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FACULTY SENATE MINUTES 

SAM HOUSTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

October 13, 2011 

3:30 p.m. ï 5:00 p.m. 
LSC 304 

Members Present:                                                                                                                         
Tracy Bilsing (CHSS), Len Breen (CoE), Donald Bumpass (CoBA), Erin Cassidy (NGL), 
Kevin Clifton (CFAMC), Jeff Crane (CHSS), Donna Desforges (CHSS), Mark Frank 
(CoBA), Debbi Hatton (CHSS), Renee James (CoS),  Bill Jasper (CoS), Gerald Kohers 
(CoBA), Lawrence Kohn (CoE), Paul Loeffler (CoS), Drew Lopenzino (CHSS), Joyce Mc 
Cauley (CoE), Sheryl Murphy-Manley (CFAMC), Javier Pinell (CFAMC), Sheryl Serres 
(CoE), Rick White (CoS), Pamela Zelbst (COBA) 

Members Not Present:                                                                                                                                                         
Randall Garner (CoCJ), Chad Hargrave (CoS), Dwayne Pavelock (CoAS), Debbie Price 
(COE), Tracy Steele (CHSS), Doug Ullrich (CoS) 

 

Meeting called to order by Debbi Hatton at 3:35 p.m. 
 
Guest Speaker:  
President Dana Gibson came to discuss strategic planning and generally chat about 
Senate concerns. It is her desire to have units consider planning in January and 
February for the upcoming fiscal year so that funding needs can be better anticipated. 
She also would like unit plans to look out 2, 3, 5, or more years to anticipate faculty 
needs so that we can prioritize resources, facilities allocations, and funding. She also 
mentioned that 5-year program review cycles would have great impacts on planning 
and budgeting issues. In all likelihood, budget resources will continue to be constrained 
by the state. 
 
Other things of interest: President Gibson feels that SHSU will continue to grow as both 
an on-site campus and in its online presence. Our populations will continue to change. 
Transfer students outnumber freshmen for the first time ever. Non-traditional (25-45 
years old) students are increasing. SHSU could possibly hit 30,000 students in a decade, 
partially because other universities are capping enrollments. We should consider where 
these students will be instructed and what resources weôll need to accommodate that. 
 
When the floor was opened for questions, Senator Murphy-Manley expressed the 
opinion that the strategic planning should begin with faculty. President Gibson spoke 
about how she favors the idea that the plans come from the faculty in the department 
rather than from the top (Deans) down.  She reiterated the notion that the faculty need 



Revised Oct 20, 2011 ʹ Page 2 of 23 
 

to generate their own strategic plans no fewer than three times in the discussion, and 
she advised faculty to begin ñgrass rootsò discussion in their departments. President 
Gibson also said that there are ñno across-the-board answersò and ñno across-the-
board methodsò as we seek to meet goals.  
 
Senator Loeffler then presented a list of issues addressed in his alma mater's strategic 
planning guide and asked President Gibson if she felt that SHSUôs goals were focused 
on essentially the same things.  Her response was that our goals were essentially 
equivalent and those strategic planning goals for all universities address the same 
topics. The list read was as follows: 
 
1.  Innovative academic programs and inspiring students 
2.  Talented students and vibrant academic community 
3.  Educational experience and studied learning 
4.  Building campus community 
5.  Rewarding outstanding faculty and staff 
6.  Connecting to extended community 
7.  Facilities development 
 
(Note: for further reference, see 

http://www5.wittenberg.edu/administration/strategicplanning/goala.html) 

 
 
Approval of Minutes: Minutes from September 29th meeting (as amended) were 
approved unanimously. 
 
&KDLU¶V�5HSRUW� 
Meeting with provost: The chair brought up Katsafe with respect to the COBA fire and 
she was told that it had been discussed, but was not really an emergency situation so it 
was a deliberate call by those in charge. In cases where there is no direct harm, making 
a large-scale announcement seemed only to satisfy curiosity. 
 
Provost Hebert also states that due to financial constraints there is not an option to 
have multiple excellence awards (e.g. one per college). 
 
At this point, HEAF money has not been distributed because determining what can and 
cannot be purchased with it is not straightforward.  There is a move to centralize all 
technology purchasing through IT (computers, projectors, etc.). However, if senators 
know of any problems with this centralized purchasing and the approval process, they 
are encouraged to contact their deans. The Deans are charged with gathering data 
regarding this centralization process. There is some concern because faculty have been 
turned down in their requests for equipment because they were told it was redundant 
(when in fact it was not). 
 

https://cas.shsu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=d7f3d56a3f884606b13e03fe9b23bb37&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww5.wittenberg.edu%2fadministration%2fstrategicplanning%2fgoala.html
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Senator Desforges brought up the rumor that there will be implemented a one 
computer/faculty member rule. Some felt that the computer was supposed to be a 
laptop, but others thought the restriction was for desktops. However, according to 
Provost Hebert there is nothing in writing, so until something is in writing, all concerns 
and complaints about the current procedures need to be funneled through the deans. 
Various senators commented on the irony of the push for online classes and increased 
technology in the classroom while our resources were being rolled back.  
 
Banner: Provost Hebert has asked each Dean to provide five items that need to be fixed 
on Banner. Faculty Senate is also to provide five items. His idea is that there are so 
many problems that itôs overwhelming, so we should generate a list of the 5 biggest 
concerns about Banner. These will then be presented to the Banner experts and, 
ideally, addressed in order of most confounding and hindering to least. 
 
According to official enrollment numbers, SHSU now has 17,618 students, up 404 from 
last year. Undergraduate transfer numbers are up 7%; dropout returns up 5%; 
graduate up 2.5%. Most growth occurred in CFAMC and CJ. However, Senator Bumpass 
pointed out that the semester credit hour growth (which is the revenue-generating 
number) has not grown with the population, as students are taking fewer hours each. 
 
Committee Report: 
Senator Bill Jasper provided the Academic Affairs committee report on the 2012-2013 
Academic calendars, at the request of Dr. Eglsaer. The bottom line is that the calendar 
matches the recommendations. A summary of the dates and face-to-face hours is as 
follows: 
  
Fall 2012- 
 Start date: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 
 Labor Day Holiday: September 3, 2012 
 Thanksgiving Holidays: November 21, 22, 23, 2012 
 Last Class Day: Friday, December 6, 2012 
 Finals Week: December 10 ï 13, 2012 
 Grades Due: NOON (not 9 a.m.) on Monday, December 17 

MWF Classes have 41 contact hours; TTh classes have 28 meetings, or 
42 contact hours (not including finals.) 

 
Spring 2013- 
 Start date: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 
 MLK Holiday: January 21, 2013 
 Spring Break: March 11-15, 2013 
 Easter Holiday: March 28 & 29, 2013 
 Last Class Day: Friday, May 3, 2013 
 Finals Week: May 6-9, 2013 
 Grades Due: NOON (not 9 a.m.) on Monday, May 13 
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Assertion: Location counts. If a Texas high school graduate remains in-state for college, they are highly 

likely to attend a school in their own home county, whether it is a community college or a four-year 
university.  

 
Supporting Evidence:  

 

The ñHigh School to College Linkagesò report from THECB shows a pattern: in each county, the top 
Texas schools attended by graduates are schools in that county, of either a 2-year or 4-year 

variety.  
 

Considering SHSU, TX State, SFA, Lamar, Tarleton, A&M Commerce, and A&M Kingsville in 
particular: Each school is consistently the first- or second-most attended Texas institution by high 
school graduates in their home counties.  
 
The pattern becomes somewhat less consistent as the counties become larger but does not 

disappear. For example, UT Arlington still averages out as the third-most attended Texas institution 
attended by graduates in Tarrant County (its actual rank within each school district ranges from 

second to eighth).  

 
In Harris County, the most populous county in Texas, the institution we examined (Texas 

Southern) does not rank highly by itself, but there is a larger number of local schools in the county 
competing for local students (University of Houston, San Jacinto Community College, Houston 

Community College, etc.), and more schools in nearby counties tend to market in Harris County, 
because it is such a large market (you can reach a larger number of people with each ad).  

 

 
See Appendix B for details.  
 
Source: ñHigh School to College Linkagesò from Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 

(THECB). Online at 

http://www.txhighereddata.org/Interactive/HSCollLink.cfm
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Assertion: SHSU faces disadvantages in home-county recruitment of traditional 18-year-old freshmen, in 

terms of both the quality and quantity of these local students. 
 

Supporting Evidence: Walker County public high schools have somewhat low accountability 
ratings, and Huntsville High has recently declined to an Unacceptable rating. 

 

School 2007 
Rating 

2008 
Rating 

2009 
Rating 

2010 
Rating 

2011 
Rating 

Huntsville HS Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable 

New Waverly 
HS 

Acceptable Acceptable Recognized Recognized Acceptable 

 

Source: ñAccountability Rating System for Texas Public Schools and Districtsò from Texas 

Education Agency (TEA). Online at http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/account/  
 

 
Supporting Evidence: Walker County public schools have produced a declining number of 
graduates. Compared to the counties of the other 12 institutions examined, Walker County alone 

shows a downward trend over the past 2 years.  
 

County Grads 05-06 
Grads 
06-07 

Grads 07-08 
Grads 
08-09 

Grads 
09-10 

JEFFERSON 2068 2056 2134 2236 2366 

WALKER 454 410 448 433 421 

NACOGDOCHES  519 510 535 511 551 

ERATH  341 303 331 340 349 

HUNT  835 844 879 772 825 

KLEBURG 330 319 304 313 321 

HARRIS 35442 35623 37601 39731 43059 

HAYS 1414 1473 1467 1548 1657 

VICTORIA 718 688 682 691 727 

DENTON 4834 5217 5630 6044 

http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/account/
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(Harris, Bexar, Tarrant, and Denton counties have been removed from the graph to allow greater 
visibility of the smaller counties clustered at the bottom; however, all 4 showed an upward trend.) 

 
 

Source: "Year-to-Year Reporting of Students, Grades 7-12, by District, Texas Public Schools, 

2005-06 Through 2009-10." Table 7 of the TEA Report Secondary School Completion and Dropouts 
in Texas Public Schools 2009-2010. Online at http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index4.aspx?id=4080  
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Assertion: SHSU needs to reconsider its ñSee Sam Houston Light Up a Mindò billboard advertising. 

 
Supporting Evidence: The committee has no quantitative data to support this assertion, but 

we have received anecdotal concerns from several faculty and community members.  
 

 

Anecdotal Concern: The ñlight upò tag line seems to reference marijuana usage. 
 

 
Anecdotal Concern: The institution being advertised (a university) is unclear when 

represented by a photograph of a teacher working with a young child.  
 

This is a very obtuse reference to SHSUôs programs in COE. A viewer who is already 

highly familiar with SHSU might understand that this is a reference to SHSUôs education 
of primary and secondary school teachersðbut people who are that intimately familiar 

with our programs do not necessarily constitute the target audience of the billboards.  
 

To a viewer who is not already familiar with SHSUôs COE, this photograph suggests that 

the billboard is advertising a primary school or a childrenôs tutoring service, not an 
institution for the higher education of adults.  

 
 

Anecdotal Concern: The billboardôs goal to advertise a university is unclear, since the 
word ñuniversityò appears only in the TSUS member statement.  

 

This statement is included in very small font size, and the font is written in white type on 
an orange background. Due to the size and poor color contrast, this sole reference to 

ñuniversityò is only clearly visible when a driver is stopped close to a billboard, and is 
nearly invisible when driving by at highway speeds.  

 

Again, there is a problem that what is being advertised (a university) is clear only to 
those who are already knowledgeable enough about SHSU to know what the acronym in 

ñshsu.eduò stands forðand they do not necessarily constitute our target audience. 
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In progress: research comparing SHSU to other institutions in the ratio of applications to acceptances 

 
Inquiry: Is there a significant difference in SHSUôs acceptance rate compared to that at Lamar, 

Texas State, and other institutions? Could any of the growth at other schools correlate to 
different admission standards? 

 

Data to collect: ** Data from the Coordinating Board concerning application, 
acceptance, and enrollment at SHSU, Texas State, and other peer institutions. 

 
 

In progress: research concerning efficacy of SHSU recruitment strategies regarding visiting students 
 

Inquiry: Are we having difficulty attracting students to visit, but then successfully enrolling them 

once they visit? Or are we attracting students to visit but failing to enroll them afterward? Is the 
problem with getting them to look or getting them to stay? 

 
Data to collect: ** Data from Visitorôs Center concerning numbers of visiting students 

and subsequent enrollments.  

 
 

In progress: research concerning on-campus recruitment activities and associated facility costs  
 

Inquiry: Are higher facility costs affecting SHSUôs ability to introduce students to the campus 
by hosting recruiting events?  

 

Anecdote: Department of Agricultural and Industrial Sciences lost the opportunity to co-
host two recruiting events at SHSU because competing institutions charged the other 

party a lower cost to host the events. 
 

Data to collect: ** Related data as it is identified. 

 
Related inquiry: To what extent are SHSU faculty being pushed (or mandated) to perform 

their own recruiting? What support services, resources, etc. are being provided to them? Is it 
typical for university faculty to be performing their own marketing and recruiting functions? 

How do the faculty perceive this role? 

 
 

In progress: research examining enrollment numbers in SHSU colleges and departments 
 

Inquiry: How does the overall population change correlate to individual college and program 
population change? Do certain programs account for a disproportionate amount of the 

enrollment decrease, while other programs are actually seeing an increase? 

 
Data to collect: ** Data concerning program enrollment and trends/changes. 
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In progress: research concerning the effect on prospective students of Banner issues 

 
Inquiry: 
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SHSU 1,988 2,070 1,973 2,369 2,446 4.12% -4.69% 20.07% 3.25% 

SFA 1,097 1,229 1,293 1,443 1,372 12.03% 5.21% 11.60% -4.92% 

TARLETON 1,656 1,748 1,315 1,438 1,416 5.56% -24.77% 9.35% -1.53% 
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Total Graduate Enrollment at SHSU and 12 Peer Institutions in Texas 
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Appendix B: TX High School to TX College Linkages (THECB) - 
Highlights 

 
This page contains excerpted data only, highlighting where each university ranks in enrollment from its home 
county.  
The c

http://www.txhighereddata.org/Interactive/HSCollLink.cfm
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TARRANT  BIRDVILLE ISD  U T ARLINGTON 4 40 1329 

TARRANT  CARROLL ISD  U T ARLINGTON 9 14 639 

TARRANT  CASTLEBERRY ISD  U T ARLINGTON 3 11 177 

TARRANT  CROWLEY ISD  U T ARLINGTON 2 44 927 

TARRANT  EAGLE MT-SAGINAW ISD  U T ARLINGTON 4 21 836 

TARRANT  EVERMAN ISD  U T ARLINGTON 2 15 223 

TARRANT  FORT WORTH ACADEMY OF FINE ARTS  U T ARLINGTON 0 0 – 4 29 

TARRANT  FORT WORTH CAN ACADEMY  U T ARLINGTON 0 0 – 4 128 

TARRANT  GRAPEVINE-COLLEYVILLE ISD  U T ARLINGTON 5 39 1073 

TARRANT  HURST-EULESS-BEDFORD ISD  U T ARLINGTON 2 63 1340 

TARRANT  KELLER ISD  U T ARLINGTON 6 44 1786 

TARRANT  KENNEDALE ISD  U T ARLINGTON 2 13 194 

TARRANT  LAKE WORTH ISD  U T ARLINGTON 0 0 – 4 115 

TARRANT  MANSFIELD ISD  U T ARLINGTON 2 134 1896 

TARRANT  
RICHARD MILBURN ACADEMY (FORT 
WORTH)  U T ARLINGTON 0 0 – 4 36 

TARRANT  WHITE SETTLEMENT ISD  U T ARLINGTON 5 6 349 

BEXAR 
ACADEMY OF CAREERS AND 
TECHNOLOGIES  U T SAN ANTONIO 0 0 – 4 26 

BEXAR ALAMO HEIGHTS ISD  U T SAN ANTONIO 6 10 341 

BEXAR BROOKS ACADEMY OF SCI & 


