 Faculty Senate Meeting
April 19, 2017
· Quorum called at 4:35 pm
· In Attendance 
· Gayane Barseghyan
· Louisa Harutyunyan
· Gagik Gabrielyan
· Aram Keryan 
· Irshat Madyarov
· Hayk Mamajanyan
· Agassy Manoukian
· Jenny Patuyan
· Karen Sarkavagyan
· Vahram Ter-Matevosyan
· Arto Vaun
· David Davidian
· Tsovinar Harutyunyan
· Natella Mirzoyan 
· Absent:
· Elham Shayegh (excused)
· Mane Beglaryan (excused)
· Arthur Khalatyan
· Guests
· Vardan Baghdasaryan
· Vahram Ghushchyan
· Arina Bekchyan
· Approval of the Agenda
· Approval of the last meeting’s minutes: 10 in favor, 3 abstain
The Agenda
· Undergraduate and Graduate Admission committees
· Request to revise criteria for benefits 
· A survey about necessity of textbooks  - postpone, table for the next meeting
· Course evaluation form for and fieldwork courses, e.g., practicum, internships, capstones 
· Faculty evaluations (quick updates)
· FS structure (quick update)
· Academic Program Review guidelines 
The Meeting
· Undergraduate and Graduate Admission committees. At the last Faculty General Assembly we found out that Admissions Committees belong to the FS. Now we are happy to hear from them. Three faculty members on u-grad and 3 on grad committee. None from the grad committee is present. We need to dig out the charges and understand what our position as the FS is. Arto presents the situation. There is a sense that it is often just about getting enough numbers. We are not being selective enough. A pressure to meet the required number of students. Does not feel like the three faculty members are able to say “no” to some students that are borderline cases. They end up being admitted. Supposedly the faculty has a last say on the admission but the faculty does not feel they have a say. There is a problem with scores as dominant criteria. Interviews show that people with high English scores are barely able to speak. Tsovinar: looks like the criteria are the problem. If the criteria are are just about numbers, is that reflective of applicants’ qualities? Arto, maybe it’s better to be more selective. Gagik: Not clear where the problem is; policy level or administration level?  Recommendation: with the help of IRO look at admissions + student performance. Can data help clarify what “qualified“ applicant looks like? They did something like that before, school GPA is the best predictor (check with Shari). Seems that the university policy and strategy is “taking in those who are qualified is more important than just hitting the target number.” Gagik: if we are not tough on admission, we need to get tough after the first year. That is also a model. Admission is hard to make full-proof. We should be dismissing more people. Action item: look at data, work with IRO, what kind of relationship is there between student performance and admissions data? Short term: propose more interviews. Start (re-invigorate?) a conversation among faculty do get more harsh in the first year to dismiss students that are not performing adequately. 
· Request to revise criteria for benefits. Irshat gave the background. Vahram Gh. disagrees with the criteria. The criteria is not based on what the faculty’s activities abroad (home, taxes, bank account, family), it is just about the country of origin. People cannot be discriminated by origin and state. Discussion. Does the definition need to be revised? Legal issue. We should make sure legally we are not discriminating. Two different opinions. Broaden it to include Armenians who left as adults and lived many years abroad (have their connections, family, life there) and are moving back, leaving their Western life behind. Karen: the other way around. We have to exclude Armenian origin people from this. Make it international only, because that’s how it will make it attractive for internationals and students. 
Action item: the work group will revisit the criteria. What needs to be changed? Is it legally ok or is it discrimination?
· Course evaluation form for and fieldwork courses, e.g., practicum, internships, capstones. We don’t have course evaluations for some fieldwork courses, capstones and so on. We need to have a different set of questions, because it is different from the “standard” classroom environment, but students need to evaluate their mentors. If we want to do it this semester, it will have to be done on paper.  In TEFL there is a template we could use as a starting point. We can put together a group of people from other programs as well to create a university-wide evaluation. Irshat volunteers to lead the effort. Karen. Gayane. 
· Faculty evaluations. Irshat reports from the Assembly. The recommendation from there is to do the evaluation this semester as a part of data collection and archiving, not as a base for re-hiring/firing decisions. No obligation of the Chair to provide feedback. The purpose is to re-start it, move it online and see how it goes. Tsovinar: if it’s just for archiving purposes, it’s not really evaluation. Do we want, as FS, to say that yes, it has to be a formal evaluation? Gagik: shouldn’t it be a more holistic process, where objectives are set in advance and then the evaluation is the last step? Action point: documents to be send around for e-vote. 
· FS structure: create two new standing committees: Institutional Resources (budget, classroom space, heating),  and Faculty Affairs or Faculty Life (salaries, contracts, benefits, etc.). Vote: in favor of forming new committees and drafting charges: 8 in favor, 5 abstain.
· Academic Program Review guidelines - not discussed
Meeting ended at 6:05 pm
Minutes taken by Jenny Paturyan. 
