Faculty Senate 

2-1-2012

Call to order: 3:07

Motion to approve minutes: Lula Henry

Second by Joseph Kruger

Motion carries.

Attending: Arts and Sciences: Valentin Andreev, Cristian Bahrim, Nancy Blume, Jimmy Bryan, Catalina Castillion, Kumer Das, Carol Hammonds, Richard Harrel, Sara Hillin, Joe Kruger, Cheng-Hsien Lin, Ted Mahavier, James Mann, Christopher Martin, Jeremy Shelton, Sheila Smith, Tom Sowers, Quoc-Nam Tran, Randall Yoder Business: George Kenyon,  Tommy Thompson Education and Human Development: Nancy Adams, Nancy Carlson, Molly Dahm, Lula Henry, Barbara Hernandez, Cristina Rios Engineering: Kyaw (Ken) Aung, Paul Corder, John Gossage, Alberto Marquez, Gleb Tcheslavski Fine Arts and Communication: Scott Deppe, Xenia Fedorchenko, Nicki Michalski, Zanthia Smith, Prince Thomas, Golden Wright Library: Karen Nichols, Sarah Tusa College Readiness: Joe Kemble

Not Attending: Arts and Sciences: Glynda Cochran, Pat Heintzelman, Dianna Rivers, Bo Sun Business: Ashraf El-Houbi, Howell Lynch, Ryan Sam Sale Education and Human Development: Elvis Arterbury, Doug Boatwright Engineering: Weihang Zhu Fine Arts and Communication: Connie Howard Lamar State College Port Arthur: Mark Douglas

President’s report—Jeremy Shelton

· President Simmons has been ill lately. He has been having issues with his gallbladder and it is now going to be taken care of.

· We are conducting an internal search for the director of the Central Advising Center. If we do not find a suitable internal candidate, President Simmons has promised an external search.

· If you know a good candidate, encourage them to apply.

· You are probably aware of the new class schedule.

· President Simmons was upset that graduation was so close to Christmas.

· The desire to move it back about a week led to the design of this schedule.

· This was the best of the possibilities offered.

· It allowed us to keep the 15 minute space between classes.

· The “I Will” Contract is an effort to establish a floor to our admission standards.

· If a student doesn’t meet the traditional standards for admission, it establishes  guidelines for what they must do for conditional admittance.

· If they do not meet any of the guidelines, they will be removed from the university.

· It will probably add some responsibility to some people’s jobs, but it is a necessary step in the right direction.

· This is a move toward increasing our standards and improving our student body.

· We have heard that these rules are beginning to be enforced now.

· We are already admitting these students, this gives us a way to remove those that are not doing the job. It will help us keep the better students who are currently being scared off by the poor students.

· Point of order: this is not the time for long discussion. We can revisit the issue in new business.

· It is likely that the legislature will once again raise the threshold of graduates for a low producing program.

· We do not know how high they are thinking of raising it.

· We lost some programs from the last setting of standards.

· This is another reason to pay attention to graduation rates and retention.

· It may be part of a future move toward privatization (a long time in the future).

· ETS runs a proficiency test. Thom Matthews runs our program. He put together some information about our results.

· Our students improve as their class level improves. 

· Our results have not really changed from 2005 to 2010-2011.

· The final table shows actual proficiency levels. They are not particularly high.

· See attached table.

Committee Reports

Lula Henry: Faculty Issues

· We do not have a report

Jim Mann: Academic Issues

· We will be meeting next week.

Golden Wright: Distinguished Faculty Lecture

· We are working on budgetary issues. The university is not going to continue supplementing the funding provided by Exxon-Mobile. We need another source of income in order to maintain the tone of the event as a significant honor.

· We will meet next week.

Barbara Hernandez: Budget

· We will be meeting next week.

George Kenyon: Research and Faculty Development

· We will be meeting next week in the business building.

· We will discuss the standards and processes for faculty development leave.

Old Business

· We are still working on getting the new website linked to the Lamar website.

· It has been a process determining who made the decision to not link due to information from the Texas Tribune.

· Dr. Simmons now says we should be linked.

· Regarding faculty release time for tenure track people:

· There has been question about how much of the faculty really want the release time policy.

· A survey will be sent to all of us. Please provide feedback.

· This is to ascertain how faculty feel about the policy.

New Business

· No one has information about the progress in hiring a new Vice President for Student Affairs.
· Is there a way to have conditional admission students not count in our retention numbers?

· The difficulty with that is that the state changes the rules and then still holds it against you.

· The conditional students are part of the mission of Lamar University. Is this an imposed mission or self-created? Is there a way to change the mission? We need to figure out what our real goal is: the mission to help under-privileged and under-prepared students or to increase retention?  How can we make these things agree?

· The administration understands this conflict. They are attempting to help resolve the situation.

· One of the steps is raising the admission floor.

· The deans have been given “on-demand” scholarship funds to attract better students.

· We are also working on recruitment of better students.
· Regarding the low performing programs, we heard the intention was to raise it to 8 students. Is that no longer true?

· It is currently 5 students undergrad, 3 masters level, 2 doctoral per year in a five year period.

· The legislature is trying to raise the numbers to 8/5/3.

· Going back to the conditional admission students, they have to take remedial classes. This affects funding. Can we somehow utilize that in our favor?

· Jeremy asks for a motion to move this to academic issues for review/suggestions for improvement.

· Moved by George Kenyon, seconded by Tommy Thompson. Motion carries.

· Jim Love has been suggested as the person to guide the revisions to the faculty handbook and “fill in the gaps”. There are no objections to this. Perhaps we can find somebody to help him. It is a big job and he may require assistance.

· On the “I will” contract, there is a section about academic dishonesty. Currently there is no central record of academic dishonesty. There needs to be some way to address this if it will be part of their contractual agreement.

· People are not required to report it to Kevin Smith. It needs to be required.

· The university has to do something about students who have a history of academic dishonesty.

· It has been requested to include an academic honesty policy in syllabi so that students know what will happen if they are caught cheating.

Valentin Andreev moves to adjourn. Tommy Thompson seconds the motion. The meeting is adjourned at 3:52.

Submitted by: Nicki Michalski
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- ETS—PP (Proficiency Profile) tests reading, critical thinking, writing, & mathematics
- Sample of 674 students tested in 2010-2011
- Sample of about 400 sophomores & juniors tested in 2005-2006

RESULTS

Percent of Norm Group Institutions (about 140) Below LU total ETS—PP Score

New Freshman

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Percentile Rank

35

40

53

59

65

Comparison of Average LU ETS—PP Total Scores for 2005-2006 vs. 2010-2011

New Freshman Freshman | Sophomore | Junior Senior
2005-2006 440.5 4442
Avg. Score
2010-2011 434 436.24 43999 442,41 | 44997
Avg. Score
Percentage of LU Students Classified as Proficient in Each Domain for 2010-2011

New Freshman Freshman | Sophomore | Junior Senior
Critical Thinking 2 3 3 5 8
Reading 19 22 27 33 40
Writing 10 11 13 17 22
Mathematics 16 18 19 24 30





