
                                                                                                            

                                                FACULTY SENATE 

Minutes  
The Faculty Senate met on December 5th 2023, 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 in attendance except  
 
Approval of Minutes  
The minutes for the November 2023 Faculty Senate meetings were approved without changes.  
Ashton Greer moved to move new business to the next item on the agenda. Seconded and approved. 
 
New Business 

Report of the Vice President for Finance and Administration – John Harman 

 Faculty Senate Tuition Review presentation slides attached 
 VP Harman presented on tuition first, addressing tuition goals, enrollment trends, tuition remissions, 

resident/non-resident tuition, Western Undergraduate Exchange, annual tuition setting process, and tuition 
strategies. 

o Randall asked about non-resident tuition, which he says seems high; is it a deterrent? John: I will 
show some comparisons with other state institutions; we’re pretty comparable.  

o Terri asked, how are you defining remissions? John: it’s basically waivers. It’s money we don’t collect. 
Terri: so if a professor from U of O sends a child to Oregon Tech? John: No, that’s more of a trade. 
This is more for students who haven’t committed, so Admissions can offer a scholarship to entice 
them to commit.  

o Resident tuition ($10,401): Oregon Tech is in the middle of the pack of state institutions.  
o Non-resident tuition ($33,397): In the state, we are just behind OSU, which is the most expensive.  
o WUE: We have some programs that are in high demand that don’t qualify, listed on the slides. 
o Terri asked if we choose who is eligible from particular states. John: applications from these states 

for eligible programs will have automatic qualification for WUE.  
o Ken Usher asked: How is WUE tuition set? Do we lose money on WUE students, or gain? John: It is 

150% of in-state tuition. They discussed strategies around reducing tuition strategically. WUE 
students yield 150% of in-state tuition (~$15k per WUE student) but don’t get the additional state 
support component of their tuition (a total of $22k per student). 

o Randall asked about how much opportunity there really is to increase out of state tuition if we’re 
already high in that list. John: students hopefully look at a total cost of attendance.  

o Terri: How does one get data on this? John: you need to engage consultants who survey the larger 
market. Once we have our SEM hire, we can hopefully make progress on this. I think we have happy 
customers. Terri: Surely some other state has looked at this? Maybe Louisiana, where you came 
from? John: Well, we didn’t have a problem with enrollment there. You want to know more when 
the market gets competitive.  

o I asked what percentage of our students are out of state. John: I think it’s about 15%. Joanna: I think 
that’s about right, but it changes every year.  

o Bobbi: We might want to start looking at WUE because we have students that enroll in MIT but 
then see the bill and drop, so maybe we do want to attract more at this point.  

o John discussed other retention matters: wrap-around services, climate, rural environment, etc.  
o Sean asked if we could look at historical tuition increases for OIT and other institutions on the 

comparator list. John: for a time there was a positive correlation between enrollment and tuition 
increases. It’s only the past few years that we have seen that trend invert. There are fewer college-
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bound students in Oregon and OSU and U of O have been doubling down on what they offer 
students. John pointed to the SEM hire to look at this.  

o Terri: It seems like that person could really help. John broke down the impact of reducing out-of-
state tuition and how that would multiply quickly if it were ~200 students at a $10k loss each.  

o Terri: And the program differential tuition? John: That’s 37% for those programs that have it.  
o John talked about enrollment declines in other smaller state institutions. We’re participating 

NCHMS, a higher education advisory group too.  
o Matt asked about community college numbers; are they up in enrollment and taking away some of 

our first and second year enrollment? John: I’m not sure, but KCC has seen ~20% enrollment 
declines. I can send you more on that.  

o John: I don’t want to take too much time but can answer more questions if you’d like. Terri: this 
came up from our imaging faculty who are interested in growing, but can’t grow. So, I wanted to 
learn more about differential and out-of-state. John: There are some details, like online students don’t 
pay the differential, even if they’re in a program that has it. You can also be an out of state student 
and take 6 or fewer credits at in-state tuition and take other courses online. So, there are creative 
ways to save money, some of which I just learned about.  

o Ken: I hear you but it seems like we might be pricing ourselves out of the market and maybe we 
aren’t as consistent between programs? John: I’m open-minded about this, but I want to work with 
the Provost’s Office and this new SEM hire to develop data.  

o Don: It seems like we should get more aggressive at attracting out of state students if the in-state 
pool is shrinking. John: There was more than a 10% decrease in the in-state pool a couple of years 
ago and it sounds like this is not temporary, it’s something that will persist. So, I agree with you Don. 
Out of state and online will be important. We just haven’t had someone skilled in this for a while to 
focus on this. We’ll be able to survive this, but you all are asking the right questions. Joanna: 
Admissions has changed their model and now include recruiters out of state. Initial numbers look 
good for deposits out of state for next year. John: Josephine has just mentioned that the curriculum 
in Don’s area is up, but those looking for radiology were reduced. Don: That’s right, we were digging 
deep to fill our seats.  

o John discussed the tuition strategies slide. We are year-to-year, but some institutions like UofO have 
guaranteed tuition for up to six years from when a student starts, but they also have less money 
coming from the state. Could consider a guaranteed tuition rate that caps the tuition increase for 
current students.  

o John outlined the annual tuition setting process.  
 Financial Update 

o There are some rumors that there are big losses in Portland-Metro, but we just ran the numbers and 
we only lost about $60k this past year. It looks to be at budget through October. The board wants us 
to promote PM, so we may add money there that is outside the budget. We do need to make 
investments and be proactive.  

o Terri: I was once the chair of FOAC and always asked to have PM isolated and they said it wasn’t 
possible, so go you! You did it.  

o Terri asked about the fund balance. When we were $3.5M in the hole last year, how did we get out of 
that? John: We budgeted $4M from rural health and $3M from COVID funds and some from 
reserve. We ended the year only slightly in the red ($605k), because we had a number of vacant 
positions and almost $4M in salaries. Basically, it was savings. Terri: So we used rural health money 
to get out of the hole? John: No, that funded DPT startup, ABA clinic building purchase, and other 
appropriate expenses. We are also finding errors in the HECC payment and it saves us money. They 
manage $1B and it’s happening in a spreadsheet.  

o Terri: I heard a rumor about hiring freezes; can you tell me about that? John: there are no hiring 
freezes.  

o Riley: Who’s #1 goal is not to impact people? John: That’s our #1 goal, the president, the board, 
everybody. We don’t want to negatively impact our people.  
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o Deb: I presented on the FOAC meeting at the last Senate meeting and there were questions about 
the dorm. It would be $35M spent on a new dorm and our budget is around $70M. Is that wise? 
John: That’s a good question. We did need to revise the dorm plans down from a prior $50M. It’s an 
F-bond that we have to pay back. Debt retirement is not part of that $70M. Dorms are auxiliaries, 
which means that debt retirement is outside of the budget numbers we’re talking about. It looks like 
we’ll make money on that.  

o Terri: Faculty are also asking about building a dorm as enrollment is dropping. John: We have had 
bonds sold in our name last year for this. It is also a good investment because this is what students 
and families are looking for. The plan is to move everyone from the Residence Hall to the new 
building so we can refurbish the Res Hall.  

o Cristina: I have a hard time when I talk about budgets, not seeing numbers. I like to look at them 
visually. Why can’t more details be presented to faculty senate. John: I have them and can share 
them. I apologize. I wasn’t quite prepared to present on finances and had focused on tuition. 
Cristina: How long will the new dorm debt be paid back? John: This is packaged with other state 
bonds. When they were packaged the rates were pretty good. $2M paid form student funds, which is 
well under the 6% of debt service we can take on. Term is 20 years at 3.5% interest. Cristina: How 
much will students have to pay? John: We are well under in current prices and there is a housing 
shortage. We are planning gradual increases to get closer to market housing. People would be willing 
to pay more for nicer housing and this will be very nice. Cristina: How much will my student need to 
pay? John: I’ll get that for you. I don’t know off the top of my head? 

o Terri: So this is from housing fees? John: yes. Cristina: So these fees are above and beyond what they 
need to pay already? John: No, they already pay these. They will just change. Sean: How many beds? 
John: 500, more like 512 with RAs. Sean: So will we be net zero? John: I think so with the way we’ve 
set this up. There were some things that we might not want to do like ask all first-year students to 
live in the dorms.  

o Terri: Thank you so much. We had all these questions.  
o Stefan had additional questions: We keep talking about tuition, but what about all of these other fees. 

On Klamath Falls, the fees are around $1000, and around $300 in PM.  
 
CCT Survey – Ashton Greer and Rachel Hanan 

We also have Cecily Heiner here who is a co-chair of CCT. We want to improve on some of the standard things that 
CCT has done to support faculty over the years. One of our challenges is increasing faculty engagement, so we wanted 
to request information to learn how we can better communicate and tailor our offerings. The survey is available 
through menti.com and uses code 58467326.  
 
Reports of the Officers  
Report of the President – Terri Torres  

 Enrollment: As John alluded to, we have a 5.2% drop as of December 1. Credit hours, we have 1,362. We are 
up by 19 applications (that’s individuals). Retention from Fall to Winter 2021: 83.4%, 2022: 8XXX, 2023: 
83.8%.  

 Simple Syllabus will be ready for Spring.  
 Also from Carrie Dickson’s office. Student numerical evaluations. We have 30% completion rate and 350 

courses are missing their objective selection, so please do that.  
 Stay Survey came out. I hope you filled it out. I have asked HR for the results, but don’t have them yet. 

Hopefully we will for our February meeting.  
 Merit: I misspoke last time. You had to have exceeds in all areas to earn merit. We talked about the policy. I 

think the union and Beverley have come up with some decisions. As for the merit policy, it either needs to be 
changed or dropped because it won’t be followed in the future as is.  

 John Davis, board president, visited SenEx. We discussed board responses to presentations as required by the 
recent senate bill. We talked about the campus climate and he said that was then and we need to move on. 
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Senex agreed but said that a lot of the problems that existed when the assessment was completed are still 
here. Gaylyn’s Wellness effort is one positive outcome of this.  

 Forums: we asked that a simple majority of time be allotted for Q&A, not just sharing of information. Board 
Chair Davis agreed.  

 Recommendations of board ad hoc committee on climate. These were the recommendations: 
o The president to report to the board at the November 2022 meeting a summary of how the 

resolution on shared governance is currently being met and what changes are contemplated to 
improve the process of implementation  

o The board sponsor an information session for the campus community where it will reaffirm its 
commitment to shared governance, define its expectations for shared governance, listen to 
individuals’ input on how shared governance is or is not well implemented and its intention to review 
the resolution and implementation on a regular basis. This information session should be held shortly 
after the start of the fall ’22 term  

o The board direct the campus leadership and the constituent groups to meet twice per year to discuss 
shared governance implementation and to report directly to the board on their deliberations. This 
group, upon common internal agreement, may elect not to meet after the first year. 

o We asked chair Davis to see if these things have been done. You can decide for yourself if these 
things have happened. I have not met with the Provost or Dr. Afjeh.  

o Joanna: the shared governance discussion occurred during Convocation 2022 and they went through 
quite a bit of this. Terri: OK, thank you.  

 Riley: Where do you get the enrollment report? Your chair should receive this. Riley: I asked about a ratio of 
how many credits offered versus how many we’re filling. Joanna: I can forward that suggestion on to Faruq. 
Sean: Won’t this change depending on the classroom? Riley/Terri: No, this should be managed by the 
department chair. Ken: I’m not sure if this will be an accurate number because caps have been adjusted 
without us knowing in my department sometimes.  

 Matt: Was there a Simple Syllabus pilot? Terri: Andi did you do that? Andi: As far as I know I don’t think this 
has been piloted. Matt: I think a pilot would be a good idea. Terri: Me too. I will recommend this.  

End of report. 
 
Report of the VP - Deb 

 Elections for Senate President. Terri's current tenure as president of faculty senate is set to expire at the end 
of spring 2024. Therefore, elections for the next president will be held during February 2024. If you are 
interested or know of anyone that might be interested in running for this position, then please let the 
elections committee know. That would be myself and Riley. There will be official emails about this that will 
go to all faculty during January at the start of the new term. 

 Academic Council Report 
o Academic Council met virtually last Tuesday, November 28. 
o No old business.  
o New business 

 1. Christopher Syrnyk gave an update on the Honors Program in relation to the Academic 
Master Plan charge 3 goal 1.7 to further develop the Honors Program and globally 
competitive scholarships 

 There are 45 current participants in the program, flat from last year. 
 Further development of HP is being done by extending the offering to Portland-

Metro (PM) and Online Learning students 
 There is a Certificate in critical thinking sponsored by HP that is currently in 

development. 
 Christopher urged the chairs to encourage students in their major to look into the 

honors program. Chairs can also invite the HP director to visit the department. 
 2. Next Franny Howes asked chairs about communication gen ed. classes and whether 

faculty were experiencing any issues when it comes to course offerings, times, modality etc. 
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This was in light of General Education revision that GEAC has been tasked with and their 
oversight to determine which classes count for GE in COM. These are some of the 
comments from the chairs. 

 Some of the chairs said that they will email their faculty to get more information 
 Online option is essential for Dental Hygiene program due to conflicts between on-

campus course offerings, lab, and clinic schedules 
 For PM students availability of on the ground courses; enrollment, staffing are 

potential issues 
 3. There were some questions about APE distributions.  

 Decision was made last year to complete FOP/APE at same time, question was 
asked whether chairs were aware of this, and are sharing with their faculty. 

 Chair should mentor new faculty and discuss plans, research, courses, etc. for the 
academic year; document conversations. Chairs were instructed to have their new 
faculty write FOPs in Fall term and meet with them about it.  

 There was request for creation of FOP/APE documentation to provide guidance, 
timeline, expectations 

 Include explanation that new faculty hired after spring term of the previous 
academic year should complete a FOP during fall term 

 There was also a request to fix issues surrounding last year’s FOP/APE process in 
DocuSign and ensure consistency across the colleges 

 4. Next, there was a discussion on the role of chairs when it comes to new hires. Some of 
the chairs mentioned that their new hires had somewhat different offer letter expectiations 
than what was originally in the job description. This includes research requirements from 
faculty that have no research training. Provost Mott mentioned that once the offer is made, 
then the offer letter goes out of Dr. Nagi's office, and his office is ultimately responsible for 
what is put in that offer letter. Provost Mott also mentioned that this letter is written by HR 
and is then edited by the President's office. 

 Some recommendations were made. These include 
 Request for chairs to be included in discussions surrounding offers for potential 

faculty hires, and copied on offer letters for awareness of contract requirements and 
expectations 

 College deans should report back to chairs on offer terms 
 Academic year 2023-24 signed offer letters will be provided to chairs 
 Chairs need more understanding surrounding expectations for varying faculty lines 

(tenure track, fixed term) and refer to collective bargaining agreement (CBA) 
 Position expectations of faculty should be clearly articulated within the position 

descriptions, and reflected within the postings; there was a request for clear models 
of content to insert in these documents 

 Need for improved communication about workload expectations, et al. 
 Request for chairs to be sent reappointment letters (notices of appointment) 

 5. Concerns expressed regarding new faculty requirement to submit national research grant 
within their first year of employment, especially when there is no full-time staffing in SPGA 
office and this requirement is also not within the CBA. Provost Mott mentioned that this 
decision evolved during the end of hiring cycle last academic year. The goal was to ensure 
articulation regarding research expectations. 

 6. Lastly, I asked about the chair's perspective on merit pay and if they should be more 
involved in this process as per the CBA saying that this should be done at the department 
level. Beverly mentioned during that time that there is a meeting with the labor management 
committee next Monday (which was yesterday), and we can have a more clear picture about 
this after that, so Beverly might be able to update us on that today. 
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 7. Provost Mott mentioned that Nesli Alp has accepted the offer as Dean of ETM and will 
be starting in January.  

End of Report. 
o Labor management committee update from Andi: the union met with Beverley and administration 

yesterday and we are working on something so that faculty know how merit will work before the 
start of next year.  

o Matt: with FOP and APE being due in the spring, is there a decision on when? Beverley: no, not yet. 
They are due together, but no clarity yet on when.  

o Cecily: did you say that new faculty are expected to submit a national grant in their first year? Deb: 
that was the case for some new hires, but not for all. For example, we have a new hire on the tenure 
track who doesn’t need to do this, but there is a new hire in another department for which this is the 
case. I asked if Terri could bring this up with Dr. Nagi at a future meeting and she agreed.  

 
Report of the ASOIT Delegates – MJ Jurca 

 TechCon on MLK weekend with pop-up roller rink in TechRec.  
 Blackout for Hunger, February basketball game to get students out of their room and for us to donate to 

local food banks. 
 Issues with general meetings. We require all clubs to send representatives and over 50% of clubs don’t do 

this. We hosted online to try to address this and now have 60% of clubs responding with others planning on 
it. This will be our format moving forward.  

 Student workers union is looking for testimony from student workers to prepare for negotiations. They hope 
to collect signatures and seeking a vote by the end of the year.  

 
PM ASOIT ___ VP giving report in place of Aaron Hill 

 We are moving away from holding events and toward improving the student experience. We have a Qualtrics 
survey with over 40 results to try to find common threads so we can advocate for improvements. Monthly 
meetings with Dr. Afjeh and Nagi.  

o Advocating to take classes online for classes offered in Klamath Falls to support students who need 
courses for timely graduation or recovering from a course failure. We want to reduce the cases of 
students who extend their date of graduation.  

o Working on driving course evaluations so they will be completed so there are enough to be useful.  
o Met with Dr. Nagi and Afjeh today about retaining freshmen. Currently the rate is 50% and we want 

to increase this.  
o Working on issues around faculty and professor retention. At our last meeting I asked about certain 

professors being required to submit a national grant. I have heard that can be difficult. He was told 
this was not true and will continue to raise this. Dr. Afjeh was spirited in his response when he tried 
to limit this discussion.  

o It has been tough to find student engagement here in PM, which is why we want to work on our 
campus culture. We have some new students to participate on our committees.  

End of report.  
 
Report of Admin Council Delegate – Kelly Sullivan 

 New Unclassified Staff   
o Amanda Thompson (Klamath Falls) – Basic Needs Navigator in SIB  

 Kudos Awards  
o Unclassified winner - Josie Hudspeth in PM SIB – helped host all 3 Dean of ETM and 3 AVP SEM 

candidates  
 Constituent reached out and asked if we can address issues of technology on campus and how it is giving 

negative view. Carl started a discussion by providing this information:  
o AV support requests have grown by 60% in the last year  
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o Updates in the room reservation system will be coming within the next year (EMS on their way out, 
CourseDog coming in) – this will allow you to reserve the correct room for the correct event (for 
now - ask IT for recommendations)  

o There was a recommendation for training for event hosts – IT can provide trainings 1-on-1 or for 
departments on rooms & tips/tricks; they may also try to do monthly conference room trainings  

o IT just hired a new employee to support new buildings in KF  
o They’re also going to be checking the conference rooms more often to proactively fix problems that 

don’t get reported.  
 The President signed 4 policies that Admin Council’s Welcome & Welfare Committee revised & submitted 

last year: Staff Sick Leave, Staff Vacation Leave, Staff Bereavement Leave, Staff Other Leaves (jury duty, etc.)  
End of report.  
 
Reports of Standing Committees 
Faculty Policy Committee – Ken Usher and Matt Schnackenberg 

 Terri referred everyone to the information in the packet.  
 Ken indicated that he and Matt have been meeting with Beverley, Dan, and Abdy over the last few months. 

Promotion policy and promotion timeline, because it came up. Not sure if we should try to vote on this or 
seek further feedback. I know there are others looking at this as well. Terri: I would rather have the 
completed policy before we vote on it.  

 Ken: Beverley, how close do you think we are on this? Beverley: I think this is very close.  
 Terri: This could happen if this is 100% complete in January and we could hold a special meeting. I would 

rather not vote on it and have one word changed. Ken: That’s what I was hoping to find out about here 
today. The more of that we can do tonight the better! 

 In the definitions: point list of substantive changes. We don’t have a policy on appointments and maybe we 
don’t need one, but we’ve added some language here. Particularly for tenure-track positions a doctoral degree 
is required except for select fields that may be deemed appropriate by the Provost. I think that’s what we’ve 
discussed in the past, but if not we should talk about it now. Similarly, for the NTT positions a master’s 
degree is the requirement with potential to hire a bachelor’s holder with provisions.  

 Terri asked about statements. Ken: if you get hired into a tenure track position, there is no way to switch to 
NTT. Terri: The sentence is in both places and we have had these instances. Ken: We wanted to ensure this 
wasn’t done administratively, but by choice.  

 Cristina: Is there a reason we don’t want this to be possible? Ken: I know we have done this somewhat 
routinely in the past. Matt, can you explain? Matt: We want to reinforce that these are distinct tracks. The 
option needs to be that if a TT position opens up, a NTT faculty member could apply.  

 Randall: What are we doing with MIT? Bobbi: Maybe it should be more defined. I go back and forth on 
whether this should be clearly outlined or left obtuse. Ken: This is an issue that is most significant in the allied 
health fields. Bobbi: I get it.  

 Sean: Do you realize that if we only hired doctorates that we wouldn’t have hired half of our teacher of the 
year award winners? Now this says doctorate only for TT? Ken: yes, doctorate only or less for select 
positions. Bobbi: I’m concerned that open interpretation will lead to exclusion. Is there another way of saying 
it?  

 Randall: Is there some registration or certificate you could use? Bobbi: Well, not really. We have registrations 
that we needed.  

 David Johnson: Why is this in the promotion policy when maybe it’s more appropriate in a recruitment. 
Echoing Sean, I’m concerned about the effect this will have on faculty, having this in policy when we have 
TT faculty with only a master’s degree. What sort of environment will that set up? How will they feel? 
Currently, if someone is an associate professor with a master’s are they not eligible for full professor? Ken: It 
could be that this should be in a policy on appointments. Some universities have this. I’m not sure we have 
the justification for this. Your point about recruitments is good: this is supposed to guide recruitments as 
opposed to those being a grand mystery. Are you grandfathered in? Maybe that’s something we should have 
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particular language about this. Ken asked Beverley if this is possible. Beverley: We have done something like 
this and we could have specific language about that. Ken: Even though this is a policy about promotion it 
really influences appointments. Beverley: This language could be in the language at each step. Ken: In the 
future, if we hire someone with a master’s degree onto the tenure track in the future, they would still fall 
under this policy right? Beverley: If someone is hired in under the clause about master’s in select fields, it 
would allow that person to advance through TT ranks.  

 Terri: Did that answer all your questions David? David: Everything except how it makes faculty feel. Ken: I 
think we have grandfathering and no track switching handled.  

 Cristina: This thing about select positions. Ken: Yes, “for select fields…” Cristina: What is our intent for this 
language? If it is too vague it will open us to inequities about what those definitions are. I would encourage 
more specificity. Terri: That’s in line with what Bobbi is suggesting. Matt: Our intent is for faculty in 
particular disciplines to have this option, but maybe we work with a non-exclusive list of programs for which 
this applies.  

 Don: Good work. This looks really good. I’m supportive of the grandfather clause. If we don’t we would 
have disgruntled faculty. We may also want to consider time in the field. Bobbi: How long have you worked 
in the field. Bobbi: 25 years. Don: I think that counts for a PhD. I am apprehensive because I have seen 
policy weaponized and I don’t want to see this weaponized against faculty.  

 Cecily: I think we want to think about emerging fields. When I was learning in computer science, my 
professors didn’t have PhDs, but they likely would now, so we should leave room for that. Regarding tenure, 
we should make this less mysterious as opposed to more. This shouldn’t differ position to position or 
department to department. Terri: Thank you.  

 Riley: Was there any development toward wording around terminal degree rather than doctoral degree. Ken: 
Yes, there was discussion. The terminal degree in nuclear medicine is still a bachelor’s degree, so we didn’t 
think that was useful in this case.  

 Cristina: What happens when we hire adjuncts? Are we going to require this for them? Ken: I don’t think this 
policy is intended to address that. I don’t want to create a policy on appointments, but if we want to get into 
that we might want to.  

 Ken: One more thing on PhDs and doctoral degrees that we didn’t always do before, Don’s point about 
advanced certification versus a master’s needs to be captured better here. But, given that we are heading in 
the direction of more research and service, particularly research, having advanced certification may not confer 
that. Part of our changing expectations around education will have to do with doing research. In my own 
department I don’t necessarily see a good correlation between degree and research propensity. Don: I respect 
that. I’m trying to protect my people.  

 Ken: The other reason we’re trying to do this is to make sure there is career advancement for those not on 
the tenure track.  

 Terri: I have a question about “university training activities.” What is that? Ken: That recognizes that this is 
an expectation of participation, not necessarily that you participate in all of them.  

 Ken: Thanks for that feedback. Continuing on.  
 Ken: We want to make language consistent with DPAC, CPAC, and UPAC references. Most of the rest of 

this is process related (e.g. provost recommendations notified by the Provost’s office). We want to spell that 
out clearly so chairs and CPAC representation would be identified earlier.  

 Ken: This substantially alters the promotion timeline. We now have Deans having their say before UPAC 
does. This gives another week for the Provost to make final decisions. We also have access granted to all 
committees and parties at the start of the term, rather than opened sequentially.  

 Sean: I can’t support this policy because the top 10% of master’s holders will function better than the bottom 
10% of doctorates. I think if we shut ourselves from that pipeline we are missing out on the best teachers for 
our students. Ken: So you’ve reflected and are responding to the previous line of discussion? Sean: Yes. Matt: 
That connects back to the discussion of master’s holders doing research. Ken: Yes, but this also addresses 
NTT having a path to promotion.  

 Riley: Can we be more specific about week/time (e.g. 5pm Friday Week 9 rather than end of the week)? 
Ken/Matt: Great idea. Noted.  
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 Riley: Other places where it just says 5 o’clock or 5. Ken: We can do that.  
 Stefan: Can I go back to the recruitment topic? Terri: Three minutes. Stefan: 1) Recruitment with students to 

help. 2) Hands-on events at community colleges and high schools. 3) Articulation agreements with 
community colleges. Whoever travels to recruit should explain ROI definition, mathematically speaking. 2) 
Scholarships: These should be presented clearly. 3) Internships. 3 elective credits to get credit. Research 
involvement with students, presentations, patents. Career fair forums and inviting students to participate. 
Ken: I think you’re trying to fit this into this conversation, but those seem like good ideas but don’t fit into a 
conversation about faculty promotion policy. Terri: let’s finish this. We have a lot to get through. Ken and 
Matt, I would like to talk to you and if you want to have a special meeting we can. Once it’s 100% done we 
can vote on it then. Is there anything else? Ken: Yes, but we can defer to a subsequent meeting. Terri: Go for 
it.  

 Ken: Another change is that all assessment letters be added to the candidate’s e-portfolio and transmitted to 
the candidate. Requires that each level of review is independent while also considering previous 
recommendations. Discussion of any differences with previous recommendations should be made clear. All 
levels of review are advisory up until the Provost. We are removing the possibility (fairly rarely exercised) to 
end the review if the College committee deems it appropriate. Also related, end the possibility of appeal of 
recommendations. We are allowing this at the University level and it must be in writing. Sean: Is feedback still 
confidential to the committee? Ken: That has never been confidential. What you are referring to is a 
legitimate question but it applies to tenure and post-tenure review. Promotion doesn’t require this. Sean: so 
the deliberations of the committee aren’t available to the candidate? Ken: That confidentiality of committee 
deliberations is retained but justification is provided in the letter. Cecily: What about the comments? Ken: 
The promotion committees do not solicit outside comments. That is for tenure-related decisions.  

 Riley: Question about J1 appeals process. Thinking about how this would play out. Week 7 notification, 
documentation week 8. Ken: They have a week to consider and notify. But you’re right there is not a lot of 
time to produce the document after that.  

 Ken: At the conclusion of the process, all the documents, including the letters become part of the faculty 
member’s file. We haven’t always done this in the past because these were binder-based. I think it’s 
reasonable to do that now because it is easy and we can and we should be transparent. Matt: Currently they 
are hanging onto the portfolios, but each time you go up for promotion you can only look at the last five 
years. Terri: What is the rationale for hanging onto it? Ken: In the event of some aspect of the process being 
challenged after the fact the documents can be reviewed. If you are denied promotion and go up again, you 
might want to review the prior portfolio and decisions. The Provost probably should be able to do this. 
Beverley: Part of the evaluative file is what we evaluate people on. Matt: So part of the rationale for keeping 
the portfolio is so the Provost can support future decisions.  

 Alla: Librarians are working on our own separate policy as a kind of sub-committee of this committee. We 
met today and the librarians asked that we include language that makes it clear that librarians do not fall under 
these categories. Ken: Yes, which is why you have a separate policy. So, those definitions should be there. 
And we will work with you and faculty senate to vet that here.  

 
Academic Standards Committee – Bobbi Kowash for Vanessa Bennett 

 Academic Standards Committee met for the first time to review the committee charges on November 21st.  
We discussed charge 2. Dead Week policy, and charge 4. Final Exams policy  

 We had a good productive meeting.  Specifically, for charge 4 we were able to clarify the conflicting 
statements, however, feel there is more work that should be done before we complete the charge.  

 Charge 2 Dead Week.  Regarding dead week, we identified that the policy itself is not necessarily the problem, 
but enforcing the policy is the challenging part. The question is “how do we get faculty to follow policy and 
not give finals (or other assignments) during dead week?”  We ran out of time to fully discuss this and will 
continue in our next meeting.  

 Charge 3. Summer term and Charge 5. Emeritus selection will be discussed at our meeting set for January. 
 The Adhoc committee met today to discuss charge 1. Review and revise, if necessary, the student academic 

integrity policy with special attention to generative artificial intelligence.   
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 We had an exciting meeting with great discussion regarding AI.  
 We put together a plan on the process we will follow before making a recommendation. We will be inviting 

online to join our conversation to assure we develop a policy recommendation that includes all educational 
platforms. 

 If anyone has any thoughts regarding this charge or any others please feel free to reach out to committee 
members or Vanessa Bennett.  

 
End of report.  

 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Committee – Feng Shi as alternate for Chitra Venugopal 

 The DEI committee meeting was held last Friday. The committee discussed the charge to increase DEI in 
recruitment, tenure, promotion, sabbatical, and grant applications. It is necessary to collect existing data and 
complete rubrics related to each of these. We have scheduled meetings with Sandi Hanan to review rubrics 
and are waiting to hear. The committee communicated with Beverley in the Provost’s office to continue this 
work with them.  

 
 
Ad Hoc Committee on Student Evaluation – Vicki Crooks 

Still working and looking for anyone passionate about this to work with. Reach out if you are interested.  
 
The Resolution on Math Placement Testing + Research  

 Terri said she expected that everyone has read it and asked for a motion to approve. Riley moved. Deb 
seconded.  

 Sean asked for discussion and wanted to know about students who might be talked out of taking higher level 
math via advising rather than using proctoring. Sean recommended making this part of Convocation to train 
faculty to do this effectively. This may also be a natural consequence of bad ethics if they have cheated their 
way into a higher math. Randall: I vehemently disagree. I also have talked them down, but I deal with these 
students in the classroom when they don’t take your advice and are in a math class underprepared. I think we 
need more in place to protect against such a bad decision. Matt: How do you talk them down if you don’t 
know if they’ve cheated. Sean: I tell them they are going to be doing this math and they will suffer without it.  

 Deb: But we are just going back to the way it used to be before COVID. It was working and we want to go 
back to that. Bobbi: But it could save us if they fail out because of math placement. Kamal: Can we add Deb’s 
comment in the resolution as a whereas. If the reason it went away was not an academic reason but was 
related to access, then it makes sense to bring it back for an academic reason. Terri: Yes, we will add that as 
friendly amendment.  

 PM: Wondered if there was any research into taking prior performance into account. Randall: We did try to 
do that previously. It’s a lot easier to make it pass/fail based on a test now. There was a lot of variability. 
Cristina: When we did that we had SAT scores and other data points that we no longer have, so it’s less 
effective. I also want to speak to the impact of your first math class on retention. Given our retention 
numbers, we should pay careful attention to performance in this first math class.  

 Terri called for a vote. All in favor except Sean.  
 
AI – David Hammond and Ryan Madden  

 No report.  
 
Unfinished Business 
 
Report of the Provost – Beverly McCreary 

 No report.  
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Report of President’s Council Delegate – Terri Torres 

 We did meet and looked at one policy from HR.  
 I asked for regularly scheduled meetings and asked to look at process for policies moving through and that 

they have time periods at each level that are enforceable.  
 
IFS Rep – David Hammond 

 No report.  
 

FOAC - Deb 
 No report.  

 
Open Floor 
 
Adjournment  
Terri adjourned the meeting at 9:21pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
C.J. Riley, Secretary  



 FY 2022-23
October
Actuals  

 FY 2023-24 
October
Actuals 

 FY 2022-23
Year End 
Actuals 

 FY 2023-24 
Board Adopted 
Budget (BAB) 

FY 2023-24 
Adjusted Budget

FY 2023-24 
Forecast

Forecast to 
Budget Variance Notes

Revenue
State Appropriations $11,635 $13,858 $33,744 $33,942 $33,942 $36,806 $2,864 (1)
Tuition & Fees 14,963 15,310 37,487 39,514 39,514 37,600 (1,914) (2)
Remissions (2,304) (2,596) (6,600) (5,805) (5,805) (7,520) (1,715) (3)
Other 1,106 1,057 3,498 2,374 2,374 2,941 567 (4)

Total Revenue $25,400 $27,629 $68,130 $70,024 $70,024 $69,826 ($198)

Expenses
Administrative Staff Salary $2,798 $2,805 $8,468 $10,234 $10,295 $9,199 ($1,034)
Faculty Salary 2,348 2,369 13,008 14,405 14,444 13,498 (907)
Adjunct and Admin/Faculty Other Pay 1,099 1,062 3,622 3,649 3,620 3,649  -
Classified 1,997 2,070 6,092 6,396 6,409 6,908 512
Student 196 284 909 1,041 1,041 1,000 (41)
GTA 23 18 94 121 121 94 (27)
OPE 5,243 5,417 17,570 19,841 19,938 18,571 (1,270)

Total Labor Expense $13,704 $14,025 $49,763 $55,687 $55,868 $52,919 ($2,768) (5)

Service & Supplies $5,773 $7,291 $14,560 $15,517 $15,397 $16,385 $868 (6)
Internal Sales (424) (448) (1,287) (1,388) (1,388) (1,345) 43
Debt Service 830 1,040 1,718 1,208 1,208 1,679 471
Capital 101 345 620 175 288 497 322 (7)
Utilities 389 468 1,686 1,205 1,205 1,809 603 (8)
Transfers In  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 
Transfers Out 12 709 1,433 1,406 1,406 1,406  - (9)

Total Direct Expense $6,682 $9,404 $18,731 $18,123 $18,116 $20,430 $2,307

Total All Expense $20,386 $23,429 $68,494 $73,811 $73,985 $73,350 ($461)
Net from Operations before 
Other Resources (Uses) $5,014 $4,200 ($364) ($3,787) ($3,960) ($3,524) $263 (10)

Other Resources (Uses)
Transfers In $1 $ - $180 $887 $887 $770 ($117) (11)
Transfer Out (200) (135) (441) (100) (100) (235) (135) (12)
Use of Reserve  -  - 626 3,000 3,000 2,989 (11)

Total Other Resources (Uses) ($199) ($135) $364 $3,787 $3,787 $3,524 ($263)
Total from Operations and 
Other Resources (Uses) $4,816 $4,065 $ - $ - ($174) $ - $ -

Beginning Fund Balance $17,218 $16,613 $17,218 $16,613 $16,613 $16,613  $- 
Fund Balance Adjustment  -  - (605) (3,000) (3,000) (2,989) 11  

Ending Fund Balance $22,034 $20,678 $16,613 $13,613 $13,439 $13,624 $11

Fund Balance as % Operating Revenues 86.7% 74.8% 24.4% 19.4% 19.2% 19.5% 0.3%

Ending Cash Balance $21,130 $21,062 $19,398

General Fund Monthly Report
FY 2023-24 October (in thousands)

YTD Comparison FY 2023-24 Budget & Forecast

Notes:
(1) FY 2023-24 State Appropriations Forecast - State appropriations increased from the Governor's budgeted four percent PUSF increase to the legislatively approved 11%. 
(2)    FY 2023-24 Tuition & Fees Forecast - Reflects impact of unexpected 4.1% enrollment decline (excludes ACP). Flat enrollment was budgeted for FY 2023-24. 
(3)    FY 2023-24 Remissions Forecast - Reflects impact of increased President's Award amounts. 
(4)    FY 2023-24 Other Revenue Forecast - Reflects unbudgeted increases in PUF earned interest and indirect grant revenue. 
(5)    FY 2023-24 Total Labor Expense Forecast - Reflects budgeted positions remaining unfilled for all or part of the year (mostly in administrative staff and faculty), and associated 

savings in other payroll expenses. 
(6)    FY 2023-24 Service & Supplies Forecast - Increase in spending of unbudgeted TRU + PSU Financial Sustainability state appropriation and new marketing initiative. 
(7)    FY 2023-24 Capital Forecast - Increased capital spend resulting from FY23 equipment received in FY24 and planned spend of FY24 Academic Affairs equipment funds in capital rather 

than service and supplies. 
(8)    FY 2023-24 Utilities Forecast - Increased utilities spend resulting from higher than budgeted waste water expenses. 
(9)    FY 2023-24 Transfers Out YTD Actuals - Transfers out are regular, budgeted support of Athletics and the Shaw Library. 
(10)  FY 2023-24 Net from Operations YTD Actuals - Because of reduced spending, the net loss at year-end is less than budgeted. 
(11)  FY 2023-24 Transfer In (Other Resources (Uses)) YTD Actuals & Budget - Budgeted transfers in include use of prior year Applied Computing and Rural Health Initiatives funding and 

miscellaneous transfers. 
(12)  FY 2023-24 Transfer Out (Other Resources (Uses)) YTD Actuals & Budget - Transfers out include budgeted institutional support for the AIRE grant and miscellaneous transfers.
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Discussion Points 

•hǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ¢ǳƛǘƛƻƴ Dƻŀƭǎ
•9ƴǊƻƭƭƳŜƴǘ ¢ǊŜƴŘǎ LƳǇŀŎǘ bŜǘ ¢ǳƛǘƛƻƴ wŜǾŜƴǳŜ 
•LƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ¢ǳƛǘƛƻƴ wŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ bŜǘ wŜǾŜƴǳŜ
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•!ƴƴǳŀƭ ¢ǳƛǘƛƻƴ {ŜǘǘƛƴƎ tǊƻŎŜǎǎ
•¢ǳƛǘƛƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ
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