
Faculty Senate Meeting 
May 5, 2015 

 
Senators Present: Bart Ballard, April Conkey, Kathleen Rees, Armando Ibanez, Christine Fiestas, 
Barbara Cooke, Elizabeth Janzen, Joachim Reinhuber, Ed Butterworth, Richard Miller, Stan Hodges, 



 
 Report from Officers: 

 Dr. Verma asked committees to report any updates they may have. 
 

 Election Committee: Announced there are five new senators from recent elections in the 
departments of Music, Chemistry, Chemical & Natural Gas Engineering and College of 
Engineering 2nd at large member.  

 Committee on Committees: Dr. Verma asked the committee to make sure the load is 
distributed equally among senators. His motto: “No senator left behind”. He stated there 
may be special reasons, such as someone is more suited based on their experience for a 
committee, which would be acceptable. 

 
 Update on Faculty Count Committee: 

 Dr. Verma gave an update. 
 

 Currently, the senate does not know the correct count of faculty in each department that 
are eligible to vote or that can be elected to serve as a senator. The committee was formed 
to work on this issue. Dr. Verma has spoken to Miao Zhuang, Interim Director of OIR to 
he



 Strategic Plan Retreat Update: 



 Dr. Verma suggested the senate bring a motion and vote. 
 Discussion was started on Section 1 including: there are not enough domains, this is not as 

comprehensive and is missing favorable comments section.  
 Senators were previously asked contact their departments or college they are representing 

to get feedback. Dr. Allred stated that she received 20 responses from the College of Arts 
and Science. She indicated that she had not been able to summarize the results as they 
were very detailed. She stated that they listed many concerns such as the question 
research framework (how they were developed, how do they measure instruction). Some 
felt the questions prejudicial to individuals that teach required courses versus electives as 
well as big courses versus small courses. Lots of concerns and worries were voiced. Some 
questioned how the questions were measured as well as worried about the open ended 
questions. Some indicated that they missed the open ended comments as both positive 
and negative were used for personal growth. Dr. Allred thanked the Senate for working and 
helping getting input from departments and colleges and is happy to forward the 
information.  

 Dr. Challoo suggested that the comments be forwarded to the committee to work on item 
development.  

 Dr. Miller stated he was on the original committee and the questions came from Kansas 
State as they used them as a guide. Dr. Miller also gave insight on the justification for the 
questions.  

 It was suggested again that the SRI draft be sent back to the committee with comments 
senators have received. It was also suggested to expand the committee to include student 
representatives both at the undergraduate and graduate level as the previous committee 
did not have student input. It was suggested to approve Section 4 then send the SRI draft 
to the committee.  

 Dr. Sherman stated that education has changed and is changing before faculty.  
 Dr. Rees suggested that faculty can select which questions pertain to certain courses or 

certain sections.  
 Dr. Verma asked if there was an agreement that the current SRI is flawed. 

 It was stated that music did not like existing SRI but that may be different for 
other departments.  

 It was stated that with the addition of a student representative that a representative from 
OIR needs to be incorporated in the discussion to ensure suggestions can be done. Dr. 
Verma agreed to that. 

 



Verma stated that will 


