UNI VERSI TY SENATE M NUTES
April 9, 2001

The University Senate net at 3:30 p.m in Room 338 of the Menorial Union with
Dr. S. Jacobson presiding and the foll owi ng nenbers present: S. D. Anderson,
Arnell, Burnett, Burton, V. Cark, T. Colville, Corry, DeHaan, Deissler, Elias,
Garvey, Gafton, V. Hatlen, Horvik, B. L. Johnson, Kegode, A. Kostecki, Logue,
Maci nt osh, Mahali ngam MCourt, D. MIler, Nawot, Norris, Nuechterlein,

R O Connor, N. AL dson, C D. Peterson, Pieri, Rathge, Riley, R C. Schnell,
J. Schwarz, Sehgal, Slobin, Soucek, Stammen, Vaidya, D. Wlls, A Wite,

Yuvar aj an.

Substitutes: L. Prunty for Hopkins, J. Venette for P. Jensen, D. Andersen
for K Kellogg, Brewer for Rider, and Lindley for Wesenborn.

Pr evi ous M nut es

MOTI ON (Col vill e/ O Connor): to approve the mnutes of March 19, 2001, as
di stributed. MOTI ON PASSED W TH UNANI MOUS CONSENT.

Ceneral Announcenents

1. Status of Building Projects

a. Vice President Schnell announced that bondi ng was approved by the
| egislature for a new residence hall and an addition to Mnard Hall.
Approval was al so received to proceed with plans for a Coll ege of Business
Admi ni stration building and for renovation of Sudro Hall.

b. Vice President Schnell reported that plans related to the new Horse Park
are in the final stages.

c. Vice President Schnell announced that NDSU is exploring the possibility
of a downtown canpus | ocation. Four potential sites have been identified
for consideration.

2. Legislative Budget Update

a. In response to a question, Vice President Schnell reported that, although
t he House anended SB 2003, renoval of tuition from appropriated estimated
i ncone has been maintained for now

b. Salary percentage increases are currently at 3% for the first year of the
bi enni um and 2% for the second year.

3. Call for Nom nations
Presiding O ficer Jacobson called for nomnations to fill the follow ng roles:
a. Council of College Faculties representative (3-year term non-admnistrative)

b. Standing Conmittee on Faculty Rights (non-admnistrative, tenured faculty)
- Two-year termto fill the remainder of a term
- Five-year regular replacenent term

c. Presiding Oficer Elect for 2001-2002 University Senate.

- Nomi nees are to cone fromthe el ected nmenbership of the Senate and have
at least two years of Senate nenbership remai ning at the regul ar May
nmeeting of the Senate.

- Duties include presiding in the absence of the presiding office and
representing the University Senate on the Policy Coordination Conmttee.


http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/

Commi ttee Reports

1. Academic Affairs

MOTI ON (Garvey/D. Mller): to approve the curricular recomendati ons as shown
in Attachnent 1. MOTI ON PASSED W TH UNANI MOUS CONSENT.

2. General Education

MOTI ON (DeHaan/ Horvik): to approve the report of the five-year review of
Ceneral Education courses as shown in Attachnment 2. MOTI ON PASSED W TH
UNANI MOUS CONSENT.

3. University Assessnent

Dr. Robert Harrold, commttee chair, presented and revi ewed docunents rel ated
to assessnent of student [ earning.

a. "Q@iidelines for Reporting Assessnment Activities 2001-2002 Acadenic Year,"
i ncl udes purposes, format, and suggestions for conducting and reporting
assessnent activities as shown in Attachnment 3.

b. Two forms of "Assessment of Student Learning: Levels of Inplenentation”
are shown in Attachnment 4. The first one includes three rating |evels
and is patterned after a North Central Association - Conmm ssion on
Institutions of Hi gher Education publication. The second docunent with
the sane title is a nodification of the first one and has five rating
| evel s.

4. Peer Review of Teaching

Dr. Robert Harrold presented a conmttee report on peer review of teaching
shown in Attachment 5, which was nodified according to feedback received during
two Open Forums held on March 27 and April 4. He pointed out that the focus
was to encourage assessing |l earning rather than just student satisfaction
Presiding O ficer Jacobson and Dr. Harrold reviewed the background underlying
renewed interest in the benefits of peer review of teaching that led to the
recommendations listed in the report. The Teachi ng and Professional Service
conmittee was acknow edged for their collaborative efforts.

Addi ti onal handouts were provided including a classroom observation report
form materials on an evaluation rubric for peer review of teaching via peer
cl assroom observation, peer interview ng of students as part of formative or
summative faculty review, and a proposed context and a format for peer review
of course syl abi

The followi ng i ssues and concerns were rai sed during general discussion

a. Are the "expected" reviews during years one, three, and five required for
tenure-track faculty?

b. Are 10 people sufficient to serve as nentors? (Calculations were presented
to justify initiating the process with 10 mentors for nunber of courses
to be reviewed each year.)

c. How would this process apply to tenure-track faculty already here? (Answer
was to include themin the process at whatever year was appropriate. New
faculty nmenbers woul d begin the process during their first year at NDSU.)

d. How many hours woul d be needed for all steps of a peer review? (Answer
was 12 hours.) Conmments indicated this may be an optimstic view of actua
time to conplete a peer review


http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/m0104a1.pdf
http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/m0104a1.pdf
http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/m0104a3.pdf
http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/m0104a4.pdf
http://www.ndsu.nodak.edu/univsenate/m0104a5.pdf

VWhat is the cost estimate for released tinme for mentors? (A per course
range was cited.)

How realistic is it to expect that the community has avail abl e and qualified
repl acenents for mentors?

VWhat criteria will be used for selecting mentors? (The conmittee expected
to identify mentors via nomnations fromdeans and other faculty.)

Have the politics of the canpus been considered in the design of the
process?

VWhat will the current "C assroom Cbservation Report Forni yield? Replacing
the list with observable behaviors to increase rater reliability was
suggest ed.

The issue of nmoving a formative process into a summati ve assessnment was
rai sed regardi ng purpose and use of the results.

Gven that flexibility seenms to be part of the plan, what legal inplications
are there if everyone is not reviewed equally?

VWhat is the notivation? Is it to inprove teaching or to put sonething
in a pronotion, tenure, and evaluation file?

Has there been any thought to gender and minority issues with this process?

VWhat research has been reported on the benefits? (Response was to refer
to the footnotes on the Rubric Format for the references by Peter Seldin
and by Pat Hutchings. Also, a Kansas State University web site

[ wwy. | dea. KSU. edu] was identified as a source for references.)

If the process of inproving teaching is for the purpose of inproving student
| earning, shouldn't there be a plan to deternmine if student learning is
i mproved?

Shoul d recomendati on nunber six in the peer review report be restated
to conply with the NDSU policy statement in Section 332, which indicates
peer review is an option?

The policy in Section 332 specifies that at |east one course be revi ewed.
VWhat if a person wants nore than one class reviewed? Wuld this create
a resource probl en?

Suggestions foll owi ng the di scussion

1

2.

3.

| mpl enent peer review on a voluntary basis, get experience with the process,
and then consider making it a requirenent.

Send the recommendati ons on peer review to departnments for review

Peer review inplenmentation for this fall seens too early.

Concl usi on:

The report of the ad hoc Conmittee on Peer Review will be sent back to the
Uni versity Senate Executive Comrittee for discussion

Adj our nnent

The nmeeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m

Al berta M Dobry, Ph.D
Secretary
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