
                                                                                                            

                                                FACULTY SENATE 

Minutes  

The Faculty Senate met on December 7, 2021, in the Sunset Meeting Room of the College Union (Klamath Falls 

campus) and via Zoom for Portland-Metro faculty and others attending remotely.  

Attendance/Quorum 

President Terri Torres called the meeting to order at 6:00pm. All Senators or alternates were present except for 

Christopher Syrnyk.  

 

Approval of Minutes  

The minutes for the November 2, 2021 Faculty Senate meeting were approved with no changes. 

 

Reports of the Officers  

Report of the President – Terri Torres  

• Terri began her report by thanking our IT workers for helping get the room ready for this meeting. 

• She also thanked Erin Foley for working with faculty to get the water fountains turned back on.  

• Terri gave a presentation to the Board on November 18th, presenting in particular concerns raised by our 
Faculty Senators. 

o She told the Board that we hope to work this year on an Academic Master Plan, a General Education 
review, improvements to retention and enrollment, and an increased dedication to inclusion and 
diversity. 

• She also said that SenEx has planned a special session of Faculty Senate on January 18th. During this session 
we will be discussing the reorganization of Faculty Senate post-CBA. 

• Terri has met with the Provost. 
o She learned that the NTT promotion policy is currently under legal review by Dave Groff. There 

should be feedback coming within the next few weeks. 
o They discussed DICE, and a faculty-centric subcommittee that will fit into the new Senate 

organization. 
o They also discussed a syllabus-generating program that has been presented to department chairs. 

Terri requested that all faculty get a chance to give feedback on this program before it is adopted. 
o The new lecture-capture program, Yuja, was discussed. Terri was assured that Canvas Studio will 

retain its functionality. The Yuja license has been purchased for one year. 
o Terri recommended Randall Paul as a Senate representative on the Academic Master Plan steering 

committee. 

• Terri also met with Dr. Naganathan, and they discussed the campus climate survey. Andria Fultz agreed to 
serve as a Senate representative on the committee that is organizing that survey. 

o Terri and Dr. Naganathan also discussed restarting Town Halls. She says that there is a plan to get 
those started again. 

o We need to revisit the Strategic Plan pillars in the new year; there will be more action on this in 2022. 

• Terri said that Laurie Yates has agreed to chair Academic Standards, while Yuehai Yang has agreed to chair 
RPT. 

• Terri said that state-level committees are constantly looking for faculty representation. She can’t be specific 
about which committees are looking for members right now, but let her know if you’re interested in serving 
Oregon Tech in this capacity. 

• Next, Terri listed the current charges for Academic Standards and RPT. 
o These charges are listed verbatim on page 14. 

• End of report. 
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Report of the Vice President – Lindy Stewart 

• Lindy attended the Academic Council meeting on November 9th. 

o There was a presentation on Simple Syllabus (the program Terri mentioned previously). 

▪ The program is ADA-compliant. 

▪ In short, the program allows for consistent syllabus design and presentation across the 

university. 

▪ It works well alongside Canvas. 

▪ Lindy says that, in her opinion, this program would be a step forward in how we design and 

distribute our syllabi at Oregon Tech. 

o Ken Davis presented on the idea of writing “Wow Letters” for students who are high-achieving in 

your classes. This would be a way of recognizing these students beyond simply giving them a high 

grade. 

o Paul Titus gave a presentation on adjunct contracts. They are trying to streamline the process of 

bringing adjuncts on board and also trying to do a better job of tracking who is hired, and who is 

teaching what. This is a work in progress at the moment. 

o As of November 9th, program assessments are 50% complete. 

o Student workers are available through peer consulting to help your students by providing various 

tutoring services. 

• Questions? 

o There were no questions. 

• End of report. 

 

Report of the ASOIT Delegates – Jack Zoucha 

• Jack gave a brief presentation on the in-process Student Bill of Rights that ASOIT is working on. 

o The slides from this presentation are included in the packet on pages 15-20. 

• Questions? 

o Sean Sloan asked if students wanted a day in every financial decision the university makes. 

▪ Jack clarified that this was not the case; however, he reiterated that large-scale financial 

decisions that impact students should be made with student input. 

o Dibyajyoti Deb asked if ASOIT has ever had a Bill of Rights before. 

▪ Jack replied that there’s a very vague version of such a document in the Student Code of 

Conduct, but this new version would be much more comprehensive and specific. 

o Deb also asked if other universities in Oregon have a document like this one, and Jack answered that 

Oregon Tech is the only Oregon university that doesn’t already have such a document. 

• If others have input for Jack and/or ASOIT at large regarding this document, they should send feedback to 

Jack or Brie Landis, the ASOIT representatives to Senate. 

• End of report. 

 

Reports of the Standing Committees  

Faculty Rank Promotion & Tenure (RPT)  

• No report. 

 

Faculty Welfare  

• No report. 
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Academic Standards  

• No report. 

 

Faculty Compensation (FCC)  

• No report. 
  

Reports of Special or Ad Hoc Committee  

• Currently, there are no Special or Ad Hoc committees. 

 

Unfinished Business  

• There was no unfinished business. 

 

New Business 

Terri Torres 

• Terri asked CJ Riley to speak briefly about Grad Council’s proposed revision to the Continuous Enrollment 

Policy. 

o Grad Council has been considering this revision for awhile, with the idea being to make the 

enrollment policy more inclusive for all students in all situations. 

▪ Randall Paul asked to clarify that this policy revision would make it so that graduate students 

who aren’t actively on campus and using campus resources while enrolled (say, for example, 

they are enrolled but doing research abroad) they would be spared the enrollment fees during 

that time. 

• CJ agreed that this is the case. 

▪ Deb helped explain that different graduate programs handle things very differently at 

Oregon Tech, so these policy revisions were meant to make sure that all of those different 

programs are treated equitably. 

CJ Riley 

• CJ spoke to explain the one-sheet he provided for Senate’s consideration in the December packet. 

o You can find this document on page 21 of this packet as well. 

o He said that we are in the midst of a process of reimagining what Faculty Senate will be in the wake 

of the ratification of the CBA: now that OT-AAUP is in charge of faculty welfare issues around 

labor, how will Senate become a more academically-oriented body in response to that change? 

▪ Part of the value of this exercise, CJ says, is that it will help us (faculty) better express our 

authority and responsibilities within the larger university community. 

• We want to be a meaningful partner in the shared governance of the university, and 

a well-thought-out reorganization will assist in this. 

• CJ motioned that Senate charge SenEx with reviewing the constitution and charter of the Faculty Senate to 

make sure that 1) those documents are in line with the current mission and goals of the Senate and 2) to make 

sure that the charter and constitution are not in conflict with the Board’s policies and resolutions, or with 

OT-AAUP’s governing documents. 

o The motion was seconded. 

o I suggested an amendment to the motion: that SenEx should evaluate the Senate bylaws in addition 

to the constitution and the charter. 
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o Sean asked if the President, Provost, and Deans should be included in this conversation. 

▪ Terri responded that SenEx is already working in consultation with the Provost, and that she 

also meets monthly with Dr. Naganathan as well. 

• Sean then asked if we could amend the motion to make it so SenEx resolves to work 

directly with the administration, but CJ pointed out that Senate is unable to charge 

administrative figures with work. Sean then suggested that we make sure to invite 

them to be part of the process even if they can’t be formally charged with joining in. 

o The motion was approved. 

 

Open Floor  

Yuehai Yang 

•  Yuehai spoke to raise awareness that the CBA language on sabbaticals is unclear. In particular, he pointed 

out that it’s unclear in the language whether you must be at Oregon Tech for 18 terms before you can apply 

for sabbatical, or if you must be here for 18 terms before you can leave on sabbatical. 

o Sean asked about the feedback Yuehai has gotten on this question. Yuehai responded that some 

administrators told him that he could only apply after 18 terms, but that some faculty, including ones 

that worked on the wording of the CBA article, said that it was intended to say that you can leave after 

18 terms. 

▪ Lindy spoke in favor of the former interpretation. 

o Terri thanked Yuehai for bringing this concern up, but said that she would talk to Beverly McCreary 

and the Provost and see what the “official” interpretation is. 

Ben Bunting 

• I spoke on behalf of Cristina Negoita, who emailed me a concern prior to the meeting. The text of the email 

is excerpted below, and was read out loud at the meeting: 

o “I would like to ask about the Dean evaluation policy - in particular, when was the last such 

evaluation conducted, and when will the next one evaluation happen, and how can we ensure that all 

faculty have a voice in the process?” 

▪ The current policy on Dean Evaluation (OIT-23-031) states that the evaluation survey used 

will be approved by the Provost and the Faculty Senate before being administered. 

o Dr. Mott spoke to say that last year the ETM Dean was evaluated using this process and following 

the existing policy. This year the HAS Dean will be evaluated, and the process will begin in the 

winter term. 

Bobbi Kowash 

• Bobbi asked about the NTT policy, and whether it is currently being considered under the 30-day public 

viewing window or being looked at by Dave Groff. 

o Dr. Mott answered that, essentially, both are true: Dave is evaluating the policy and that is the 30-day 

viewing period that was mentioned elsewhere. 

• Bobbi also asked if it was possible to get more information on the progress of the campus climate survey. In 

particular, she wanted to know if work on the survey was going to happen while people (faculty in particular) 

were on break. 

o Dr. Mott said that she is not involved directly in that process and that questions should be directed 

to John Harman. 
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▪ John spoke (technically after Deb’s Open Floor item, but I’m putting it here for clarity) to let 

the Senate know that the university has finalized a contract with Modern Think, and an 

advisory team is getting put together to guide the process. He said that they are likely to 

begin their work right before the holiday break, but the more detailed work will begin in 

early January. 

Dibyajyoti Deb 

• Deb spoke to follow up on the concern about the Testing Center he previously described during Senate’s 

November meeting. He said that he was told by Erin Foley that Portland-Metro faculty could be asked to 

proctor exams for individual students in the future as a solution. He requested to Erin that in the future, 

Portland-Metro campus students be included in the Testing Center purview – along with students who have 

sports-related absences and ACES students. He provided this update and there were no questions. 

Randall Paul 

• Randall asked if it’s been decided (or when it will be decided) whether committees like GEAC will be 

included under Faculty Senate’s purview in the future. 
o Terri answered that that will be discussed in detail during our January special session of Senate. 

 

Report of the Provost – Dr. Joanna Mott  

• Dr. Mott began by thanking everyone for helping to keep campus safe and helping to avoid a large campus 
outbreak of COVID this term. 

• Registration is currently ongoing for winter. Fall saw significant decreases: 9.8% in headcount, 8.1% in 
student credit hours. 

o As a result, the winter term numbers will also be lower than last year.  
o This will effect our budget negatively. 
o Dr. Mott encouraged advisors to make sure that all their students are getting registered. 
o The Deans and chairs are discussing strategies alongside Admissions and Advising and Retention, 

looking to improve recruiting and, in particular, engage with students over the summer between the 
times they put in their deposit and classes start for the fall. 

• So far, twenty faculty position requests have been granted for next year, with potentially a few more on the 
way. 

• Voting was just completed for representatives on the Academic Master Plan steering committee. There will 
be two faculty representatives. 

o As mentioned previously, Terri has nominated Randall Paul on behalf of the Senate. 

• Questions? 
o There were no questions. 

• End of report. 
 

Report of the President’s Council Delegate – Terri Torres 

• No report. 

 

Report of the Inter-institutional Faculty Senate (IFS) Representative – Maureen Sevigny and 

Lindy Stewart 

• Maureen said that IFS met November 19th. At that meeting, Lindy Stewart was selected as IFS President. This 

is Oregon Tech’s first IFS President since 2002, according to Maureen. 

• HECC is meeting tomorrow and the next day, and these are public meetings. 
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o Tomorrow’s meeting is on the Funding and Achievement Subcommittee. Maureen asked if someone 

could join that meeting, because Maureen will have to miss her portion of the meeting because of 

other commitments. She does intend to attend the Thursday meeting and report back. 

o Maureen mentioned the differences between Oregon universities’ PTR policies. This is one item that 

has been part of the HECC discussions. 

• The common course numbering effort has started to focus in on specific courses. Maureen says that many of 

these specific courses are likely to need to be changed from three credits to four. 

o The weight of these changes may fall on the humanities and social sciences. 

o Nine courses will be put under review in 2023-2024. One course cluster is writing courses, another is 

math courses, and another is a set of communication courses. 

o The specific courses currently under consideration are included on a document found on page 22. 

o Maureen recommends that we maintain state-level representation as this situation develops so that 

we can have a say how things turn out. She also says that humanities and social sciences should start 

preparing to make the switch to four credits. 

o She also shared a link that shows in more detail the courses that are currently being considered: 

▪ https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1VHROo8ykRIjbsSRTSPVSHEQ4AgwmSFWb

Bs9dkaad5GM/edit?usp=sharing 

o Vanessa asked how this common course numbering initiative would square with the Provost’s 

proposed goal of getting all Oregon Tech programs down to 180 total credits. 

▪ Randall answered that the common course numbering initiative is intended to be credit-

neutral (i.e., instead of taking four 3-credit courses, students might take three 4-credit 

courses that cover the same material). 

o Terri asked about opportunities to represent Oregon Tech at the state level.  

▪ Maureen was a bit confused and said that she hadn’t actually mentioned these opportunities 

(Secretary note: according to my notes, it was actually Terri who mentioned this earlier in the 

meeting, during the President’s report). 

• End of report. 

 

Report of the Fiscal Operations Advisory Council (FOAC) Representative – Lindy Stewart  

• Lindy said that FOAC met on November 10th. 

o FOAC reviewed the FY 2021 Management Report. 

▪ This report is included in our packet on pages 23-49. 

o Lindy also reported that currently, construction costs in general are 30% higher than normal. 

▪ This will impact our budget and our capital projects. 

o There is a proposal being written to build new student housing (on the Klamath Falls campus). 

o Provost Mott did receive $5.5M from HECC for the Center For Excellence For Applied Computing 

and rural health initiatives. 

o The Management Report also addresses in detail how the COVID funds were spent by the 

university. 

▪ Lindy said that a lot of it went to technology and upgrades. 

o The CEET will be open for the university on December 17th. 

o Lindy said she has seen the design for the Boivin update. There are cosmetic changes to the outside, 

but the inside of the building will be completely different. She said that it will be “beautiful.” 

o Two roundabouts are set to be built near campus; Oregon Tech is paying for one of them, and the 

city is paying for the other one. 

o The track and stadium renovation is 100% complete. 

o Architectural firms are being interviewed to design the new student residence building. 
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• Questions? 

o Vanessa asked where the roundabouts are projected to be installed. 

▪ Lindy said that one will be at the intersection of Campus Way and Dan O’ Brien (Oregon 

Tech-funded), while the other will be near the hospital, on Daggett (city-funded). 

o Deb spoke to add to the FOAC report: 

▪ COVID funds have to spent by May 2022; it’s possible to extend them for one more year, 

but that’s not guaranteed. 

▪ At the moment, we have a $17M funding balance, but the funding will decrease over the 

next two years ($1.1M next year and $2.6M the year after). 

• Vanessa asked what happens if we don’t spend the COVID money. Deb said it 

would just go back and remain unused. 

• Terri asked how much of the COVID funds haven’t been spent. 

o John explained that we had received around $7M originally, and there is 

likely around $4M left to spend. He is not concerned about the money 

going to waste before the deadline. 

 

Report of the Administrative Council Delegate – Iona Musgnung 

• Iona briefly introduced herself to start. 

• Becky Burkeen has stepped into the Admin Council chair role as of this month. 
o Iona said that there’s a diversity of members on Admin Council this year. Member list can be found 

here:  

▪ https://www.oit.edu/faculty-staff/committees/administrative-council/members 

• Admin Council met in September and decided on three main areas of focus for the year: 
o Trying to empower administrative staff 
o Influencing a positive culture and rebuilding trust at the institution 
o Focus on increasing retention of staff 

▪ Admin Council will be running a quarterly newsletter going forward, meeting regularly with 
Dr. Naganathan, and continuing the annual “pulse check” survey that was first run last year 
in pursuit of these goals. 

▪ They also want to look at compensation of administrative staff: the last compensation plan 
update was in 2014 and that plan was wiped in 2019 so there is currently no plan or 
standard. Iona said that John has been helpful in working on a replacement plan. 

▪ They also want to improve and standardize the onboarding process for new staff, but are 
limited in what they can accomplish right now with staff shortages in HR. 

▪ Finally, they want to pay more attention to professional development of staff. 

▪ Iona says to expect more information in the near future. 

• Questions? 
o No questions. 

• End of report. 
 

Adjournment  

Terri adjourned the meeting at 7:34pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Ben Bunting, Secretary  
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                                                FACULTY SENATE 

Minutes  

The Faculty Senate met for a special session on January 18th, 2022, in the Mount Bailey Meeting Room of the College 

Union (Klamath Falls campus) and via Zoom for Portland-Metro faculty and others attending remotely.  

Attendance/Quorum 

President Terri Torres called the meeting to order at 6:12pm. All Senators or alternates were present except for 

Christopher Syrnyk.  

 

New Business 

Terri Torres  

• Terri began by referencing the chart portraying a proposed reorganization of Faculty Senate that had been 

provided to Senators prior to this meeting. 
o The chart is also available on page [x] of this packet. 

o Terri also explained that this draft of the reorganized structure has been developed by SenEx working 

with the Provost. She proceeded to describe the structure in some detail for context before further 

discussion. 

• Questions/Comments 

o Randall Paul asked if committee processes (like, for example, CPC’s approval processes) will change 

because of this reorganization. 

▪ Terri answered that individual committees’ processes won’t change as a result of the 

reorganization, but that it would allow various committees to collect information on other 

committees’ work via our monthly Senate meetings. Essentially, the intention of the 

reorganization is to put these committees into more and better communication with one 

another, with Senate as the intermediary. 

▪ Lindy Stewart spoke to reinforce the idea that the reorganization is intended to increase 

communication across committees but not change individual committees’ processes. 

o Randall then asked how committees will be peopled going forward. 

▪ CJ explained that this question hasn’t been addressed yet, but will be part of the Open Floor 

discussion, so it was put off until that portion of the meeting. 

o Next, Chitra Venugopal asked if she will be expected to give regular reports to Senate as a member of 

the International Committee under this new organization. 

▪ Terri responded that no, she does not. 

o Chitra also asked if she needed to give a report as a member of the International Committee at this 

particular meeting of Senate. 

▪ CJ responded that no, she does not. 

o Kyle asked why Grad Council and OLAC got moved to the lowest (third) tier of the structure. 

▪ Terri responded that the Provost and our leadership believed that those committees 

belonged at the lowest tier. She stated that we can always alter this structure after the fact if 

something isn’t working out. 

▪ Terri asked if Dan Peterson had been part of the conversation where these changes were 

introduced to see if he could provide more context. 

• Dan said that he was not part of that particular conversation.  

▪ Kyle recommended that those two committees be moved back to the second tier, with the 

thought being that they are “academic” committees in a similar way to many of the other 

second-tier committees. 

o Randall asked what the point of the reorganization of Senate is. 
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▪ Terri answered that much of the work that has historically been under Senate’s purview has 

been absorbed by the union (or rendered obsolete by the CBA). So part of the reason for it 

is to revisit what Senate’s purpose should be in the wake of those changes. Also, the hope is 

that the reorganization will improve communication across committees and faculty groups to 

make us more collaborative and to cut down on duplication of effort. The hub for that 

communication would be our regular Senate meetings. 

▪ Lindy added that the effort is about “cross-pollination.” Also, this would allow faculty to 

know what’s going on in committees that they aren’t directly part of. Senate already 

somewhat accomplishes this, but it could function better. 

o Andria Fultz asked how Senate will operate going forward: when will all the committees report to us? 

▪ Terri answered that SenEx will generate a calendar to determine when each of the “once-a-

term” and “once-a-year” committees will report to Senate. 

o Dibyajyoti Deb asked if this draft structure was final. 

▪ Terri responded that this is just a draft that we are hoping to have Senate support with a vote 

during the February meeting. Right now we are trying to get feedback so to make that vote 

easier. 

o Deb also suggested that the Admissions Committee and OLAC should be in the second tier, so that 

the Senate hears from them more often. 

▪ Terri responded that we can move those committees to the second tier, but they also don’t 

need to be there for Senate to hear from them: we can request to hear from any of these 

groups at any time. 

▪ Terri also clarified that the main difference between the tiers is who has the power to assign 

charges. We could, for example, ask OLAC to report to Senate whenever we want under the 

draft structure. But we cannot give them charges. 

o Dan spoke up to clarify that the reason the mentioned committees (OLAC, Admissions, and Grad 

Council) were moved to the third tier is because they all have “non-academic components” to the 

committees and so they are not fully academic. 

▪ Lindy replied that the work that those committees do effects our work as instructors, and 

therefore faculty should have more input into the workings of the committees in the future 

than they currently do. 

o Cristina Negoita asked when this structure will be implemented. 

▪ I responded that the hope is to vote on this structure during the February Senate meeting 

and then immediately start distributing charges and such after that. 

o Cristina also suggested that the structure be reviewed at the end of the year and see if it’s a good 

structure or if changes need to be made. 

▪ I answered that the intention is that we have policy going forward that states that this 

structure will be reviewed every year and altered as necessary. CJ will talk more about his 

during the Open Floor section. 

▪ CJ explained that the draft structure initially came about from SenEx collecting all the 

committees at the university that seemed to have academic dimensions to them, and then 

dividing them up across the three tiers based on how much input we thought Senate should 

have on each of their work. Feedback so far has seemingly indicated that Senate believes we 

should have more input into some of these committees than the draft structure allows, and 

that’s useful to know. 

o Deb suggested that the Admissions Committee in particular to report to Senate every term. 

▪ CJ pointed out that the draft structure was designed with charging responsibility and meeting 

frequency defining the tiers together; he suggested that a new draft might separate these two 
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(so, for example, there might be a tier that requests once-a-term reports from a committee 

but does not establish any charging authority from Senate). 

o Kyle restated the point that if this restructuring is meant to give more authority over academic 

matters to Senate, that he thinks this current draft structure doesn’t do enough to establish that 

authority. In particular, he doesn’t think that GEAC and the ESLO committees should be relegated 

to the second tier of the structure. 

▪ Randall spoke to agree with Kyle on the point about the placement of GEAC and the ESLO 

committees. 

• Terri pointed out that regardless of where those committees are located in the 

structure, they are made up of faculty members. 

• She also stated that these committees in particular have traditionally been Academic 

Affairs committees, into which Senate has historically had no input. 

• I stated that some previous SenEx conversation during the drafting of this structure 

was around a concern about putting too many committees in the first tier and that 

being seen as Senate trying to “take over” historically independent committees. 

Randall’s feedback helped clarify that even GEAC members would like to see it 

moved higher up in the draft structure. 

o Randall spoke again to make clear that having Senate be the motivating 

force behind GEAC in the future would be really helpful. He asked if there 

had been administrative pushback against having GEAC and the ESLO 

committees in the first tier, but we took a break for pizza before answering. 

o Maureen asked why the wording on the draft structure document was “input from.” She pointed out 

that historically, this sort of weak wording has resulted in faculty input being disregarded. She also 

asked if there were going to be timelines that determined how long “getting input from” will take so 

that decisions aren’t unnecessarily put off. 

▪ Bobbi asked if it had been considered to change this wording to “Charges from Provost and 

SenEx” or “Charges from Provost or SenEx” to make sure that everyone is included in the 

decision-making process. 

• Terri deferred both of these last two questions while the Senators on the Klamath 

Falls campus took a pizza break. 

o After the break, Dr. Mott spoke to Maureen’s concern about timeline by 

stating that “the details will follow” when it comes to how the two sides 

exchange input when developing charges. 

o Terri spoke to say that the process is iterative, and things that don’t work 

the first time around can and will be revised going forward. 

o Kyle reiterated his concern about the placement of OLAC and Grad Council in the draft structure. 

▪ Dr. Mott stated that even if these committees stay in the third tier, they can still be asked to 

present at Senate at any time. She repeated Terri’s earlier assertion that the structure can 

always be changed later on. 

• Kyle agreed, but also made the point that the initial version of the structure matters, 

and it’s more difficult to make changes once a structure is in place. 

o Kyle also said that he thought that GEAC and the ESLO committees should be moved to being 

Senate committees. 

▪ Dr. Mott reiterated that Senate can always ask any committee to come and give a 

presentation, and that if there are issues with communication across committees, part of that 

may be due to Senate not being engaged enough with what goes on outside of their 

immediate purview. 
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• Kyle clarified that what he is looking for is less to have Senate simply “be informed” 

and more that he’d like to see Senate be more a part of the university organization 

and leadership. 

o Cristina spoke to make the point that it’s important for Senate’s input – now and in the future – to be 

meaningful and to be taken seriously. Historically, Senate’s input has frequently been ignored, and 

that contributes to Senate as a body being less effective and influential than it could be. 

▪ Bobbi asked if her idea of having another tier with a “SenEx or Provost” charging authority 

would help with this. 

• Cristina responded that the details of how this structure will work in practice are 

important to get right for these reasons. 

o Sean clarified that this reorganization doesn’t change any signing authorities or anything similar, it 

just opens up possibilities for more cross-communication. 

▪ Terri reiterated that this reorganization is a first step toward getting Senate more involved in 

the academic side of the university. We don’t have the authority to change signatories on 

policy documents, etc., and aren’t necessarily seeking to gain that authority in the future. 

o Deb asked why FOAC was not included in the draft structure. 

▪ Terri answered that it’s because it is a President’s committee, so it has no direct relation to 

Faculty Senate. 

o Kyle asked if all of the committees in the first and second tiers will have a Senate representative 

assigned to them, or if there will just be someone from the committee who reports to Senate when 

necessary. 

▪ Terri answered that it will be the former option, not the latter. 

 

Open Floor 

CJ Riley and Ben Bunting 

• CJ spoke to introduce the idea that we need a policy that exists in parallel with the draft structure document 

that describes how the structure will work: how are these committees created and disbanded? How are the 

committees peopled, and when? 
o Cecily Heiner asked if we have authority to make such a document. 

▪ CJ said that we have authority to propose a policy. Terri outlined the policy approval process 

briefly. Ultimately, President’s Council has the final say, but we can propose this policy and 

then see what happens from there. 

• I spoke to clarify, too, that the intention for this policy would not be to grab new 

authority or new powers for Senate, but only to explain how the powers granted to 

Senate by the draft structure document would work in practice. In theory, if the 

university administration is alright with the draft structure document, there should 

be nothing in the policy document that would raise alarms. 
o Terri took a moment to update Senators on the status of the NTT policy: 

it’s been sent back to SenEx from Dave Groff with comments that need to 

be addressed. SenEx has charged RPT with making certain these comments 

are addressed with revisions. 
o Cristina asked if the goal of this discussion was to charge SenEx with creating a policy that 

encapsulates what CJ talked about at the beginning of Open Floor. Terri said yes: SenEx will create a 

draft policy, bring it to Senate, and get feedback. Eventually, we will vote on a final version of the 

policy to pass on to the administration. 

▪ Cristina made the motion and the motion passed. 

• Terri said that the policy will include a timeline. 
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o Vanessa asked if in situations where there is already a Senator on a given committee, would that 

person just serve as the Senate representative by default. Terri agreed. 
▪ Sean pointed out that the chair of the committee might be the best person to present to 

Senate. Cristina said that the Senate representative would have an equally informed voice, so 

either option would work well. 

 

Adjournment  

Terri adjourned the meeting at 7:43pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Ben Bunting, Secretary  
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Charges for Academic Standards 21/22 

 

1.  Review work done by 2020 Academic Standards Committee and make current 

recommendations concerning the waitlist policy.   

 

2.  Review and make recommendations regarding the length of summer term in weeks.   

 

3.  Review work done by past ad-hoc committee on student evaluations. Make recommendation 

for any needed changes to teaching evaluations, including student numerical evaluations. Make 

recommendations for revisions to current procedures. 

 

4. Review proposed changes to student admission standards to ensure that they support Oregon 

Tech’s strategic goals and that they are data-driven. 

 

5. Review the five-year academic calendar and make a recommendation, including all 

stakeholders.   

 

 

Charges for RPT 

 

Examine and make recommendations concerning the timeline for the Faculty Objective Plan 

(FOP).   
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11/29/21

1

Student Bill of Rights:
Faculty Senate Presentation

PM-ASOIT
Jack Zoucha, President

1

Starting Goals

• Personal freedoms
• Academic protections, guaranteed resources 

and support
• Guaranteed representation and EQUAL voice 

in all university matters – especially 
financial

• Restore student confidence in OIT, increase 
trust in administration

• Guidelines for future emergencies
• Has provided biggest challenge

2
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2

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

Process
1. Initial research and development
2. Review by KF/PM ASOIT
3. Student feedback period –

survey/forum/etc.
4. Review and ratification by ASOIT 
5. Presentation to admin/faculty 

senate
6. Feedback/debate/ revisions
7. Repeat 3-5 until a final list is 

agreed by all parties
8. Begin implementation, determine 

enforcement strategies/contacts/ 
reporting processes

3

• Every student has the right to 
an inclusive, high-quality 
education, including adequate 
means of support for 
progressing through and 
completing their degree 
program in the prescribed 
amount of time. 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

4
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3

• All students have the right to 
co-governance in all 
University decision-making 
bodies and fora relevant to 
their education, either directly 
or through democratic 
representation, with the right 
to be considered an equal 
stakeholder in all university 
proceedings, including 
financial matters. 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

5

• All students have the right to 
freely express themselves, 
not to be limited to academic 
matters, and shall have their 
different backgrounds and 
experiences recognized as an 
important part of educational 
quality. 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

6
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4

• All students have the right to 
organize themselves freely in 
legally recognized entities, 
and cannot suffer academic, 
financial, or legal 
consequences stemming from 
such involvement. 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

7

• All students have the right to 
a free and fair appeal against 
any University act which they 
feel to be discriminatory, 
including in academic 
matters, and have the right to 
challenge the grading of their 
academic work by an external 
examiner. 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

8
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5

• All students have the right to 
qualified professors and evaluation 
methods that are suitable to their 
mode of education, whether it is 
in-person, remote, online, or any 
combination of the above, and 
shall be evaluated or graded solely 
on academic performance which 
are specifically counted as part of 
their degree program.
• “Qualified” requires possession of the 

minimum degree required for 
instructing undergraduate/graduate 
classes, and a record of the skills 
necessary to teach 

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

9

• Feedback period thru January
• Survey Links
• Posted in Kfalls/PM commons

• Will present first version to 
Faculty Senate first, then 
admin
• End goal – accepted by 
ASOIT, FS, Admin Council, 
and Board of Trustees

Oregon Tech
Student Bill of Rights

10
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6

Conclusion

• Feedback??
• Anything missing?
• Anything that needs defined?
• Anything that misrepresents 

student body?

• QR Code has survey!
• Brie and I would really 
appreciate input/suggestions, 
can email us!
• brie.landis@oit.edu
• jack.zoucha@oit.edu

11
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Faculty Senate: The Voice of the Faculty 

 The Faculty of Oregon Institute of Technology maintains the institutional 
philosophy of shared governance characterized by open and responsible 
communication, fair treatment of individuals, participatory processes, and 
collaborative decision-making, whereby each member of the Faculty has the 
responsibility to speak and the right to be heard without prejudice. Such a 
governance philosophy, with the active support of the Faculty, provides a 
climate in which ideas can be initiated, policies and practices can be tested, 
and a unity of purpose can be forged so that all members of the university 
community are encouraged and supported in their endeavor to contribute 
to the mission of Oregon Institute of Technology. 

- Constitution of the Faculty 

The Faculty exercises its power to initiate action to promote faculty welfare, 
including but not limited to recommending policy and providing advice, 
through its representative body, the Faculty Senate. It has the responsibility, 
on behalf of the Faculty, of considering proposed changes in the policies of 
the institute and may suggest such changes on its own initiative. It has the 
sole responsibility, on behalf of the Faculty, of recommending policy 
changes to the president of the institute for consideration. “Policy,” under 
this Charter, means a general rule for the conduct of the institute that 
affects:  

(a) The purposes or goals of the institute; 
(b) The nature and scope of its program; or 
(c) Its standards of teaching, research, and scholarship. 

It has the responsibility of considering all proposed policy changes which 
affect the general welfare of the Faculty. The Senate, furthermore, may 
consider and recommend specific means of insuring the continuance of 
academic freedom at this institute.  

- Faculty Senate Charter, Preamble 

The Board delegates to the president and faculty, 
authority relating to the powers outlined in the Faculty 
Constitution and Charter of the Faculty Senate and: (a) 
academic standards relating to admission to study at 
the University; (b) curriculum, curricular materials, 
method of instruction, grading, credits, and academic 
standards of the University; and (c) standards of 
student competence in a discipline. 

- Board Policy on Delegation of Authority (1.7.2) 

The Board reaffirms the faculty’s central role in the 
development and stewardship of the University’s 
academic mission, consistent with Oregon law and the 
Board Policy on Delegation of Authority, and as 
outlined in the Faculty Constitution and Charter of the 
Faculty Senate. The faculty, in conjunction with the 
President and Provost, is responsible for (i) academic 
standards relating to admission to study at the 
University; (ii) curriculum, curricular materials, 
method of instruction, grading, credits, and academic 
standards of the University; and (iii) standards of 
student competence in a discipline. The Board also 
expects that the faculty will have substantial 
participation and input into the development of new 
academic degree programs and significant changes to 
academic degree programs before they reach the 
Board for consideration and approval and, as 
appropriate, transmission to the Higher Education 
Coordinating Commission for approval.  

The Board recognizes the Faculty Senate as the 
internal representative body of the faculty. To set 
forth its internal processes for participating in shared 
governance, the Oregon Tech Faculty Senate is 
authorized, consistent with law and the Policies and 
actions of the Board, to formulate a statement of 
internal governance expressed as a constitution or in 
another appropriate format. The statement of internal 
governance must be consistent with applicable law and 
the Policies and actions of the Board and is subject to 
approval by the President in his or her role as 
president of the faculty. The President convenes and 
presides over the faculty and is authorized to veto any 
decision of the Faculty Senate. Notwithstanding the 
President’s statutory role as the president of the 
faculty, the faculty’s statement of internal governance 
may provide for a member of the faculty to serve as 
the Faculty Senate’s president or chair. The statement 
of internal governance is subject to amendment by the 
Board after notice to and consultation with the 
President and Faculty Senate. Subject to the approval 
of the President, the statement of internal governance 
may also be amended as provided for in the statement 
of internal governance statement, but no more often 
than annually.  
- Board Resolution 15-2 on Shared Governance, 
Section 3c (Minor, 2004) 
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SB 233 proposed common course number (CCN) timeline 

 

2023-24: Focus on at least nine courses, not all from a single discipline. Proposed: 

WRI 121, WRI 122, WRI 227 

MATH 105, MATH 243, MATH 244 

Public Speaking, Interpersonal Communication, Communications 100 

 

2025-26: 

MATH 111, MATH 112, MATH 251 

Spanish 101, Spanish 102, Spanish 103 

English 104, English 105, English 106 

Health Nutrition (Health 225), Personal Health (Health 250), Health and Fitness (Health 295) 

WRI 115 

ECO 201, ECO 202 

History of the US: HIST 201, 202, 203 

MATH 112, MATH 252, MATH 253 

Chemistry 104, 105, 106 

Sociology 204, 205 

Psychology 101, 201, 202 

Biology 211, 212, 213 

Business 101, 211, 212 (note that Oregon Tech’s numbers would be BUS 10`, ACC 201, AC 203) 

 

After 2025-26:  

Prioritize completion of the Transfer Council CCN List of Courses: https://docs.google.co 

m/spreadsheets/d/1VHROo8ykRIjbsSRTSPVSHEQ4AgwmSFWbBs9dkaad5GM/edit?usp=sharing 

Convene subcommittees to discuss approach to CTE courses 
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Library Resources
Commission

Online Learning 
Advisory Council

International 
Committee

University and Academic Committees
• No Charges
• Senate can request annual 

presentation
• Written Annual Reports to 

Provost’s Office are Shared

University
Research

Honors
Program

Admissions
Committee

Accreditation
Committee

Academic Affairs Committees
• Provost develops charges with 

input from Senate
• Senate Representative presents 

to Senate once per term

Academic 
Standards

Rank Promotion
and Tenure

Senate Committees
• Senate develops charges with 

input from Provost
• Report to Senate monthly

Commission on 
College Teaching

Graduate
Council

Curriculum Planning
Commission

Assessment
Commission

General Education
Advisory Council

DEI 
Committee

ESLO Committees (present through GEAC)
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Objectives for Updating: 

• More clearly define administrative council and asoit 

• Clearly define accountability 

• Outline/define clear hierarchy of roles (“chain of command”) 

o Are there policies/procedures in place that outline appropriate reporting, 

communication, resolution of conflict, voting and veto powers, etc? Cite them in this 

document 

• Define/declare enforcement of chain of command 

• Define/declare voting rights/veto powers. There appears to be no balance of power between 

governing bodies 

• Break Section 3b into 2 or 3: president should have its own subsection, then officers and senior 

administrators (do they each need their own section?) 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 15-2 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF OREGON INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

A RESOLUTION ON SHARED GOVERNANCE AT OREGON INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

The Board of Trustees of the Oregon Institute of Technology adopted the following resolutions at a duly 

held meeting: 

Whereas, the establishment of separate, institutional governing boards for each of Oregon’s public 

universities, including Oregon Institute of Technology (“University” or “Oregon Tech”) is a propound 

opportunity for the success of students; and 

Whereas, the authority of the Oregon Institute of Technology Board of Trustees (“Board”) and President 

may be informed and improved by the purposeful engagement with the University’s stakeholders – 

including its faculty, staff, and students; and 

Whereas, the concept of shared governance in an academic environment is expected and appreciated; 

and 

Whereas, the Board is much closer to the affairs of the University than previous system-wide governing 

boards; and 

Whereas, a statement affirming the principles of shared governance is a critical step in the success of 

the University, building trust among University stakeholders and demonstrating a commitment to open 

deliberation and decision-making; 

Now, therefore, the Board resolves as follows: 

 

Section 1 

Principles and Values 
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The Board is committed to shared governance in the academic environment and embraces the following 

principles and values to guide the efficient governance and administration of the University: 

a. Frank Communication 

b. Open deliberation and decision-making 

c. Consistent reflection upon the University’s mission statement and strategic plan 

d. Recognition by all University stakeholders of roles and their responsibilities in the efficient 

governance and administration of the University. 

e. Mutual trust and respect among all University stakeholders. 

The Board is committed to the adherence and upholding of the values discussed herein. Thus, each 

governing body described below shall be able to concretely demonstrate the implementation of these 

values, and the Board will be charged with overseeing the evidence of implementation as applicable by 

law and other Board Policies. 

Section 2 

Definition 

Shared governance is defined by appropriately shared responsibility, accountability, and cooperative 

action among the Board, administrators, faculty, staff, and students, and, as applicable, their duly 

constituted representative bodies, intended to foster constructive and collaborative thought and action 

within the institutional structure in service of the University’s mission. For the purposes of this 

Resolution, accountability is defined as the collaborative communication and cooperative action 

between the independent governing bodies herein, with all parties acting for the benefit of the 

University and to uphold the University’s values and mission statement. 

Section 3 

Communication 

a. The Board will, consistent with its Board Policy on Conduct of Public Meetings, reserve specific 

time for one duly-elected representative from each Faculty Senate, Administrative Council, and 

ASOIT to address the Board on any matter of concern facing the faculty, staff, or students, 

respectively. 

b. When appropriate, the Board should include representatives of the faculty, staff, or student 

body in relevant work retreats by the Board. 

c. The Board expects the University’s President to meet with the duly-elected chair or president of 

the Faculty Senate, Administrative Council, and ASOIT regularly, but preferably monthly, to 

ensure open communication and prompt discussion and consideration of matters of concern. 

d. Regular communication between the University President and the duly-elected or appointed 

leadership of the Faculty Senate, Administrative Council, and ASOIT, as expected by the Board, 

shall be documented with follow-up communication as necessary to address concerns, resolve 

conflicts, and foster accountable, productive, and equitable communication. These processes 

are as outlined in [policy]. 

 

Section 4 
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Roles, Responsibilities and Representation 

a. Board 

The Board is vested with the ultimate authority to manage the affairs of the University under Oregon 

law and applicable Board Policies and actions, including, the Board policy on Delegation of Authority. 

The Board shall receive and consider input and advice from University stakeholders, as articulated in this 

resolution, either through the President or directly to the Board through processes and channels 

established by the Board. 

The Board, in its Bylaws and Board Policy on Committees, authorizes the creation of ad hoc committees 

to address specific topics from time to time. As appropriate, representatives of faculty, staff, student 

body may be asked to participate in these ad hoc committees to provide their expertise and perspective. 

b. President, Officers, Administrators 

The President, as the University’s chief executive officer and president of the faculty, is responsible for 

directing the affairs of the University, provided the President’s actions are consistent with the law, and 

Policies and actions of the Board, including, the Board Policy on Delegation of Authority. The President, 

officers, and administrators have as a primary performance of their duties related to teaching, learning, 

student and institutional support, professional development, scholarly work and research, and 

community service. 

The President has primary responsibility for communicating with and making recommendations to the 

Board. The Board expects the President, as appropriate, to provide meaningful opportunity for duly-

elected or appointed representative of the Faculty Senate, Administrative Council, and ASOIT, to offer 

input and advice on the President’s recommendations. This includes, but is not limited to the President’s 

recommendations concerning the University’s budget, tuition and fee schedule, strategic plan, and 

mission statement. 

The President also has primary authority for the approval of University Policies that define the 

expectations of requirements for University units and functions, as outlined in the Board Policy on 

Policies. The Board expects duly-elected or appointed representatives of Faculty Senate, Administrative 

Council, and ASOIT; to participate in the President’s Council to offer input and advice on University 

policies. 

Officers and Administrators are [further define and outline here] 

c. Faculty Senate 

The Board reaffirms the faculty’s central role in the development and stewardship of the University’s 

academic mission, consistent with Oregon law and the Board policy on Delegation of Authority, and as 

outlined in the Faculty Constitution and Charter of the Faculty Senate. The faculty, in conjunction with 

the President and the Provost, is responsible for  

i. academic standards relating to admission to study at the University;  

ii. curriculum, curricular materials, method of instruction, grading, credits, and academic 

standards of the University; and  

iii. standards of students competence in a discipline.  
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The Board also expects that the faculty will have substantial participation and input into the 

development of new academic degree programs and significant changes to academic degree programs 

before they reach the Board for consideration and approval and, as appropriate, transmission to the 

Higher Education Coordinating Commission for approval. 

The Board recognizes the Faculty Senate as the internal representative body to the faculty. To set forth 

its internal processes for participating in shared governance, the Oregon Tech Faculty Senate is 

authorized, consistent with law and the Policies and actions of the Board, to formulate a statement of 

internal governance expressed as a constitution or in another appropriate format. The statement of 

internal governance must be consistent with applicable law and the Policies and actions of the Board 

and is subject to approval by the President in his or her role as President of the faculty. The President 

convenes and presides over the faculty and is authorized to veto any decision of the Faculty Senate. 

Notwithstanding the President’s statutory role as president of the faculty, the faculty’s statement of 

internal governance may provide for a member of the faculty to serve as the Faculty Senate’s president 

or chair. The statement of internal governance may also be amended as provided for in the statement of 

internal governance statement, but not more often than annually. 

d. Administrative Council 

The Board recognizes the Administrative Council as the internal representative body of the Oregon Tech 

unrepresented, unclassified, administrative staff. In order to set forth its internal processes for 

participating in shared governance, the Administrative Council is authorized, consistent with law and the 

Policies and action for the Board, to formulate a statement of internal governance expressed as a 

constitution or in another appropriate format. The statement of internal governance must be consistent 

with applicable law and the Policies and actions of the Board. 

[further define and outline here] 

There will be active, formal staff involvement in Oregon Tech commissions, committees, councils, 

workgroups, and other governance structures. The Board recognizes the Administrative Council as a key 

University stakeholder and this shared governance document ensures that the Administrative Council be 

equitably and adequately represented and considered in University decision-making. 

 

e. Associated Students of Oregon Institute of Technology 

The Board recognizes the ASOIT as the recognized student government. To set forth its internal 

processes for participating in shared governance, the ASOIT is authorized, consistent with law and the 

Policies and action for the Board, to formulate a statement of internal governance expressed as a 

constitution or in another appropriate format. The statement of internal governance must be consistent 

with applicable law and the Policies and actions of the Board. 

The ASOIT has an institutionalized role allowing input and involvement in decision-making related to, 

but not limited to the following: 

i. Academic policies  

ii. Student codes of conduct  

iii. Institutional budgeting and planning  
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iv. Selection and appointment of administrators, faculty, and staff members  

v. Tuition, fees, parking and board rates  

vi. University mission and vision  

There will be active, formal student involvement in Oregon Tech commissions, committees, councils, 

workgroups, and other governance structures. The Board recognizes the ASOIT as a key University 

stakeholder and this shared governance document ensures that the ASOIT be equitably and adequately 

represented and considered in University decision-making. 

Section 5 

Performance Evaluation 

In evaluating the job performance of the President, the Board will consider the President’s commitment 

to shared governance as described in this Board resolution. During Comprehensive Review years 

(generally every 4-5 years, as defined in the Board Policy on Presidential Evaluation Process), the Board 

shall consider reports from key University stakeholders, including but not limited to duly-elected or 

appointed presidents or chairs of committees, commissions, ASOIT, Faculty Senate, and senior 

administrators and officers. 

Section 6 

Approval and Revisions 

This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon approval by the Board.  

The Board oversees while the University President provides leadership for the University’s adherence to 

the principles of shared governance. Periodic review of this document with the leadership of the 

governing boards herein may be necessary to determine the degree to which governing board practices 

align with University principles, values, and mission statement. Should specific questions or challenges 

arise concerning adherence to the commitments expressed in this shared governance document, those 

concerns shall be addressed jointly by the University President and other duly-elected or appointed 

presidents or chairs of the governing bodies discussed herein. 
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