dept. of Civil Engineering to
the Department of Civil, Construction, and Environmental Engineering. This
action was taken at the Council's regular meeting on 10 March, 1995. We are
transmitting this proposal to you in hopes that the Faculty Senate can act in a
timely manner on this proposal.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Wl Soueland

Walter Loveland
Professor of Chemistry
Chair, Curriculum Council

WDL/clp




1.

Oregon State University

Current Name of Major or Administrative Unit

Department of Civil Engineering |

Proposed Name of Major or Administrative Unit

Department of Civil, Construction, and Environmental Engineering

Reason for Name Change

Why is the name of this major or administrative unit being changed?

The‘ Department of Civil Engineering currently offers the following degree programs:

B.S. in Civil Engineering (CE)
B.S. in Construction Engineering Management (CEM)
M.S. in Civil Engineering
Ph.D. in Civil Engineering
M.Oc.E. in Ocean Engineering

Undergraduate Option and Minor in Environmental Engineering
Undergraduate Option and Minor in Earth Information Science
and Technology (Interdisciplinary)

During the 1994-95 academic year, the Curriculum Council will review proposals to establish
the following additional programs:

B.S. in Environmental Engineering (EnvE)
MEngr in Environmental Engineering
Option in Environmental Engineering for the B.S. in Environmental Science
Option in Environmental Engineering for the B.S. in Chemical Engineering

Primarily, the name change recognizes the unique undergraduate programs in CEM (existing)
and EnvE (to be approved this year) that are unavailable elsewhere in the State or region.
Upon approval of the B.S. in EnvE, the Department will admit 100 students per year into the
undergraduate professional program: 50 in CE, 35 in CEM, and 15 in EnvE.

The CEM program has been administered within the Department of Civil Engineering since
1966 and produces 35 highly employable and sought-after undergraduates each year. All 35
CEM graduates find full-time employment within the Construction Industry, usually with a
Northwest-based company. The CEM Program is nationally accredited by the American
Council for Construction Education (A.C.C.E), and is recognized throughout the U.S. as one
of the outstanding programs in construction education.



Because of its civil/sanitary engineering origins, environmental engineering programs are
traditionally housed within civil engineering departments. At OSU, the Environmental
Engineering Program has resided within the Department of Civil Engineering for well over 30
years.

Approximately 25% of the departments that confer undergraduate degrees in civil engineering
(regardless of whether they also confer degrees in environmental engineering) incorporate
“environmental" in their department name; examples include MIT, Cornell, UCLA, and WSU.
For those departments that offer a B.S. in Environmental Engineering, all incorporate
“environmental” in their department name.

The graduate program in Environmental Engineering is the largest within the Department of
Civil Engineering, reflecting approximately 40% of the total graduate student enroliment in the
Department. In addition, the number of graduate degrees received by students in the
Environmental Engineering program within Civil Engineering for the period from the 1989/90
to the 1992/93 academic year exceeded those of many departments within the College of
Engineering.

Of the eleven existing and proposed degree programs listed above, the current Department
of Civil Engineering administers eight outright and participates in the other three. The
proposed name change reflects this fact and provides a focal point for prospective students.
The name change does not inhibit other environmentally-related programs from flourishing,
but does emphasize the engineering focus of the current department’s activities.

Finally, the name change “advertises" an invaluable resource to the citizens of Oregon, for
both the Construction Engineering Management and Environmental Engineering Programs.
In particular, it will be necessary to deal with environmental issues and problems well beyond

the foreseeable future. The name change unequivocally demonstrates the readiness and
capability of Oregon State University to accept these challenges.

Locus Within the Institution’s Organizational Structure

a. Wil the institutional location of thié major or administrative unit change? If so, describe.
No.

b. ' If approved, when will the new name become effective?

Immediately. We will continue to use most publications and letterhead with the existing
department name until depleted.

Course of Study
Will the course of study for this major or administrative unit change? If so, describe.

A Category | proposal to initiate a new undergraduate program in Environmental Engineering
was approved by the Curriculum Council and is under review by the Faculty Senate.
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6. Admission Requirements
Will the admission requirements for this major or administrative unit éhange?-
No.

7. Resources Required/Saved

a. Will additional personnel, facilities, or equipment resources be needed? If so, complete
the attached budget page.

No.
b. Note savings here.

None.
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PROMOTION AND TENURE GUIDELINES
[Draft]

I. GENERAL PURPOSES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The quality of Oregon State University is sustained through the dedicated and creative work of the
faculty. Objective, systematic, and thorough appraisal of each candidate for initial and continued
appointment, for promotion in academic rank, and for the granting of indefinite tenure is therefore
important. The purpose of these guidelines is to provide common criteria and procedures for tenure and
promotion for all Oregon State University faculty in the professorial ranks. Guidelines for promoting
iﬁstructc_)rs,_research assistants, and faculty with courtesy or research appointments are adapted from
these criteria.

Promotions in rank and the granting of tenure are based on merit. They are never automatic or routine,
and are made without regard to race, color, religion, gender, age, marital status, sexual orientation,
disability, political affiliation, or national origin. In general, promotions are awarded to recognize the
level of faculty members' contributions to the missions of the University in teaching, advising, and other
assignments; in scholarship and creative activity; and in institutional, public, and professional service.

Responsibility for promotion and tenure recommendations rests principally with the senior members of
the faculty, unit administrators, and academic deans. Final responsibility rests with the Provost and
Executive Vice President. Reviewers base their recommendations on carefully prepared dossiers that
document and evaluate the accomplishments of each candidate.

II. CRITERIA FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE

General Guidelines

Candidates for promotion and tenure will be evaluated objectively for evidence of excellence in their
performance of assigned duties, in their scholarship or creative activity, and in their professional service.
Each of these responsibilities will be documented in the dossier.

Oregon State University is committed to educating, both on and off campus, the citizens of Oregon, the
nation, and the international community, and in expanding and applying knowledge. The responsibilities
of individual faculty in relation to these fundamental commitments will vary and will be specified in
position descriptions developed at the time of initial appointment and revised periodically, as necessary.
Some positions will require more direct involvement in classroom instruction; others, more in
conducting research and disseminating the results; others, in extending the university's programs and
expertise to its regional, national, and international publics. Whatever the assignment, faculty in the
professorial ranks will engage in appropriate scholarship or other creative activity.

In addition to these primary responsibilities, all faculty are expected to be collegial members of their
units, and to perform appropriate service that contributes to the effectiveness of their departments,

colleges, and the University, and of their professions. Relative contributions expected in the three areas
of responsibility will depend on the faculty member’s assignment.

Criteria for the professional advancement of faculty without professorial rank (no-rank faculty) can be
adapted from these guidelines, with the approval of the Provost.




12,

P&T Guidelines 2

Faculty Responsibilities
1. Teaching, Advising, and Other Assignments

Faculty at Oregon State University have diverse assignments: classroom instruction, advising,
extended education, counseling, academic administration, research, international assignments,
information services, and student services. The university values and encourages collaborative efforts
and international activities, which are an essential part of many of these assignments.

TEACHING

The teaching of students is central to the missions of Oregon State University. Most faculty have
significant responsibilities in instruction:

e in presenting resident credit courses, extension and international programs, non-
credit seminars and workshops, and continuing-education and distance-learning
programs;

e in directing undergraduate and graduate projects, internships, and theses, and in
serving on masters and doctoral committees;

e in mentoring undergraduate and graduate students, and postdoctoral associates;

When teaching is part of the faculty assignment, effectiveness in teaching is an essential criterion
for appointment or advancement. Faculty with responsibilities in instruction can be promoted
and tenured only when there is clear documentation of effective performance in the teaching

role.

Faculty must demonstrate command of their subject matter, continuous growth in the subject
field, and ability to organize material and convey it effectively to students. Other activities that
provide evidence of a faculty member's particular commitment to effective teaching include:

e contributions in curricular development, including collaborative courses and
programs;

e innovation in teaching strategies, including the incorporation of new technologies
and approaches to learning;

e documented study of curricular and pedagogical issues, and incorporation of this
information into the classroom.

Evaluation of instruction is based on a combination of systematic peer evaluations; tabulated
responses from learners or participants; and evaluation, by student representatives, of materials
in the dossier that pertain to teaching. Peer evaluations should be based both on classroom
observations and on review of course syllabi, texts, assigned reading, examinations, and class
materials. Where possible, evaluation is enhanced by evidence of student learning.

ADVISING

All faculty must also be committed to the well-being of students, both inside and outside the
classroom. Effective advising helps create an environment which fosters student learning and



—
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student retention. The formal and informal advising and mentoring of undergraduate and
graduate students is an indispensable component of the broader educational experience at the
University.

Faculty advising may take the form of assisting students in the selection of courses or careers,
serving as faculty adviser with student groups, assisting learners in educational programs both on
and off campus, and mentoring students. For promotion and tenure, performance in such
activities must be documented and evaluated. Documentation should include the number of
students served and the advising or mentoring services provided. Evaluation will consider the
innovation and creativity of the services, and their effectiveness; it may be based on systematic
surveys of and assessments by students and former students who received these services.

OTHER ASSIGNMENTS: RESEARCH, EXTENSION, INTERNATIONAL ASSIGNMENTS,
INFORMATION SERVICES, STUDENT SERVICES, DIAGNOSTIC AND ANALYTICAL SERVICES,
AND ADMINISTRATION

Many positions held by faculty with professorial rank enhance the learning environment for
students and the larger social environment within which learning takes place, provide
educational programs for resident students outside the classroom setting, extend the University's
programs and expertise to publics off campus, and focus directly on the creation, integration, and
application of knowledge. Faculty with assignments in research, extension, international
development, information services, student services, diagnostic and analytical services, and
administration will be evaluated by the standards appropriate to the field. Where faculty
assignments entail serving students or clients, evaluation will focus on the quality of the specific
services provided, determined by the purposes of the service and the faculty member's success in
achieving them. Documentation should include number of students or clients served and the
services provided. Evaluation will consider innovation and creativity, and evidence of
effectiveness; and it may be based on systematic surveys of and assessments by those who
received the services.

2. Scholarship and Creative Activity

All Oregon State University faculty in the professorial ranks have a responsibility to engage in
scholarship and creative activity. Scholarship and creative activity are understood to be intellectual
work whose significance is validated by peers and which is communicated. More specifically, such
work in its diverse forms is based on a high level of professional expertise; must give evidence of
originality; must be documented and validated as through peer review or critique; and must be
communicated in appropriate ways so as to have impact on or significance for publics beyond the
University, or for the discipline itself. Intellectual work in teaching is scholarship if it is shared with
peers in journals, in formal presentations at professional meetings, or in comparable peer-evaluated
forums.

Scholarship and creative activity may take many forms, including but not limited to:
e research contributing to a body of knowledge;

e development of new technologies, materials, or methods;
e integration of knowledge or technology leading to new interpretations or applications;

e creation and interpretation in the arts.
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While the kinds of scholarship for faculty across the range of positions at the University will vary, the
requirement that the significance of the scholarship be validated and be communicated to publics
beyond the University will sustain a uniformly high standard. In some fields, refereed journals and
monographs are the traditional media for communication and peer validation; in others, exhibitions
and performances. In still other fields, emerging technologies are creating, and will continue to
create, entirely new media and methods. In consideration for promotion and tenure, scholarship and
creative activity are not merely to be enumerated but are to be carefully, objectively, and rigorously
evaluated by professional peers, including ones external to the University.

When work that is the product of joint effort is presented as evidence of scholarship, clarification of
the candidate's role in the joint effort should be provided in the dossier.

In certain positions, seeking competitive grants and contracts is an essential responsibility, and
success in this endeavor--particularly when the grants are highly competitive and peer-reviewed--is a
component of achievement in scholarship.

3. Service

Faculty service is essential to the University's success in serving its central missions, and is a
responsibility of all faculty. Faculty members perform a broad array of services that are vital to
supporting and sustaining the quality and effectiveness of the University and its programs. Faculty
members are expected to provide service to the University, its students, clients, programs, and
professional disciplines, as collegial and constructive members of the University and the broader
community. Examples include service in faculty governance; in academic and student-support units;
in international development; in community and state programs; in mentoring students and student
groups; and on department, college, and university committees. In addition, service to professional
organizations contributes to the national and international intellectual communities of which OSU is a
part. Service that is relevant to a faculty member's assignment, and which draws upon professional
expertise or contributes significantly to university relations, is considered and valued in promotion
and tenure decisions. Service to the community not directly related to the faculty member's
appointment, though valuable in itself and ideally a responsibility of all citizens, is considered in
promotion and tenure decisions to the extent that it contributes to the University's-saissions.

Criteria for Granting Indefinite Tenure

Tenure ensures the academic freedom that is essential to an atmosphere conducive to the free search for
truth and the attainment of excellence in the University. But in addition, tenure also reflects and
recognizes a candidate's potential long-term value to the institution, as evidenced by professional
performance and growth. Tenure sets universities apart from other institutions. Faculty are not merely
employed by the University but are the educational and research programs of the University; tenured
faculty are the community of educators who create institutional stability and an ongoing commitment to
excellence. Tenure, therefore, will be granted to faculty members whose character, achievements in
serving the University's missions, and potential for effective long-term performance warrant the
institution's reciprocal long-term commitment. The granting of tenure is more significant than promotion
in academic rank.

Tenure is granted for achievement, not for years in rank, but under normal circumstances faculty will be
considered for tenure in their sixth year of service in professorial rank. By the end of the sixth year on
tenure track ("annual tenure"), the faculty member must be granted indefinite tenure or be given a year's
timely notice that the appointment will not be continued. Under extenuating circumstances, such as
personal or family illness, or parental leave, a faculty member can request of the Provost and Executive
Vice President that the tenure clock be extended.
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The tenure decision is based primarily on the candidate's performance of assigned duties and
achievements in scholarship. In judging the suitability of the candidate for indefinite tenure, however, it
is also appropriate to consider collegiality, professional integrity, and willingness to accept and cooperate

in assignments. —and-commitment to-the University's missionsand geals:

Criteria for Promotions

Criteria for Promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor
Promotion to the rank of Associate Professor is based upon evidence of the candidate's:
e demonstrated effectiveness in teaching, advising, and other assigned duties;

e achievement in scholarship and creative activity that establishes the individual as a
significant contributor to the field or profession, with potential for distinction;

e appropriate institutional, public, and professional service.

Promotion to Associate Professor does not automatically grant tenure. Tenure will usually
accompany a promotion, but the decision on tenure is made independently of the decision on
promotion.

Criteria for Promotion to Professor

Promotion to the rank of Professor is based upon evidence of the candidate's:

e distinction in teaching, advising, or other assigned duties, as evident in continuing
development and sustained effectiveness in these areas;

e distinction in scholarship, as evident in the candidate’s wide recognition and significant
contributions to thathasestablished the-candidate-as-a-widely recognized and prominen

centributer the field or profession;

a ad naid ade ~Ya¥aVa A a a Q

e exemplary institutional, public, and/or professional service.

Criteria for Promotion of Courtesy and Senior Research Faculty

Faculty with courtesy and senior research appointments will be expected to meet the same criteria for
advancement in professorial rank as those with regular appointments. Given the nature of the
appointments, commitments in some areas of responsibility may be greater than in others, but the
criteria for scholarship and service will adhere to the same standard expected of faculty with regular
appointments.

Criteria for Promotions of Instructors and Research Assistants

Faculty with non-professorial rank are hired in positions to meet units' specific needs. Criteria for
promotion will therefore be specific to the candidate's position.

15.
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Promotion from the rank of Instructor to Senior Instructor may be considered after four years
of service. To be promoted, a candidate must:

e have a graduate degree appropriate to the assigned duties, or comparable educational or
professional experience;

e have special skills or experience needed in the unit;

o have an exceptional record of achievement in the assigned duties.

The criteria for Teaching, Advising, and Other Assignments in this document can provide
guidelines for documenting and evaluating the level of achievement. Promotions cannot be made
from non-professorial to professorial ranks.

Promotion from Faculty Research Assistant to Senior Faculty Research Assistant may be
considered after four years of service. To be promoted, a candidate must:

e have a graduate degree appropriate to the field in which the research activities are
performed, or comparable educational or professional experience;

e demonstrate a high level of competence, achievement, and potential in research, or serve
effectively in a position requiring high individual responsibility or special professional
expertise;

e demonstrate a high degree of initiative in research and leadership among research colleagues
in the department, as documented in authorship, management responsibilities, and creative
approaches to research.

III. FACULTY DOSSIERS

Compilation of the Dossier

Promotion and tenure decisions are based primarily on an evaluation of the faculty member's
achievements as described in his or her dossier. The dossier must document and contain evaluation of
the candidate's performance in teaching, advising, or other assignments; in scholarship; and in service,
consistent with the candidate's position. Copies of the current Dossier Preparation Guidelines and
models for requesting letters of evaluation can be obtained from the Office of Academic Affairs.

Although the candidate prepares much of the material for the dossier, the immediate supervisor of the
tenure unit (department chair or head, county staff chair, dean or director) will assure that the candidate
receives assistance as needed, and will be responsible for seeing that the final dossier is complete and
conforms to University guidelines.

Recommendations for the promotion or tenure of a unit supervisor will be reviewed in the same manner
as for other faculty, except that the dean or director to whom the supervisor reports will appoint a senior
faculty member to assume the supervisor's usual responsibilities.

Access to the Dossier and University Files by the Faculty Member
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As described in the OSU Faculty Records Policy contained in the Faculty Handbook, faculty members
will be allowed full access to their own dossiers, personnel files, and records kept by the institution, .
college, or department, except for:

e letters of evaluation submitted as part of a pre-employment review at Oregon State
University;

e solicited letters of evaluation for faculty who have signed voluntary waivers of access to
those letters as part of a particular year's promotion and tenure review.

Prior to the dossier receiving its first formal review, the candidate must sign and date a certification that
the open part of the dossier is complete. Should the candidate and the supervisor of the tenure unit
disagree on the inclusion of some materials, the candidate may indicate his or her objection in the
statement of certification. Once the dossier is certified, the only materials to be added subsequently will
be the letters of committee and administrative review, and in some cases the candidate's statement as
described in the following section.

Throughout the process of review, the open parts of the dossier remain available to the candidate at his or
her request. The candidate will be notified when letters of evaluation by reviewers at the unit and
college levels are added to the dossier.

IV. PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE

The process for earning promotion and tenure begins at the moment of hiring. Faculty are hired with
expectations in job performance, scholarship, and service that are established in position descriptions,
which may then be revised as the tenure unit's needs and the faculty member's assignments change.
From the time of their arrival at the University, new faculty should be well advised of what is expected
of them for promotion and tenure. Reports from the annual Periodic Reviews of Faculty (Proof's), while
not included in the candidate's dossier for promotion and tenure, are used by supervisors in tenure units
to inform faculty, in a constructive way, of their progress toward promotion and tenure.

Initiation of the Recommendation

Tenure resides in the academic unit, which for most faculty will be the department. Final decisions on
promotion and tenure are made by the Provost and Executive Vice President, but the primary
responsibility for evaluating the candidate's performance and recommending promotion and tenure
actions rests in the tenure unit and college. The supervisor of the tenure unit or a committee of faculty
assigned this responsibility, in consultation with the candidate, will normally initiate the candidate's
review for promotion and tenure. The supervisor of the tenure unit will also work in cooperation with
any other supervisors to whom the faculty member reports. The candidate, however, always has the right

to initiate the review. In either case, a complete dossier will be compiled.

Tenure Unit Review and Recommendation

In all but rare cases, the supervisor of the tenure unit and a promotion-and-tenure review committee
formed from among the tenured faculty within the unit (at or above the rank for which the candidate is
being considered) will independently evaluate the materials in the dossier, and will recommend either for
or against the candidate's promotion or tenure. The supervisor will also consult the candidate's personnel
file maintained in the unit. If both the supervisor's and the committee's recommendations are negative,
the dossier will not be forwarded to the next level of review, unless the candidate, following discussion
with the supervisor, insists, or the candidate is in the final year of annual tenure. In such cases the
dossier must be forwarded for consideration.

17,
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The letters from the supervisor and the promotion-and-tenure review committee are to evaluate the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the candidate's performance. These letters should summarize and
comment on key points in the letters of evaluation solicited from qualified reviewers in the candidate's
field.

As required by the Oregon State Board of Higher Education, students will be invited to participate in the
review of faculty for promotion and tenure. The supervisor of the tenure unit or dean will select and
invite an appropriate number of students to evaluate that portion of the candidate's dossier related to
teaching. A letter of evaluation written by the student representatives will be added to the dossier. Units
may develop a similar process for evaluating the delivery of programs to other clients.

Prior to the dossier leaving the unit, the supervisor will meet with the candidate to share the outcomes of
the unit reviews. The candidate may add a written statement regarding these reviews, to be included in

the dossier. In addition, at any time during the review process the candidate may withdraw his or her
dossier, unless the candidate is in the final year of annual tenure.

College Review and Recommendation

The candidate's dossier--including the letters of evaluation and recommendation from the supervisor, the
faculty committee, and the student or client representatives; together with the candidate's statement when
one is added--is forwarded for review at the college level. The college review should insure that each
dossier has been carefully and properly prepared, and that uniform or equivalent standards are applied to
all faculty within the college. The reviewers at the college level are to determine whether the letters of
evaluation from the unit accurately assess the candidate's performance as documented in the dossier.

Due to the diversity of college structures, each college will establish its own procedures for this review,
but care should be taken to insure appropriate and adequate input by faculty throughout the review
process. A letter of evaluation from the dean, and from the review committee in colleges where one is
established for this purpose, are added to the dossier as it is forwarded for review at the University level.

University Review and Recommendation

Each dossier will be reviewed for completeness by the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs. Where
additional information is needed, the candidate's supervisor or dean will be contacted.

Completed dossiers that have received uniformly positive recommendations at the previous levels of
review will be forwarded to the Provost and Executive Vice President, who will assure that University-
wide standards have been met. In reaching a final decision, the Provost and Executive Vice President
may confer with others as appropriate. All dossiers that have received mixed recommendations at the
unit or college level will be reviewed by the University Administrative Promotion and Tenure
Committee, which is chaired by the Provost and Executive Vice President and consists of the Associate
Provost for Academic Affairs, the Vice Provost for Research and International Programs, the Dean of
Extended Education, and the Dean of the Graduate School.

The Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee will have access to all dossiers under
consideration, and representatives of the committee will observe the deliberations of the University
Administrative Promotion and Tenure Committee, to ensure an equitable process for all faculty.

The purpose of the University review is to ensure that all faculty are held to common standards, and to
resolve disagreements in previous recommendations. In cases in which the members of the University
Administrative Promotion and Tenure Committee are divided over the final recommendation, or in
which their recommendation differs from those of the college or unit, the candidate's dean and supervisor
will be invited for discussion.



P&T Guidelines 9

Decisions and Appeals

When all necessary reviews and discussions have been completed, the Provost and Executive Vice
President will make the final decision. Candidates will be informed of the decision in writing. In the
case of a negative decision, the basis for the denial will be stated, along with information on the right to
appeal.

Faculty not approved for promotion or tenure by the Provost and Executive Vice President may appeal to
the President within two weeks of receipt of the letter announcing the decision. Extenuating
circumstances, procedural irregularities that were not considered by the Provost and Executive Vice
President, and factual errors in the evaluations are grounds for appeal.

Return of Dossiers

After the institutional review is finished, the complete dossier is retained temporarily in the Office of
Academic Affairs. The dossier is subsequently returned to the appropriate dean, typically at the start of
the next academic year. The dean will then return it to the tenure unit, where, after confidential letters
have been removed, the dossier is retained as part of the faculty member's personnel files.

Rev. 4/25/95
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1994 Report
Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee

The Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee reviews statements of policy,
advises on matters pertaining to promotion and tenure of faculty, and makes
recommendations to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee. During the
promotion and tenure process, committee members are entitled to read the dossiers
and observe deliberations/discussions in the Executive Office.

The University Promotion and Tenure Committee includes the Provost, Vice
Provost for Research, Dean of the Graduate School, and Associate Provost for
Academic Affairs. When the University Promotion and Tenure Committee does

not achieve consensus on a positive recommendation or when circumstances
warrant additional discussion of a case, a meeting is arranged between this
committee and the candidate’s Dean. In these instances, one member of the Faculty
Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee is present as an observer of the meeting
and as a Faculty Senate representative. This observer notes adherence to the
Promotion and Tenure Guidelines and the decision-making process, but does not
evaluate the merits of the particular case.

Faculty serving on the 1993-94 Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure committee
were: Rebecca Donatelle, (chair) Public Health; Leslie Davis Burns, Apparel,
Interiors, Housing and Merchandising; Joe Hendricks, Sociology; Bart Thielges,
Forestry; David Williams, Food Science and Technology, and Everett Hansen,
Botony and Plant Pathology.

In 1993-94, 82 dossiers were forwarded to the University Committee. An executive
summary of the cases, prepared by John M. Dunn, Associate Provost for Academic
Affairs is attached.

Of the 82 dossiers, a total of 113 decisions (76 promotion and 37 tenure decisions)
were made by the University Promotion and Tenure Committee. During the
deliberation process, 50 dossiers went to discussion and were observed by a member
of the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee.

The following remarks and recommendations are based on observations made
during the Spring, 1994 Promotion and Tenure discussions.

1. It is important to remember that verbal participation in the University
Promotion and Tenure discussions should be restricted to those stipulated in the
University Promotion and Tenure Guidelines. Discussion should be related to
documented material present in the candidate’s dossier.
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2, Dossiers should be reviewed independently of one another. In cases where
departments have more than one candidate being reviewed, it is important to
remind reviewers that these should be viewed on their own individual merits
without comparisons between individuals.

3. Committee members raised questions about the relative success rates of
individuals who have submitted their dossiers early in their tenure years. (before the
normal 6 year period has elapsed). It is recommended that a tracking system be
utilized to evaluate the outcomes of those seeking early tenure versus those who
follow the standard 6 year procedure.

4. Consistent with recommendations made by the 1993 Faculty Senate
Commiittee, this committee recommends that the University develop uniform,
published guidelines/methods with valid indicators to evaluate the teaching and
advising components of promotion and tenure.

S, The committee continues to be highly supportive of the roles and
responsibilities of the Faculty Senate Promotion and Tenure Committee in insuring
adherence to University Promotion and Tenure Guidelines. We believe that the
University Promotion and Tenure Committee continues to maintain consistently
high standards for faculty review, as reflected by observer comments on the
promotion and tenure process.

21.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ‘
1993-94 PROMOTION AND TENURE REVIEW

The University Promotion and Tenure Committee began its review of 82 dossiers in
February and concluded its final meeting on June 2, 1994. Within this report are
tables that summarize requests received and the actions taken. The information
presented in Table | analyzes the data for the group as a whole. A total of 113
decisions (76 promotion and 37 tenure decisions) were made by the University
Promotion and Tenure Committee. In Tables Il and Ill summary analyses are
presented for female and minority candidates. Tables IV and V provide information
regarding the agreement among the department, college, and University for tenure
and promotion decisions for 1993-94 and earlier years. The attached information has
been shared with the Faculty Senate’s Promotion and Tenure Committee for review

" and comment.

The level of agreement among department, college, and University Promotion and

Tenure Committees is high and consistent with the pattern noted in recent years.

Twenty-two (22) individuals were promoted to Professor; 33 to Associate Professor; 3

to Senior Instructor; and 14 to Senior Faculty Research Assistant. Thirty-five (35) .
individuals were granted indefinite tenure.

The number of women granted indefinite tenure (n=16) was equal to the previous

high of 16 in 1991-92, and in proportion to total the number of individuals awarded

tenure, represents a new high.

The University Promotion and Tenure Committee consisted of the following
individuals: Roy Arnold, Provost and Executive Vice President; George Keller, Vice
Provost for Research and International Programs; Tom Maresh, Dean of the
Graduate School; and John Dunn, Associate Provost for Academic Affairs.

Faculty Observers to the 1993-94 University Promotion and Tenure Committee were
drawn from the Faculty Senate’s Promotion and Tenure Committee. Observers
included: Rebecca Donatelle, Chair (Public Health); David Williams (Food Science
and Technology); Joe Hendricks (Sociology); Bart Thielges (Forestry); Leslie Burns
(AIHM); and Everett Hansen (Botany and Plant Pathology). The 1993 Faculty
Executive Committee Liaison was Michael Oriard (English).

C:\WP&T1994\SUMMARY.EXE



TABLE |
1993-94 PROMOTION AND TENURE
ANALYSIS BY RANK AND TENURE

PROMOTION
REQUEST BY RANK YES NO
Senior Faculty Research Assistant 14 -

.Research Associafe = -

- Senior Instructor ' . 3 —
Assistant Professor - -
Associate Professor 33 3
Professor | 22 1
No Change in Rank | NA. NA

'TOTAL 72 4

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS:

14

3

33

22

8

35

TENURE
YES NO

35 2

faculty were promoted to the rank of Senior Faculty Research Assistant

faculty were promoted to Senior Instructor; 2 with indefinite tenure

facquy were promoted to the rank of Associate Professor; 23 with indefinite

tenure

faculty wéré promoted to the rank of Professor; 2 with indefinite tenure

faculty were granted indefinite tenure; no change in rank requested for 6;

‘2 granted indefinite tenure, but not promoted

faculty were granted indefinite tenure

C:\P&T\1994\SUMMARY.EXE
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TABLE Il
1993-94 PROMOTION AND TENURE
' ANALYSIS FOR WOMEN

PROMOTION TENURE

REQUEST BY RANK .YES NO YES NO
Senior Faculty Research Assistant 5 - e =
S‘eniér Instructor 1 ;- ' 1 -
Assistant Professor | - - - -
Associate Professor 11 2 11 2

| Professor _ 1 1 = -
No Change in Rank ' e - 4 -
TOTAL 183 16 2

’ TABLE lIi

1993-94 PROMOTION AND TENURE
ANALYSIS FOR MINORITIES

, " PROMOTION TENURE
REQUEST BY RANK YES NO YES NO
Senior Facu]ty‘Research Assistant 1 = o -
Senior Iﬁstructor - - - -
Assistant Professor 1 - 1 -
Associate Professor - - - - -
Professor | - - - s

- .No Change a - - 1 -

TOTAL ) | 2 0 2 0



SUMMARY OF INDEFINITE TENURE RECOMMENDATION
‘ HC - Head Count of Faculty
Totals Are Underlined

YEAR OF ANNUAL REVIEW:

1. Faculty on Annual Tenure

Male
Female

2. Recommended for Indefinite Tenure

a. By Department

. Male
Female
Minority

b. By Dean/Director
‘Male (% of 2a)

Female (% of 2a)
Minority (% of 2a)

3. Granted Indefinite -Ten,ure
a. HC (% of 2b)
Male

Female
Minority

TABLE IV

1993-9
HC (%)

D

N

39

157 (66)
82 (34)

32

17
15
1

35 (100)
19 (100)

16 (100)
2 (100)

35

19 (100)
16 (100)
2 (100)

1992-93
HC (%

N

257

173 (67)
84 (33)

a4

30
14
4

46 (100)

31(97) -

15 (100)
4 (100)

50 ( 98)

35 ( 97)
15 (100)
4 (100)

45
29
16
2
46 (98)

30 (100)
16 (100)

~ 2(100)

45 (98)

29 (97)
16 (94)
2 (100)

S 1993-94

49 (100)

41 (100)
8 ( 89)
7 (100)

49 (100)

41 (100)
8 (100)
19 (100)

25,

10-yr Totals
1984-1994
HC (%)

445
331
114
21
431 (97)
319 ( 96)

112 ( 98)
19 ( 90)

400 ( 93)

208 ( 93)
102 ( 91)

19 (100)
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TABLE YV

SUMMARY OF APPROVED PROMOTIONS IN RANK

AND CHANGES IN STATUS TO INDEFINITE TENURE -- 1993-94
HC - Head Count of Faculty Promoted or Granted Indefinite Tenure
% = Percent of Departmental Recommendations Approved

YEAR OF ANNUAL REVIEW

.A. To Professor
Male
Female
‘Minority

B. To Associate Professor
Male
Female
Minority

C. To Assistant Professor or
Senior Instructor
Male
Female
Minority

D. To Senior Faculty
Research Assistant
Male
Female
- Minority

E. Promotion Totals
(All Ranks)
- Male
Female
. Minority

F. To Indefinite Tenure
Male
Female
Minority

G. All Promotions and Tenure
Combined Totals
Male
Female

Minority

Total Reviewed
Total Approved

- 1993-94

HC (%)
22 (100)

21 (100)

1 (100)

33 (77)
22 (96)
11 (100)

3
2 (100)
1 (100)

14 (100)

9 (100)
5 (100)

12 (99)

54 (98)
18 (100)

35 (100)
19 (100)
16 (100)

82 (99)
58 (98)
24 (90)
3 (100)

82 (95)
78

1992-92

HC (%)

25 (100)
20 (100)
‘5 (100)
1 (100)

43 (96)
28 (97)
15 (94)
4 (100)

3 (100)

1 (100)
2 (100)
1 (100)

13 (100)

6 (100)
7 (100)
1 (100)

84 (98)
‘55 (98)

29 (97)
7 (100)

150 (98)

35 (97)
15 (100)
4 (100)

94 (97)
62 (97)
32 (97)
7 (100)

94 (97)
91

Totals are Underlined

1991-92
HC (%)

21 (100)
16 (84)
5 (100)
0

45 (94)
25 (92)
20 (100)
3 (100)

 5(100)

2 (100)
3 (100)
s

8 (100)
5 (100)
3 (100)
1 (100)

78 (94)
48 (91)
31 (100)

45 (96)
29 (97)
16 (94)
2 (100)

91 (92)
57 (89)
34 (97)
4 (100)

91 (92)
84

1990-91
HC (%)

26 (93)
19 (95)

- 7(88)

3 (100)

43 (90)
34 (94)

9 (95) -

7 (100)

2 (100)
1 (100)
1 (100)
0

19 (100)

14 (100)
5 (100)
-

91 (93)
69 (96)
22 (85)

6 (100)

49 (98)
41 (100)
8 (89)
7 (100)

108 (95)

79 (96)
29 (88)
11 (100)

10-YEAR

- TOTALS

1984-94
HC (%)

257 (81)
215 (80)
42 (86)
12 (86)

363 (87)
267 (87)
96 (88)
20 (100)

62(93)
30 (94)
32 (91)
3 (100)

695 (85)

518 (84)
177 (88)
36 (100)

400 (90)
298 (90)
102 (89)
19 (90) -

967 (86)
719 (85)
248 (88)
44 (94)
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DATE: April 15, 1995

TO: Sally Francis, President
Faculty Senate

FROM: Ron Lovell, Chair 224 Bl

Faculty Status Committee

SUBJ: Annual Report of Faculty Status Committee

The Faculty Status Committee has had a very guiet and uneventful year. An initiative
to develop a statement on the elimination of tenure fizzled out after several meetings
because members were worried that even bringing up such a volatile subject “might
give people ideas.” They also thought any resultant discussion of this subject might
demoralize younger faculty members. Attached is a copy of the proposed statement,
which was not approved, for your information.

You also asked us to react to the new State System Faculty Diversity Initiative, which
we did on March 1.

It has been a pleasure to serve as chair of this important committee this past year.
| am sorry we did not accomplish more.

c: K. Krane
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DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIOLOGY

OREGON
STATE
UNIVERSITY

Fairbanks Hall 307
Corvallis, Oregon
97331-3703

Telephone
503-737-2641

Fax

503-737-5372

April 25, 1995

Sally Francis, President
OSU Faculty Senate
Oregon State University

Dear Professor Francis:

Attached is an original copy of the final report of the Faculty Senate Task
Force on Collective Bargaining. We believe that the report satisfies all
elements of your charge to us in forming the Task Force. We hope that the
document proves useful to the Executive Committee, the members of the
Faculty Senate, and our faculty colleagues throughout Oregon State University
as they deliberate the merits of seeking faculty unionization.

I wish to take this opportunity to express my appreciation to the members of
the Task Force for the many, many hours of diligent work and faithful service
they have provided so willingly for the past three months. Each member has
made excellent contributions. The report is very much a group product. My
fellow Task Force members are: Mina Carson, William Earl, Bruce Geller,
Knud Larsen, Laurel Maughan, Dave Sullivan, and Ray Tricker.

With this submission, we trust that our work has been completed.

Sincerely,
&'—? 79 ) / u'to)qm

Gary H. Tiedeman
Professor of Sociology
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REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE OF OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
: by the
TASK FORCE ON COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

April 1995

INTRODUCTION

We begin with a slight paraphrase of a fable printed in the Spring 1995 issue of QOregon Choices, the
newsletter of the State Employee’s Benefit Board.

Once upon a time there were two frogs. One frog was dropped into a pot of hot water.
Feeling the intense heat, he immediately jumped out and saved his life. The other frog was
dropped into a pot of cold water set on a burner over low heat. One degree at a time the
temperature increased, but the frog became accustomed to it, stayed in the pot, and eventually
was boiled. Moral: Although we complain about sudden change, it is often the gradual,
hardly perceptible changes that do us in.

The editor’s intent in publishing this fable is unclear. But fables are contrived to parallel
preestablished conceptions and values, and the fable might have read, instead:

Once upon a time there were two frogs. One frog was dropped into a pot of hot water,
whereupon he was immediately extinguished. The other frog was dropped into a pot of cold
water set on a burner over low heat. One degree at a time the temperature increased, but the
frog adapted to the gradual change and survived without mishap. Moral: Although we
complain about increasing discomfort and insult, it is better than leaping off a precipice into a
lethal abyss.

The applications to the situation before us are too tempting to resist. Many OSU faculty sense an
identity with the cold water frog. We attempt to do our jobs well in an inhospitable atmosphere laden
with "faculty bashing” that is just the latest compounding of a longer history of decreasing support
and respect within the State of Oregon. We find ourselves attempting to deliver professionalism,
effectiveness, and productivity in the U.S. state that ranks last of the fifty in percentage increase in
state general fund appropriations for higher education for 1994 (NEA, 1995). We read in the April
15, 1995 issue of the Corvallis Gazette-Times that average salaries for college teachers nationally
have increased for the second consecutive year, but without mention of the fact that we have no share
in that increase because of a two year salary freeze. And we read, in the same article, (a) that the
AAUP warns of an apparent decline in political support for higher education that could halt "the
trend" and (b) that professors’ pay averages, since 1979, have fallen back in comparison with
lawyers, judges, health professionals, and engineers. Some of us believe that such gradual changes
are "doing us in." These individuals have reached a point of frustration and low morale sufficient to
induce readiness to risk the hot water shock of unionization. Others, although perhaps equally
discouraged and frustrated, blend a pride of academic tradition and a distrusting imagery of labor
unions in sensing that toleration of and adaptation to an undesirable situation is vastly preferable to
the extreme response of unionization.
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It is our task, if you will, to provide information to our "fellow frogs" which might assist them in
testing and evaluating the water. The charge to the Task Force on Collective Bargaining was "to
explore collective bargaining as an option for OSU faculty" and to "produce a written report in which
the advantages and disadvantages of collective bargaining for OSU faculty are presented and
discussed." The report was also to "reflect the history of previous collective bargaining initiatives at
OSU." The report before you is our attempt to fulfill these charges. We have striven, quite
intentionally, to take no sides and to suggest neither endorsement nor rejection of collective
bargaining in general or of particular affiliation options. Qur purpose is to be informative and, as far
as possible, value neutral.

We have discovered this to be a vast and complex territory — so vast and complex that the scope and
detail of reportage and analysis we originally envisioned and intended has proven too grandiose. We
believe that we have done more than just "tap the surface,” but there remains more to be discovered,
discussed, and analyzed. We seek here to present summary highlights of central elements and issues
of collective bargaining sufficient to enable an informed response on the part of members of the OSU
faculty. We hope that our work will suffice as a significant first step in informing our colleagues.

First, we need a common definitional reference point. Exactly what is this thing called "collective
bargaining"?

Collective bargaining is a system of representative government in which members of a body
politic (in labor relations parlance, the grouping of jobs constituting the bargaining unit)
participate, through a designated organizational representative, in decision-making which
affects their working environment - salaries, terms and conditions of employment, and other
matters related to their interests as an occupational group. To put this another way, the
members of the bargaining unit are the persons who are represented in the collective
bargaining process (Wollett, 1973, p. 24).

Collective Bargaining should not be regarded as a panacea for eliminating deficiencies in higher
education funding or for assuring significant salary increases. Neither, however, is it some sinister
evil which relegates faculty to the ranks of industrial labor and threatens the fabric of society. It is,
fundamentally, a means of attaching elements of "ownership” and control to various and sundry
features of one’s work activity and identity. Its relatively recent appearance and subsequent growth
on college campuses appears to be attributable, in large part, to a sense on the part of many faculty
that traditional collegial relations between faculty and administration, as cooperating members of the
same "academic family," have given way to a more and more predominantly managerial style and
perspective on the part of administration, with an inherent "us versus them" quality to it. Indeed, the
transference of relations from the casual and informal to the structured and formal adds the significant
new ingredient of backing in law, and faculty gain the ability, when and if necessary, to paint
administration as not abiding by the law. The implied motivation of defensiveness behind choice of
the unionization option largely explains the prevalent image of a consequent adversarial relationship.
While adversarialism may, indeed, be an outcome, we shall see that it evidently need not be.

This report is comprised of four major sections, followed by a brief set of conclusions and
recommendations.



° The first section ("Patterns of Distribution and Frequency") places prevalence and
setting of academic unionization in context. It displays U.S. patterns at large and four
distinct but overlapping sets of pointed OSU "Comparators."

® The second section ("Abbreviated Historical Background") recounts the prior history
of collective bargaining initiatives and ballots on the OSU campus. It also includes an
accounting of the conditions conducive to consideration of collective bargaining at
each relevant point in time.

° The next section ("Issues and Concerns") identifies predominant issue areas of faculty
concern over unionization (both present and past, both here and elsewhere) and
summarizes arguments pertaining to each issue area. We have attempted to identify
all major arguments, both pro and con, and to react to each, wherever possible, with
factual and/or testimonial evidence. The hopes and concerns we list are a mixed
compilation drawn from published sources, original interviews with academic
colleagues on unionized campuses, and opinion expressed by OSU colleagues. To
reiterate, we make no conscious effort to convince the reader to support or to oppose
collective bargaining on the local scene. Our task is solely to present information and
ideas as comprehensively and objectively as possible.

® The fourth major section ("Affiliates, Contracts, and Impressions") begins with an
overview of the unique features of each of the four chief affiliate options should OSU
faculty choose to unionize (i.e., AFT, AAUP, NEA, and Independent). That
description is followed by an annotated listing of sample union contract inclusions and
then by summaries of telephone interviews with colleagues employed at collective
bargaining institutions in other states in Oregon, Rhode Island, and Florida.

NOTES ON TERMINOLOGY

1. Throughout this document, the terms "collective bargaining" and "unionization" will be used
interchangeably. Purists might argue important distinctions, but the two are treated as near synonyms
in most of the literature we have examined, and it is apparent that the "collective” in whose name
"bargaining” takes place consists of those represented by the "union.”

2. The letters CB will be used occasionally throughout the document in abbreviation of collective
bargaining.

3. There are three major unions in higher education. These will be cited frequently throughout the
document, in abbreviated form. They are:

AFT = American Federation of Teachers

AAUP = American Association of University Professors

NEA = National Education Association

METHODOLOGY

Our methodology has combined the traditional and the expedient. We have attempted some standard
literature review, but we have not come close to exhausting what is a sizeable body of pertinent
written material. Our coverage has been limited but, we hope, representative -- and as contemporary
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as we could make it. Monographs, published articles, book chapters, data directories, existing
contracts, archival records, and organizational publicity materials have all been employed. Just as
important have been a variety of oral presentations and interview responses. Each of these sources
has been central to the construction of one or more sections of our report.

PATTERNS OF DISTRIBUTION AND FREQUENCY

Part of our charge has been to ascertain the current prevalence of collective bargaining arrangements
on U.S. college campuses, both at large and in terms of specified OSU comparators of particular
interest. For the bulk of the national data cited below, we rely upon the January 1994 issue of the
Directory of Faculty Contracts and Bargaining Agents in Institutions of Higher Education, published
by the National Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and the
Professions, housed within Baruch College of the City University of New York. Findings regarding
OSU comparators are the result of our own investigation, although partially cross-referenced to
material within the Directory cited immediately above.

National Patterns

As of the publication of the Directory (see above), academic unions represent 234,570 college
professors, in conjunction with 489 faculty bargaining agents. The former figure represents an
increase of 3.4% over the prior year’s Directory, and the latter figure reflects an increase of 6 agents.
The increase in number of faculty members is attributable primarily to the hiring of new faculty.
Public sector institutions have always dominated the collective bargaining scene, and this continues to
be the case. "Faculty members at public sector institutions account for 96 percent of all faculty
members represented for purposes of collective bargaining throughout the United States” (p. v). In
exact numbers, 420 public bargaining agents (of 489 total) represent 224,698 faculty members (of
234,570 total) on 971 campuses. (The low rate of unionization in private institutions harks from a
1980 Supreme Court decision which defined the faculty of Yeshiva University as "managers” and, on
that basis, deprived them of the protection of the National Labor Relations Act.)

We were unable to locate up-to-date figures on what portion of total faculty are represented in
bargaining units. As of the 1985-86 academic year, however, 195,570 (27.9%) of a total of some
700,000 U.S. faculty members in higher education were represented in bargaining units. This figure
includes 36.8% of those employed by public institutions and 4.7% of those in private colleges and
universities. Finally, it includes 23.8% of faculty employees of four-year institutions and 38.1% of
faculty at two-year schools (Bacharach, Schmidle, and Bauer, 1987, p. 235). Comparing the two data
sources, and assuming the accuracy of counts in each, an increase of 39,000 (19.9%) unionized
college professors nationwide is indicated over a span of approximately seven years. We are unable
to determine whether this growth represents an increased percentage of the total as well.




Affiliate Frequencies
AAUP

61,445 faculty
59 colleges and universities

38 public 51 four-year
21 private 8 two-year
AFT
99,015 faculty
160 colleges and universities
137 public 48 four-year
23 private 112 two-year
NEA

84,993 faculty
223 colleges and universities

209 public 35 four-year
14 private 188 two-year

Independent

18,503 faculty
42 colleges and universities

34 public 13 four-year
9 private 30 two-year

"No" votes

Major campuses where faculty have voted "No" on collective bargaining since
the year 1980 include (but are not limited to): University of Alaska,
University of California-Berkeley, UCLA, Southern Illinois University,
University of Kansas, Michigan State University, and Miami University
(Ohio) -- and Oregon State University.

Geographic Location

Two states, California and New York, account for 50 percent of all faculty members
represented by collective bargaining.
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Five northeastern states (New York, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, New Jersey, Massachusetts)
account for 39 percent of the total.

Two western states (California and Washington) account for 32 percent of the total.

Combining the above, an overwhelming 71 percent of the total are found in colleges and
universities in five northeastern and two west-coast states. The ten leading states for faculty
unionism, by number of faculty, are as follows, with this group of ten accounting for a full 83
percent of the total:

1. CALIFORNIA 65,885
2. New York 51,888
3. Pennsylvania 10,960
4. Connecticut - 10,694
5. New Jersey 10,395
6. Michigan 10,333
7. Florida 9,984
8. Massachusetts 9,414
9. WASHINGTON 8,294
10. Illinois 7,335

OSU Comparators (A): Carnegie Research I Institutions

Of the 60 U.S. universities with Carnegie Research I designation, 9 have bargaining units.
These are, by bargaining affiliate:

AAUP
University of Cincinnati
University of Connecticut (Land Grant)
Rutgers University (Land Grant)
Wayne State University

NEA
University of Florida (Land Grant)
Florida State University
University of Hawaii (Land Grant)
AFT

State University of New York, Stony Brook
Temple University

(Of 26 Carnegie Research II institutions, 4 have collective bargaining.)

OSU Comparators (B): "Peer Institutions”

This group of ten universities, identified by the OSU Office of Budgets and Planning, is
utilized regularly for purposes of evaluating the relative status of miscellaneous conditions at
OSU. None of these institutions currently engage in collective bargaining for faculty.
(Graduate teaching fellows at the University of Oregon are unionized.) The ten are:



Colorado State University (Res I)

Iowa State University (Res I)

Kansas State University (Res II)

North Carolina State University (Res I)
Oklahoma State University (Res II)
University of Arizona (Res I)
University of California, Davis (Res I)
University of Oregon (Res II)

Utah State University (Res I)
Washington State University (Res I)

OSU Comparators (C): Land Grant Institutions

Our sources identify 68 Land Grant institutions in the United States and its possessions. Of
these, 15 currently engage in collective bargaining for faculty. They are:

University of Connecticut (AAUP)

Cornell University (adjunct faculty only - AFT)
Delaware State University (AAUP)

University of Delaware (AAUP)

University of the District of Columbia (NEA)
Florida A & M University (NEA)

University of Florida (NEA)

University of Guam (Independent)

University of Hawaii (NEA)

University of Maine (NEA)

University of Massachusetts (NEA)

University of New Hampshire (AAUP)
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey (AAUP)
University of Rhode Island (AAUP)

South Dakota State University (NEA)

Without listing all 53 non-unionized Land Grant institutions, they include (in addition to
several already noted above under "Peer Institutions”): U. of Georgia, U. of Illinois, Purdue,
U. of Kentucky, Louisiana State, U. of Maryland, Michigan State, U. of Minnesota, U. of
Missouri, U. of Nebraska, New Mexico State, Ohio State, Oklahoma State, Penn State,
Clemson, Texas A & M, and U. of Wisconsin.

Clearly, collective bargaining is atypical of Land Grant institutions.




OSU Comparators (D): Other Oregon Public Institutions
OSSHE institutions with collective bargaining:

Portland State University
Full-time faculty (AAUP)
Part-time faculty (AFT)
Southern Oregon State College (Independent)
University of Oregon
Graduate teaching fellows only (AFT)
Western Oregon State College (AFT)
[3-year organizational process began 1974; unit in place since 1977]

OSSHE institutions without faculty collective bargaining:

Eastern Oregon State College
Oregon Health Sciences University

Oregon Institute of Technology
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
University of Oregon

(Contacts made with faculty members at the University of Oregon, Oregon Institute of
Technology, and Eastern Oregon State College indicate that there is no interest in collective

bargaining on those campuses at this time and no exploration or significant discussion .
underway.)

Other unionized campuses within Oregon:

NEA representation - Blue Mountain CC, Chemeketa CC, Clackamas CC, Clatsop
CC, Lane CC, Mt. Hood CC, Rogue CC, Treasure Valley CC

AFT representation — Portland CC, Southwestern Oregon CC, Western States
Chiropractic College (private)

Independent representation — Central Oregon CC, Linn-Benton CC

ABBREVIATED HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Selective Historical Background: Collective Bargaining and University Faculty

From an historical perspective, unionization first came to American colleges and universities no

earlier than 1963 (Rees, 1993). American unions received their first federal-level protections from

New Deal agencies in the 1930s. Before that, the most successful unions were the “elite” craft unions

organized along the AFL model. American politicians and businessmen, and the middle classes at

large, had traditionally resisted unionism and rejected workers’ claims to their right to defend and

better themselves through collective action. Violence against workers and organizers from both o
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government agents and corporations marked the early decades of unionization, peaking in the years
following World War 1.

After the New Deal-era Congress passed the Wagner Act in 1935, blue-collar union membership grew
steadily, though not placidly, through the early 1960s. Two powerful factors explain the absence of
college faculties from unions’ ranks. The first and most important is college instructors’ identity ipso
Jacto as members of the middle class and representatives of a profession. It would have been seen as
anomalous, inappropriate, declassé, for professionals to join unions. Professions were supposedly
self-regulating, operating individually and collectively with autonomy and engaging in managerial
tasks as an organic part of their working routines and duties. Secondly, the post-World War II years
saw vigorous conservative challenges to the growing power of unions in the American economy. The
Taft-Hartley Act, passed by a Republican Congress over Truman’s veto in 1947, was the entering
wedge of a decade-long dual campaign against Communism and militant unionism in American life.
Ellen W. Schrecker (1986, 1994) has documented in painful detail the collaboration of most university
administrations in federal attempts to purge radical thinkers, deviants, and "fellow travelers” from
American classrooms and research endeavors. Given the day-to-day risks attendant on questioning
those values deemed central to an anticommunist America, it would be shocking to identify a union
groundswell among university professors before the iconoclastic movements of the 1960s.

In rapid succession, the civil rights, antiwar, and liberationist movements of the 1960s-1970s fostered
an atmosphere of questioning and confrontation on American campuses. Over 300 college and
university faculties were unionized by the mid-1970s (Rees, 1993), which also saw the first major
campaign for collective action among OSU’s faculty members.

The Collective Bargaining Issue at OSU during the 1970s

The first explorations of collective bargaining at OSU began in the early 1970s. In December of
1971, questions were raised regarding the faculty "riding piggy back" on the bargaining achievements
of the classified staff (OSEA Newsletter). From these beginnings, an arduous process aimed at union
recognition was set in motion. Throughout most of the 1970s, OSU faculty faced questions regarding
collective bargaining. Specific issues included representation in administrative decisions, salary,
working conditions, grievance procedures, and the like.

Fueling discontent was the perception held by some leading the collective bargaining drive that the
relatively new administration of OSU President Robert MacVicar was "paternalistic” and had
concentrated the "preponderance of power in the hands of the administration.” Some perceived that
students, through contacts and experiences in various social and political movements of the period,
had become more militant, more organized, and more effective in their efforts to influence university
administrators and state government than the faculty. These perceptions, coupled with general campus
politics and at least one "ugly" tenure controversy, left some the impression that faculty members
were losing confidence in the system.

Stimulating discussion of collective bargaining in higher education were a number of studies published
during the period. Key publications featured in the debate were works by R.K. Carr, J.W.
Garbarino, H.B. Means, G.L. Riley, and J.H. Schuster. Studies by the Center for Research on
Learning and Teaching at the University of Michigan, by the Center for the Study of Collective
Bargaining in Higher Education at Baruch College-CUNY, and by the Chronicle of Higher Education
also contributed to the discussion. In addition, reports from institutions practicing collective
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bargaining were widely circulated.

Also driving the debate were the state and federal climates of the period. Nationally, the unrest of
the antiwar movement and the unsettled financial climate of the early 1970s seemed to foment a fairly
widespread willingness to "question authority” at virtually all levels. During the same period,
organized labor was reaching its highest level of influence in national and state politics. Among the
strongest of those unions exercising political muscle were those in education, most specifically NEA.
In Oregon during the 1970s (especially during the 1975-77 and 1977-79 biennia), Governor Straub
and the legislature were viewed as particularly insensitive to the needs of higher education. At the
same time, Oregon was rocked by recessions which were described in national journals as "arduous."

The collective bargaining issue ultimately came to a vote on December 14, 1977, after more than six
years of debate. The results showed 821 votes cast against formal representation and 592 cast in
favor. A subsequent study found that the following issues had particularly influenced the decision:
1) collective bargaining’s negative reflection upon professionalism, 2) regimentation and loss of
individuality through union affiliation, 3) an anticipated increase in adversarial relations with
administrators and adverse effects on collegiality, 4) negative effects on the merit system, and 5) fear
of misrepresentation. Strongest support for the issue was registered in Liberal Arts (50-50), while
strongest opposition was found in Engineering (90-10). Home Economics, Science and Business all
showed at least 65-70% against formal representation.

The collective bargaining issue at OSU during the early 1980s

In many ways the collective bargaining debate of the early 1980s was merely a continuation of the
1977 election campaign. Many of the leaders supporting collective bargaining had been active in the
previous campaign. Virtually all of the same issues were raised anew. Among the more driving
issues were also those surrounding the administration of President MacVicar, who was perceived as
nearing the end of his tenure at OSU.

On the state level, the legislature was still seen as insensitive to the needs of higher education. Victor
Atiyeh, who, as a member of the legislature, had been referred to as a budgetary "wrecking crew,"
was in his second term as governor. And the local recession was deepened by the national financial
crisis of high inflation, recession, and skyrocketing interest rates.

In the early 1980s, the national perspective sent a powerful message regarding the value of
unionization. While still a considerable influence, unions packed somewhat less clout after the 1980
election. Having backed Jimmy Carter, the unions held little influence with President Reagan. As
further evidence of waning power, Reagan had successfully defeated the air controllers’ organization
in their now famous show down.

The vote on the collective bargaining issue came on March 9 and 10, 1983. After a much shorter
period of debate a more decisive defeat than in 1977 was rendered. By almost a two to one margin
(879 against, 482 for), the OSU faculty once again rejected formal representation.

The 1994-95 Episode

Like the 1950s, the 1990s have been marked by sharply ideological campaigns of the right against the

10



—

39,

left, or groups and individuals perceived to be on the left - whether economic, social, or cultural.
Also like the 1950s, corporate and political interests striving to roll back advances achieved by
unionized workers, both white- and blue-collar, have seen much success. New initiatives advanced
by conservative interests include a "subminimum" or so-called "training" wage and legal rollbacks in
benefits packages, including those owed to workers already retired. Voters’ initiatives in a number of
states since 1980 have capped tax rates and dictated limits on the expansion of certain public services.
These campaigns have profoundly affected education at all levels.

In November 1994, Oregon voters passed, by a narrow margin, Measure 8, which requires that
public employees pay the six percent contribution to the Public Employee Retirement System formerly
picked up by most employers, as negotiated in 1979 in lieu of a pay raise. The Measure 8 bundle of
give-backs also included removing accumulated sick leave from an employee’s calculated retirement
benefits. This loss of current salary as well as anticipated retirement benefits comes on top of three
years of no raises, in an atmosphere of reduced resources and narrowed opportunities for professional
growth and appreciation within OSSHE.

One response from OSSHE professors has been a "record number" of retirements for 1994: almost
5,000, as compared to an average of 3300 (OPERS Perspectives, February 1, 1995). Other responses
have been anger, hurt, and a strong sense of betrayal. Finally, at OSU, professors have chosen,
through this Task Force, to explore the possible benefits, as well as drawbacks and uncertainties, of
collective bargaining as a means of representing our professional interests.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

This section contains discussion of several of the most paramount issues and concerns surrounding the
topic of collective bargaining in higher education. They are by no means mutually exclusive, as an
abundance of cross-references in what follows will indicate. We have identified for the purpose of
this report nine particularly noteworthy issues and concerns: (1) salaries, (2) freedom versus
regimentation, (3) divisiveness, (4) governance, (5) collegiality, (6) public relations/public image,

(7) costs, (8) strike, and (9) organizational effectiveness.

SALARIES

While salary tops the list of motivational factors for the adoption of CB on campuses nationwide,
research has produced "decidedly mixed results” as to whether or not unionization actually produces
meaningful increases in pay. Studies using matched pairs of institutions tend to find enhanced
compensation on CB campuses, while other studies find that CB has no statistically significant salary
impact. Statistical significance may have little bearing, however, given an everyday reality where
every penny counts, an existing salary freeze, and a history of nationally sub-standard salary rates. In
those connections, it is to be noted that every salary increment, no matter how negligible it may be,
becomes part of the new base for calculation of every subsequent increase. This compounding effect
can be significant when measured over the span of an individual’s career.

Our overall impression on the basis of most published material and interview commentary is that
salaries tend to benefit under collective bargaining, but not dramatically. Some data sets, however,
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do suggest extreme differentials. For example, the NEA reports 1993-94 salary differences favoring -
bargaining institutions over non-bargaining institutions for each of 49 separate disciplines, with an

average disparity for all fields of $9,354, a low differential of $2,600 (Physical Sciences), and a high

of $18,079 (Educational Counselling and Guidance). (The NEA 1995 Almanac of Higher Education)

Finally, we note some indication that greatest economic benefit goes to faculty at Full and Associate

ranks.

National findings regarding salary increase may be moot in that, as currently structured, collective
bargaining units in the State of Oregon do not negotiate directly with those who allocate dollars.
Negotiations are with representatives of the State Board of Higher Education, not with legislative or
executive bodies or committees. Put differently, PSU/WOSC/SOSC have not received percentage
increases any higher than have the non-unionized campuses. (CB advocates contend, on the other
hand, that UO/OSU increases are matched to rates which are first set within collective bargaining -
negotiations. A related observation is that the delayed activation date for the 6% PERS contribution
salary cut is in consequence of the collective bargaining campuses having had a June 30 contract
expiration date written into their contracts. These claims resemble another contention: that all state
system faculty currently benefit from the work and accomplishments of OPEU in its union
negotiations — while paying no dues to it and offering little support. Both sorts of claims add an
intriguing system-wide nuance to the Free Rider problem addressed elsewhere in this document.) One
exception of some interest is merit pay, which is an optional contract inclusion. Generally speaking,
union opposition to merit pay has been noted as considerable, with the heavy majority of existing
contracts omitting it entirely. (This appears, to us, to be one significant element of the fact that
collective bargaining is a rarity at Carnegie Research I institutions.) Similarly ignored in the typical
contract is any explicit attention to market pay differentials across disciplines. Either issue can be
addressed, depending upon the particular institution’s interests in specific inclusions. (See examples
in a later section of this report.) Advocates argue, regarding the merit pay issue, that OSU faculty
could choose to retain major portions of total salary increment for "merit." They also contend that
strict criteria and standards for determination of what constitutes merit could be written into a union
contract, rather than leaving such determination to capricious administrative whim. In union
parlance, the critical difference from present practice would be that the represented group decides, not
someone else.

In further clarification of the above observation as to point of negotiations, it should be noted that
campus administrators have negligible (if any) leeway as to total amount of salary dollars once the
allocation reaches the local scene, that figure having been decided at higher levels. What remains
open to negotiation at the campus level is restricted to matters of sub-allocation within the limits of
the preset total amount, e.g., percentage cost-of-living versus merit or, conceivably, percentage salary
versus percentage guaranteed travel allowance per faculty member. Campus administration, in short,
has no capability of producing additional funds as such and is thereby entitled to say: "This is what
we have to work with in negotiating with you how to carve it into pieces."

FREEDOM VERSUS REGIMENTATION

This is a complex but very central issue in debate over the merits of collective bargaining. To what

extent is the free choice to make one’s own decisions, according to personal standards and needs,

jeopardized by immersion within a union structure? There is clearly an element of "tradeoff™

involved in moving from the traditional academy to the unionized academy. But, as with other -
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issues, ultimate conclusions about relative gains and losses are a matter of perspective and vary
according to the eye of the beholder. Detractors argue that faculty unions strip away individual
freedoms of choice and of opportunity and substitute lockstep regimentation. Proponents eschew the
term "regimentation,” preferring terms such as "standardization,” "uniformity,” "predictability,"
"security," and "equity” in describing nearly identical outcomes. A collective bargaining contract
does, indeed, lay out uniform standards for every issue contained within it, and these standards apply
equally to every member of the collective, i.e., the faculty members being represented, behind force
of law, by the union. By definition, these do, indeed, erase strictly personal ideosyncracies, traits,
and needs from the scene of action. In the language of organizational analysis, CB opts for
universalism over particularism.

Specific examples include salary distribution (and perhaps "merit" salary in particular), grievance
procedures, and all manner of items falling under the general rubric of "working conditions," ranging
from course load size, number of course preparations, and mandatory office hours to sabbatical,
maternity, and bereavement leaves, child care provisions, teaching evaluations, grant writing funds,
travel allowances, and promotion and tenure criteria. (See the following main section for further
identification and discussion of typical contract inclusions.) The basic choice, regardless of item, is a
relatively simple one: individualistic, case by case treatment, with the companion possibilities of
preferential or unfavorable outcome depending upon the inclinations of a particular mix of actors at a
particular moment, OR formulaic resolution according to pre-set standards which apply equally to all.
In a very real sense in a variety of circumstances, the conditions of particularism and universalism are
reciprocals of one another: the "down" side of one is the "up" side of the other.

This dilemma strikes the strongest emotional chords for many faculty in the difficult, muddy context
of "star performance,” where union detractors claim that an unavoidable levelling effect of
unionization removes motivation and opportunity for the most capable faculty to produce at maximum
effort. The starting reference here is to research evidence showing that unionization (“merit"
protections perhaps notwithstanding) tends to substantially reduce the pay scale differences among
workers in the same establishment. Hence, star performers and those with highly marketable skills
are perceived as carrying the load for people who have "retired to the job" or who cannot obtain
employment elsewhere. The counterargument suggests that such claims are arrogant in the extreme in
their assumptions about what constitutes most valuable service to the university community, that those
who are truly gifted in excess and inspired will produce under whatever circumstances, and that the
perspective contributes to the very divisiveness (see below) that CB opponents often cite as
consequences of unionization.

DIVISIVENESS

Contentions of divisiveness as an outcome of unionization operate along and across several
dimensions. We will speak to the major allegation of faculty-administration divisiveness under the
later sub-heading of "collegiality.” A second worrisome dimension is that between departments,
divisions, or colleges. A given unit may perceive itself as forced to operate in direct competition
with other units for the allocation of resources or privileges. A variation of this concern is the fear
on the part of a "star" unit that it risks being "pulled down" to the level of less capable or proficient
units. A third dimension can be summarized as the "Free Rider" phenomenon. Those who oppose
unions despair of coercion to contribute dues whether they support a union’s political and economic
agenda or not. Those who willingly contribute, in turn, resent the fact that non-participants receive
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identical benefits without payment. Thus, where there is no "Fair Share" agreement (or even where
there is, since Fair Share member dues rates tend to be slightly lower than those of full members),
hostile intra-faculty perceptions can arise, and these can hamper the extent and character of collegial
interactions. A fourth arena of potential divisiveness is between full-time and part-time faculty. A .
dominant union perspective has been that part-time teachers jeopardize the job security of full-time
teachers. As a result, part-timers may be overlooked or discriminated against in critical contract
phrasings and coverage. A part-time employee at WOSC, for example, reports the perception that
part-timers are often used as "pawns" in the negotiation process. And the current president of the
WOSC bargaining unit advises that gathering the support of part-time faculty is a vital concern which
“could make or break the situation at OSU." Finally, some allege that unionization precipitates an
academically unhealthy advancement of self-centered concerns on the part of faculty such that their
concern for students dissipates, creating a destructive student-faculty rift.

As usual, counter-claims run in precisely the opposite direction, resting most fundamentally upon the
inherent meaning of the term "union" itself. Some colleagues consulted on unionized campuses, for
example, report that collective bargaining has decreased inter-college competition and antagonism
through its tendency to accentuate commonality of status, need, and purpose. It is also noted that
inter-unit competition and hostility is hardly an unknown commodity on the non-unionized campus,
the prime difference being that statuses and processes cannot be hidden, denied, or ignored when
collective bargaining, by definition, exposes them to open scrutiny. On the matter of part-time
employees, there is evidence that faculty unions have become much more concerned than in the past
about improving conditions for their part-time members. The "abandonment of students" charge is
seen as mythological by union proponents, and we found no evidence to substantiate such a claim.

GOVERNANCE

It is generally agreed that unionization does not displace, attenuate, or weaken other forms of
governance. On the contrary, although one interviewee at WOSC believes that CB has weakened the
Faculty Senate there by offering an alternative voice, the consensus elsewhere is that the two forms
complement and mutually strengthen one another. Preexisting governance structures have not been
found to undergo significant alteration, particularly in four-year institutions. Of particular interest in
local context, collective bargaining does not appear to have led to the demise of faculty senates:

Faculty members have simply embraced a dualistic concept of school governance, with their
senates addressing academic issues while their unions address economic issues. The senates
retain their influence over curriculum and degree requirements, while the unions have their
largest influence . . . over faculty compensation and working conditions (Bacharach,
Schmidle, and Bauer, 1987, p. 251).

Clearly, a faculty senate already struggling for identity or influence could find itself forced to
succumb upon the sudden appearance of a vital, active union organization -- or could use such a
circumstance as an excuse to dissolve itself. But such is not typical and is certainly not to be
recommended. The more likely outcome is a mutually supportive relationship with enhanced clarity
of designated tasks and goals which allows each agency to operate with heightened effectiveness.
Certain standing committees of the OSU Faculty Senate might well find their functions altered,
reduced, or eliminated, to be sure. A prime example might be the current Faculty Economic Welfare
Committee, whose past advisement to administration in such matters as merit increase percentages
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would presumably be subsumed within the union’s salary negotiations.

COLLEGIALITY

Unionization is claimed, depending upon the eye of the beholder, to contribute to either of two
opposite extremes on a continuum of collegiality. As the very word implies, advocates claim that
unionization provides the glue of union - that it unites otherwise disparate faculty in a common
cause. Detractors argue that it jeopardizes collegiality by sacrificing the traditional values of the
academy to mercenary, selfish concerns of financial betterment. Advocates then counter that
mercenary values have long been in ascendance, as reflected by widely dissimilar salary figures
across disciplines, and that collective bargaining promises one of the few effective means of reducing
such discrepancies. They argue that collective bargaining does not disrupt collegiality but "is a form
of legally mandated collegiality that ensures the integrity of the joint effort” (NEA, 1994).

Similar differences of opinion apply concerning effects upon the relationship between faculty and
administration. One extreme worries over the construction of an adversarial relationship between the
two forces, in displacement of prior congeniality. The other (a) suggests that true current relations
are already, by definition, somewhat adversarial and (b) cites evidence to the effect that CB, by
dealing openly with what were previously hidden tensions, actually frees up a more congenial and
cooperative day-to-day faculty-administration relationship. (The President of the University of
Connecticut, for example, has expressed written appreciation for the presence of CB on the UConn
campus in facilitating the phenomenon of joint faculty-administration lobbying of the Connecticut
legislature.) The fear of, or distaste for, adversarial conditions has been a dominant concern in past
failed CB elections at OSU. But, in fairness, the fear does not necessarily match the ultimate fact.
Adversarial relationships can increase or decrease, dependent upon the atmosphere surrounding how
collective bargaining is established at any given locale. The general likelihood appears to be for a
relatively negative and mutually mistrusting relationship in the early stages, followed by a "cooling
down" as parties learn to accept and trust one another.

AAUP argues the case as follows:

Collective bargaining should not replace, but rather should assure, effective traditional forms
of shared governance. . . . collective bargaining can strengthen shared governance by
specifying and assuring the faculty role in institutional decision making. . . . When
legislatures, judicial authorities, boards, administrations, or faculty act on the mistaken
assumption that collective bargaining is incompatible with collegial governance, they do a
grave disservice to the very institutions they seek to serve (Academe, 1987).

Finally (as regards collegiality), dissent and conflict within the union can be intense and severe. On
the OSU campus, this is likely to be the-case, at the very least, on the issue of cost-of-living versus
merit salary increase. Theoretically, however, both principles can be accommodated within a
contract, together with exacting specifications as to merit criteria, i.e., in avoidance of criteria applied
arbitrarily and/or unevenly across units.
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PUBLIC RELATIONS / PUBLIC IMAGE

Unionization is not a cure for a Measure 8 or its like. To view a collective bargaining unit as a way
to curtail "faculty bashing" and move salaries to a condition of national equity is to engage in fantasy.
There is no necessary link between the two. (See other sections for related commentary.) It can be
argued that a statewide unification of public university faculty would enable strongly enhanced
visibility and political clout which might indeed influence actions of the legislature. Even the
proponents of such a vision, however, acknowledge the prerequisite of 100% public campus
unionization to bring it about, certainly including both major campuses in the state. And the reality is
that no significant discussion or investigation is currently evident on the University of Oregon
campus. There are also reports that faculty at EOSC are disinterested unless there were to be a
single, statewide union organization — and such an arrangement appears totally unrealistic in that
three of the four separate affiliate options already exist among the unionized public campuses in
Oregon.

Beyond the question of the practical effects of unionization in bringing about improvements in salary
and working conditions is the more general concern with negative change in public image. How will
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