
Academic Senate
Agenda for the Meeting of
Tuesday, March 5, 2013

Centennial Dining Room, Rankin Center  
10:00 - 11:50 am 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Approval of Minutes 
A.   Feb. 5, 2013 minutes

3. Open Forum

4. Reports
A.   Senate President – Michael Berghoef
B.   Senate Vice President – vacant
C.   Senate Secretary – Melinda Isler

5. Committee Reports 
A.    University Curriculum Committee – Sandy Alspach
B. General Education Task Force – Fred Heck 
C. Student Government – Byron Williams
D.   Health Promotion Committee - Smoke Free Campus Initiative – Daisy Daubert

6. Old Business
A.  Senate Vice President Election – Chuck Drake, Election Committee Chair

7. New Business
A. New Minor – Computer Information Technology – Sandy Alspach 
B.  Associate Degree – Marketing – Sandy Alspach

8. Conversation with the Senate
A.  Campus Labs Course Evaluation System – Dr. Roberta Teahen 
B.  NSSE Update – Dr. Roberta Teahen 
C.  Academic Affairs Budget Process – Dr. Fritz Erickson 

9. Announcements 

A. FSU President - David Eisler
B. Provost – Fritz Erickson
C.  Senate President – Mike Berghoef

10. Open Forum

11. Adjournment



Ferris State University
Academic Senate Meeting-draft

February 5, 2013

Members in Attendance: Alspach, Amey, Baker, Berghoef, Cook, dakkuri, Daubert, Dixon, Drake, Fox, Griffin, Hanna, 
Isler, Jewett, Jiao, Joyce, Klatt, Marion, Moore, Nagel, Nystrom, Prakasam, Richmond, Sanderson, Schmidt, Stone, 
Thapa, Todd, Wancour, Yowtz
Members absent with cause: Abbasabadi, Lovsted, Nazar
Members absent: Boncher, Ciaramitaro, Dinardo, Luplow, McLean, Reynolds
Ex Officio and Guests: Blake, Durst, Eisler, Erickson, Garrison, Heck, Johnston, Nicol, Potter, Scoby, Teahen, 
McKean, Urbanic, Baumgarter, Karafa, Raglin, Bitzinger, Quigley, Wright, Krueger, Rumpf

1. President Berghoef called the meeting to order at 10:08 a.m.

2. Approval of Minutes.
Senator Alspach moved to approve the minutes.  Senator Griffin seconded.  The motion passed.

3. Open Forum.
Senator Marion asked Vice President for Administration and Finance Jerry Scoby about the dependent audit 
information that had been sent out.  Vice President Scoby said the decision came out of a recommendation by 
Aon Consulting as a way to see how the $18 million in health insurance is spent yearly.  Senator Marion asked 
how frequently the audit would occur and did the cost of the audit outweigh the potential benefits.  Vice-
President Scoby said the recommendation was for every 5-10 years and not annual.  Senator Moore noted it was a 
lot of hoops to jump through and Senator Nystrom commented on Aon’s poor ratings.  Senator Dakkuri noted it 
was inappropriate to provide information on spouses of many years- and if it resulted from abuse of the system 
go after the individual.  President Berghoef suggested that the comment be continued during the conversations 
with the Senate.

Bob Krueger, representing the Emeriti Association discussed their activities, including more ways to include 
emeriti in campus activities.  They are looking at ways to make sure they are aware of events including faculty 
lectures and coming up with college level policies on the participation of emeriti.

4. Officer Reports.
President Berghoef thanked the Senate for their patience in dealing with his hearing loss at the next meeting.  He 
introduced Marie Yowtz as the new Senator from the Retention and Student Success Unit.  He also noted that 
University Photographer Bill Bitizinger was there to take shots for the website and reiterated the upcoming 
research related deadlines that Karen Strasser mentioned at the January meeting.   He also commented on the 
Academic Program Review Committee/ Senate Executive Committee with the deans where the suggestion was 
made that more Senate input was needed into developing standing metrics for APR and how he felt the Senate 
should work on this.

Secretary Isler had no report.

5. Committee Reports
Senator Alspach said that the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) they held a workshop on the new manual 
February 4th, and she hopes to have similar meetings every semester.  Senator Cook asked about the vote and 
send process- some items for clarification are being caught at the college level committees, but instead of holding 
up the vote- they are being sent with comments to the UCC.  It appears sometimes those issues are not being 
addressed before they reach the UCC. Senator Drake asked about the changes to the calculus sequence and 
Senator Alspach said all of those courses are now 4 credit courses. 

Dr. Fred Heck, chair of the General Education Task Force, said presentations on identifying learning outcomes 
have been made to three colleges and there is now a graphic representation.  Senator Prakasam asked how co-



curricular outcomes are tracked- in FSUS?  Dr. Heck said that co-curricular are part of the process, but not in 
FSUS and possibly in another course.  Senator Cook said some financial literacy outcomes could be met in their 
business courses.  Senator Wancour asked how this would work with accreditation and the need for course 
outcomes/objectives.  Senator Alspach said that happens on the modified Form #.  Senator Hanna asked if 
General Education would still be only 40 ours or if that was up for discussion?  Dr. Heck said there was no 
intention to increase it but the where of courses happen can be seen on the graphical interpretation.  Senator 
Hanna asked what benchmarking had been used. 

6A. Election of Senate Vice-President
Senator Drake introduced the new Elections Committee member and discussed the process.  He opened the 
floor for nominations.

Senator Griffin nominated Senator Marion for Vice-President.  Seconded by Senator Alspach.  Senator Marion 
accepted.

Senator Nagel nominated Senator Thapa for Vice-President.  Seconded by Senator Dakkuri.  Senator Thapa 
accepted.

Senator Nagel moved to close nominations.  Senator Griffin seconded.

Two rounds of balloting occurred.  There was a tie of 15 votes for each candidate.  

Senator Alspach moved to postpone the vote until the March Senate meeting. Senator Nagel seconded.  Senator 
Dakkuri suggested a coin-toss to end the standoff.  Senator Hanna made a friendly amendment to add that the 
ballot would be frozen to the two current candidates for the office if postponed until the March meeting.  The 
friendly amendment was accepted. 

The postponement motion passed with a 20-8 vote.

6B Rules Committee Election Guidelines
Rules Committee chair Melinda Isler presented the guidelines for electing at-large members of the Senate 
Executive Committee.   These rules presented some clarification on the section in the 2011 charter revisions.  She 
moved to accept these guidelines and it was seconded by Senator Drake.   Senator Jewett made a friendly 
amendment to add a section “4. If a ballot does not follow these guidelines, it will not be counted,” which was 
accepted.  The motion passed with some opposition.

7. Conversations with the Senate- Jerry Scoby, Vice-President for Administration and Finance
Vice-President Scoby reviewed the original Campus Master Plan which was created in 2008-2009.  Current capital 
outlay request priorities include a new College of Education and Human Services building and a renovation of 
automotive services.  They are reviewing new housing and may be moving sooner from a 2 year to a 1 year 
residency requirement.  Top Taggart Field will remain in current location but other buildings may be demolished.  
The plan may be officially updated in 2014. He opened the discussion for questions.

Senator Klatt asked why two buildings (Masselink/Carlisle) were being replaced by a giant parking lot.  Vice-
President Scoby said this was to provided needed parking for the New University Center and add 190 spaces of 
commuter student parking. Senator Schmidt asked for clarification of what project in the College of Engineering 
Technology projects and Vice-President Scoby said the Automotive Center, not Swan building.  Senator Alspach 
pointed out that Johnson Hall was also poor classroom space and housed many programs.  Senator Thapa said 
both Carlisle/Masselink were solidly constructed building and why take them down?  Vice-President Scoby said 
they did not meet the current needs of residential students.  Senator Schmidt asked what the traffic pattern 
changes would do to those living on the east side of campus.  Vice-President Scoby said a town forum was 
planned to discuss it with those residents.  Senator Cook and Marion noted the curve near the Timme Building 
had several safety issues and should also be considered.  Senator Klatt said that in his experience, roundabouts 
led to more traffic problems.  Senator Baker asked if the intent in removing housing was to create more of a 
community college approach.   Vice-President Scoby said they have 3500 beds on campus and students will still 
choose to live on campus.  Senator Alspach asked about the demolition of the music center and Vice-President 
Scoby said it was not on the current plan.



Senator Nystrom asked for clarification about how Ferris finances education costs- particularly adjuncts which 
are not counted into college budgets (and therefore may be cut more easily). Provost Erickson responded that all 
budget costs are now counted into office budgets and Senator Nystrom asked about how online courses were 
budgeted.  Provost Erickson said he would be happy to provide the Senate in the future with a general v. non-
general fund budget and the process to clarify it.  He said budgets this year were roughly the same as last years. 
President Berghoef asked Provost Erickson to do so at a future meeting.

Senator Jewett noted his concerns with the audit process and the University’s policies regarding data security.  He 
encouraged people not to release that information to third parte vendors.

Senator Nystrom said that there should be an opt-out clause for the process. Senator Marion noted that the 
information was held by HR and his ide had already been stolen. President Jim Rumpf, of the Ferris Faculty 
Association said that the union was looking into the issue and will be submitting FOIA request.  One of the 
issues was the original letter looked like a phishing scam.  Senator Moore said these types of audits are common 
in the workplace.  Senator Hanna asked whether the managerial issue of risk had been considered and a legal 
opinion gotten.  Senator Jewett said the third party vendor would be the liable one.

8. Announcements.
President Eisler had no report.

Provost Erickson had no report.

9 Open Forum.
There were no comments in open forum.

10. The meeting was ended at 11:52 a.m.
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Course Evaluation/Student Assessment of Instruction

Questions you may be asking:

1. Why are we moving to an online course evaluation system?
With the large number of courses to be evaluated each semester and the 
competing demands on the time of individuals working in institutional 
research, for many years, course evaluation feedback has not been 
provided in time for the information to be useful to faculty in improving 
their courses.  The new system will enable almost instant results, as the 
reports will be made available to faculty on the date specified, which we 
now plan will be the day after final grades are due each semester.

2. How are we going to assure high student response rates?

A series of reminders will be sent to students, and we will be posting 
announcements on MyFSU, in FerrisConnect, on bulletin boards, and 
wherever else we think students may notice.  We also strongly encourage 
all faculty and academic leaders to emphasize the importance of this 
information to them and urge students to complete the forms.  Having the 
option of using mobile devices to complete the evaluations may further 
prompt students’ completion.  We are also considering attractive incentives 
(random drawings) that will encourage high participation rates.  
Consideration is also being given to approaches by which individual faculty 
could reward high participation levels while assuring the anonymity of 
students.

3. What instrument/survey questions will be used?
The Campus Labs software product will be used with the current SAI form 
or any other instrument that a department or college plans to use.  Those 
who have already adopted IDEA will continue to use that vehicle, as it 
provides many of the same benefits we seek with Campus Labs – including 
timely feedback and the ability to produce summary reports.  A distinct 
advantage of using an electronic system is that individual faculty, 
departments, or colleges may also add some questions specific to their 
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areas that would be valuable to them. They may also decide to use a 
different form that better suits their needs.  However, there will always be 
some required institutional questions. . . the determination of which will be 
forthcoming by fall 2013.

4. Will the system be integrated with Banner and/or FerrisConnect?
The names and required identifying information, such as e-mail addresses, 
for both students and faculty will be extracted from Banner.  IT and Student 
Affairs personnel are working on that approach now and are on target to 
have the system operational by April 1. Within that week we plan that 
colleges/departments can begin to identify the courses to be surveyed 
during the spring semester of 2013.

5. What is the schedule for administration of the course evaluations for 
spring semester 2013?
Tentative schedule follows:

April 1 – System Operational
April 1-10 – Training available for users
April 2-15 – Colleges prepare their questions/courses
April 15 (Monday) – All course evaluations released to all students
April 23 (Tuesday) – first reminder to only those who did not respond
May 1 (Wednesday) – second reminder to those who did not respond
May 9 (Thursday) – Last Call Reminder
May 13 (Monday) – Grades due by 1 p.m.
May 13 (Monday) – Systems CLOSE at 11 p.m. (if can be set auto)
May 14 (Tuesday) – any time after midnight – Reports Available
May 15 (Wednesday) – Academic Affairs will run Institutional   
Summary Reports

6. Who will produce the reports for individual faculty members?
Faculty members will be expected to produce their own reports.  Step-by-
step instructions will be provided on a one-page flyer.  This flyer will be 
distributed by all College representatives to all faculty in their colleges –
both in paper form and electronically.  The guide will be posted on an 
Academic Affairs website that will also be referenced on the flyer.   Through 
the transition, some faculty may request some assistance, but it is not 
expected that colleges will assume this responsibility. 



3 | P a g e

7. Who will produce reports for use by college leaders?
Designated college representatives will likely be asked to produce 
individual and summary reports for departments and the college.  Each 
college will produce its own reports on the timelines that meet their needs 
and in the ways they wish to use the reports. Each dean will specify who 
has access to producing reports for each area.

8. Who will see these reports?
Only individuals with responsibility for overseeing academic integrity and 
those individuals supporting that work will be provided access to reports 
within the colleges.  This typically includes the Dean, Department Heads, 
and the Dean’s or Department’s secretaries.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

NSSE OVERVIEW

According to NSSE publication, “The National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE) annually surveys first-year and senior students at participating 
baccalaureate-granting colleges and universities to assess the extent to which 
they engage in and are exposed to proven educational practices that correspond 
to desirable learning outcomes.  Institutions use the results to develop programs 
and practices that promote student engagement.  Learn more at 
http://www.nsse.iub.edu/

FERRIS INVOLVEMENT WITH NSSE

Ferris has administered the NSSE in 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012. We also had 
a trial administration in 2005.  All of the data from all years is on the Ferris 
website at
http://www.ferris.edu/HTMLS/administration/academicaffairs/assessment/nsse/
Each year has resulted in a higher number of respondents and a response rate 
above other institutions collectively and with consistent reports, providing
increased confidence in the results. Although university-wide discussion 
sessions have been held for at least the 2008 and 2010 administrations, no 
interventions that have been specifically tied to the NSSE findings have been 
implemented.

WHO PARTICIPATED IN 2012?

 Overall Ferris response rate was 35%, with 36% of seniors and 34% of 
freshmen completing the survey; this compares to 22% in the Great Lakes 
Region and 25% for all NSSE responses.  Higher response rates is 
attributed to attractive gift drawing incentives (I-Pad, Kindle Fire, and $50 
gift certificates)

 Total Populations of 855 Freshmen and 2718 Seniors (Number of 
freshmen in 2010 was 1835 and seniors numbered 2429)

 All responses were web-based

 94% of first-year and 58% of senior respondents were enrolled full-time 

 54% of first-year and 60% of senior respondents are female (58 and 55% 
respectively in 2010)



3

 80% of freshmen and 81% of seniors reported their race/ethnicity as 
White, while the second highest category were the 5% in each group that 
preferred not to respond

 64% of the Freshmen lived on campus while only 6% of the seniors did

 9% of the freshmen were transfer students and 65% of seniors were.  For 
the Great Lakes region, just 45% of respondents were transfers, with 44% 
representing transfers in the total database. In 2010, 5% of first-year 
students identified themselves as transfer students while 53% identified 
themselves as transfer students in that year.

 Just 5% of the freshmen were 24 years of age or older, while 62% of the 
seniors were 24 and older; in 2010, 46% of seniors were 24 or older.

 Overall Sampling error is just 2.2%, meaning that the results may vary by 
+ or – 2.2% but the rate is 4.7% for freshmen

 A total of 287 freshmen and 976 seniors responded.

 In the discipline area reports, the distribution was as follows:

Arts and Humanities 54 first-year students and 81 seniors

Biological Sciences       14 first-year students and 37 seniors

Education 16 first-year students and 96 seniors

Social Sciences 10 first-year students and 29 seniors

Business         37 first-year students and 136 seniors

Engineering         13 first-year students and 83 seniors

Physical Sciences 0 first-year students and 9 seniors

Other 65 first-year students and 250 seniors*

*Additional analysis of the discipline areas is being conducted to 
determine why so many are in the “other” category and what the actual 
program majors of students are.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF OVERALL 2012 FINDINGS

Ferris students’ reporting of their experiences have been quite consistent over 
time suggesting that the experiences are not very different for students over this 
six-year period and providing an opportunity for targeting improvement efforts.

 Among the five categories analyzed by NSSE, Ferris rates lowest in the 
area of enriching educational experiences, with a rating of 24.7 for 
freshmen and a 36.1 among seniors.  

 For seniors, the level of enriching educational experiences is in the bottom 
50% of all NSSE institutions, with a gap in the mean of 36.1 for Ferris 
seniors compared to a mean of 48.4 to be placed in the top 50% of 
institutions, while a mean of 56.0 would be needed to reach the top 10%

 The second lowest performance rating by students is in Student-Faculty 
Interaction, with seniors reflecting a mean of 43.  To reach the mid-point of 
all NSSE institutions would require a mean of 50.3; to reach the top 10% 
would require 56.

 The third lowest performance rating is in the area of Active and 
Collaborative Learning where seniors report a mean of 54.4.  To reach the 
top 50% would require a mean of 56.3; top 10% requires 60.6.

 The second highest ranking is in the area of Level of Academic Challenge 
(LAC), where the seniors’ mean is 57.6.  To be in the top 50% would 
require 61.8.  In the entire NSSE database, LAC is the second highest 
rated category.  To earn a spot in the top 10% would require a mean of 
64.3.

 Ferris seniors rate a Supportive Campus Environment (SSE) as the 
greatest strength, with a mean of 58.8.  Nationally SSE is also highest 
rated, with the top 50% rating a 65.4 and the top 10% at 69.2.  

 Across all five categories, freshmen also report means in the lowest 50% 
of all institutions.

 Ferris picked the Great Lakes Region as its first comparison group.  There 
were 12 institutions that reported within that group in 2012.  Included are 
Ball State; Case Western; Central Michigan; Cleveland State; Indiana
University – Purdue University Indianapolis; Lake Superior; Michigan 
Technological University; Northern Illinois University; Saginaw Valley 
State University; Southern Illinois University – Edwardsville; Southern 
Illinois University Carbondale; University of Akron.
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 When benchmarking with different groups, Ferris first-year students 
exceed the mean of the Great Lakes Region slightly for Student-Faculty 
Interaction (34.8 vs. 34.6), while our Carnegie Class peers report 36.1 and 
the entire NSSE 2012 responses are 35.9.

 When benchmarking with different groups, Ferris seniors exceed the 
Great Lakes Region in Level of Academic Challenge with 57.6 while the 
Great Lakes Region reports 56.1; the Carnegie class reports 58.0; and the 
NSSE 2012 is 58.4.

 Ferris seniors also exceed the mean of the Great Lakes Region for Active 
and Collaborative Learning with a mean of 54.4 while the Great Lakes 
Region reports 51.3; Carnegie Class is 53; and NSSE 2012 is 52.1.  This 
is the only category where Ferris seniors report a higher level of 
experience than all other groups, although the differences are small.  As 
an area of potential strength, this could be an area to build further upon.

 Seniors also report a mean of 43.0 for Student-Faculty Interaction, while 
the Great Lakes Region mean is 41.6.  However, this factor is 
approximately the same as the Carnegie Class at 43.7 and the NSSE 
2012 of 42.9.  

 Ferris seniors also report a supportive campus environment higher than 
the Great Lakes Region with 58.8 vs. 56.8.  However, the Carnegie Class 
and NSSE 2012 figures are 60.8 and 60.6 respectively.

The table that follows provides a synopsis of some of the major characteristics of 
the NSSE findings for the 2012 administration:

Category 2010
First-Year 
Students

2012 First-
Year 

Students

2010
Seniors

2012
Seniors

2012
Mean 

Required 
to be in 
Top 50%

for 
Seniors

Level of Academic 
Challenge

51.6 50.4 55.2 57.6 61.8

Active and 
Collaborative 
Learning

44.6 41.8 53.3 54.4 56.3

Student-Faculty 
Interaction

37.0 34.8 41.7 43.0 50.3
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Enriching 
Educational 
Experiences

25.9 24.7 36 36.1 48.4

Supportive 
Campus 
Environment

62 60.7 56.9 58.8 65.4

HIGHLIGHTS OF 2012 DISCIPLINARY FINDINGS

 In Arts and Humanities, First-Year students had a mean above the Great 
Lakes Region in the areas of Student-Faculty Interaction and Supportive 
Campus Environment, but below both the Carnegie Class and NSSE 2012 
for these and the other three categories (LAC, ACL, EEE).  

 Arts and Humanities Seniors rated above the Great Lakes Region in 
Active and Collaborative Learning; Student Faculty Interaction; and 
Supportive Campus Environment, but rated below the Carnegie Class and 
NSSE 2012 in all areas.

 Biological Sciences seniors had a higher mean than the Great Lakes 
Region in Active and Collaborative Learning, but fell below the mean for 
Carnegie Class and NSSE 2012 and below all comparison groups for all 
other categories.   

 Education Seniors report a mean above the Great Lakes Region 
education seniors for each of the five categories.  They also report a mean 
higher than the Carnegie Class and NSSE 2012 in four of the five other 
categories, with the exception of Supportive Campus Environment where 
the Carnegie Class is 62.5 and Ferris education is 62.1.

 Social Sciences seniors are significantly above all three comparison 
groups social science groups in all except one area, with LAC of 63.5 
compared to 60.5; ACL at 61.2 vs. 51.9 for NSSE; 53.4 in SFI vs. 46.1 for 
NSSE; 49.9 in EEE vs. 45.4 in NSSE.  The one exception is a 60.1 in 
Supportive Campus Environment at 60.1 vs. NSSE at 61.5, but they do 
exceed the Great Lakes Region of 57.2 here.

 Business Seniors exceed other business seniors in the Great Lakes 
Region (56.8 vs.55) for Level of Academic Challenge; and Supportive 
Campus Environment.  They also exceed business seniors in all groups in 
Active and Collaborative Learning; Student-Faculty Interaction.  

 Ferris Seniors in engineering surpass their peers in the Great Lakes 
Region in Level of Academic Challenge (56.8 vs. 55.9).  They surpass 
both Great Lakes and NSSE 2012 in Active and Collaborative Learning 
(52.6 vs. 49.0 and 51.5 respectively); and they surpass all three 
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comparison groups for Faculty Student Interaction and Supportive 
Campus Environment.  They fall below in all comparisons for Enriching 
Educational Experiences.  

 “Other Profession” seniors exceed the Great Lakes Region in Level of 
Academic Challenge and exceed the Great Lakes, Carnegie, and NSSE in 
Active and Collaborative Learning, although just slightly.  They fall short in 
all comparisons in student-faculty interaction, enriching educational 
experiences, and supportive campus environments.  A total of 251 Ferris 
students classified themselves into this category.  In the future we need to 
try to track individual program majors with student respondents for a better 
picture since we cannot determine where these 251 have experience. 

 Physical Sciences:  Report pending

 Within Ferris, here are the Senior groups reporting the highest overall 
means for seniors in each category:

o Level of Academic Challenge (LAC):  Social Sciences at 63.5 (n = 
29 and institutional mean = 57.6)

o Active and Collaborative Learning (ACL):  Education at 62.4 (n = 96 
and institutional mean = 54.4)

o Student-Faculty Interaction (SFI):  Social Sciences at 53.4 (n = 29 
and institutional mean = 43.0)

o Enriching Educational Experiences (EEE):  Education at 42.9 (n = 
96 and institutional mean = 36.1)

o Supportive Campus Environment (SCE): Engineering at 63.5 (n = 
83 and institutional mean = 58.8.


