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Southern Oregon University
Self-Study Report 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the last visit of the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities in October
1997, Southern Oregon University has dedicated a great amount of energy and thought to
our mission and our collective vision for what the institution is, as well as what it should
be. As of the evaluation year (2005-2006), SOU has operated under two mission
statements that have superseded that which was in effect in 1997.

This self-study has been a complex process. We have changed university leadership
(presidential) three times since the last accreditation visit. We have joined the Council of
Public Liberal Arts Colleges (COPLAC). We have seen dramatic changes in personnel
and in the viewpoint of the Oregon State Board of Higher Education. Another challenge
is familiar for us: deciding whether we are a regional comprehensive university of the
Oregon University System or Oregon’s premier undergraduate liberal arts college. In
fact, we have attempted to be both. It is not only our membership in COPLAC that keeps
us thinking about a role as the premier public liberal arts institution in the state, it is also
the volatile economic environment of the state that leads the Oregon State Board of
Higher Education to vacillate between unique missions and comprehensive accessibility
to the state public institutions.

As a member of the Oregon University System, we are not free agent to assess ourselves
from an internal university perspective. We must follow system-level performance
indicators in order to place ourselves at best financial advantage with respect to state
funds. To add to the complexity, the performance indicators have changed during the past
ten years, and our mission-driven efforts have had to come into alignment with system-
level goals.

Nevertheless, Southern Oregon University needs to do a better job of defining,
monitoring, and assessing mission-driven goals and objectives in the context of rapidly
changing demographics and fiscal realities. We had seen a 10-percent reduction in
student enrollment (and in corresponding revenue) since 1999—without a corresponding
reduction in expenses. A very real and pressing challenge is to become more market-
savvy and flexible in our planning and budgeting. This planning reflects a real shift in
culture for us and must be approached expediently, thoughtfully, and with transparency.
This must begin with a careful look at our mission as we become more market-savvy and
fiscally flexible.

In Academic Affairs—and, frankly, in all other operational areas of the university—we
need to create a more formalized and systematic process for integrated institutional data
creation, management, and assessment, with an eye toward continuous program
improvement and accountability. This includes better student outcomes assessment. Our
record here is uneven; some departments and programs are doing excellent work in the



assessment, while others are not. We have created a Faculty Senate committee—the
University Assessment Committee—as a means of putting a more formal structure
around the task. In any case, we have not to date approached academic assessment at
anything resembling an institutional level, with the exception of the first-year experience
(formerly called the University Colloquium, now known as the University Seminar or
USEM).

As a result of this self-study, we are now better-prepared to analyze and initiate stronger
program design, implementation, and evaluation than ever before. Each academic
department has created a matrix of desired student outcomes (skills, knowledge,
dispositions) for their graduates. As part of that process, the departments have identified
where and how in their programs the skills, knowledge, and dispositions will be
developed. They have also looked at their midlevel and capstone experiences as tools to
gauge how well their programs are developing the desired results. Again, we recognize
the goal: mechanisms for continuous program improvement and accountability.

As part of this process, we have also identified the need to look institutionally at
continuous program improvement and accountability in general education outside the
USEM. This is also an immediate goal and task for the University Assessment
Committee. We also know that we have much work to do in our graduate programs. A
decentralized structure (implemented at the time of the last accreditation visit) and
changing definitions of what is permissible for a regional university of the Oregon
University System have led us to a place where we do not understand the nature,
efficiencies, or efficacies of our graduate programs very well. This has become quite
clear to us as a result of this self-study, and we are grateful as a result.

It is clear that we need even greater integration between Academic Affairs and Student
Affairs at SOU. We know our student enroliment decline since 1999 is largely due to a
lack of fiscal elasticity on the part of the population served in southern and southwestern
Oregon. Knowing that, both recruitment and retention become substantive issues for us.
We simply cannot afford to lose students who represent a great deal of hard work in
recruitment. Our recently hired vice president for student affairs has brought a substantial
background, enormous energy, and great commitment to the process. Our faculty
members have responded well to the present initiatives, but more work is needed.

We know there is work to be done to support the growth of our faculty. Our evaluation
practice for probationary faculty is solid—even though there is always room for
improvement in our promotion and tenure processes, and we continue to grapple with the
structure of teaching, research, and service as an evolving institution. We have an
evaluation process for tenured faculty; it appears to be well-understood but somewhat
unevenly practiced. A big issue at the moment has to do with the development and
evaluation of our adjunct faculty. At this point, those practices are uneven across the
campus. We recognize it and are working on an institution-level approach to the
questions of adjunct development and evaluation. Adequate faculty salary, benefits, and
resources for the work of the faculty also continue to be challenges.



Our library and campuswide information technology structure—like many other areas—
are in need of more coherent planning and budgeting processes, integrated into a
university-wide process that is aligned with the university mission. As a result of budget
retrenchments over the past several years, both areas have been hard hit. The library is
under additional pressure as a result of the public library closures in Jackson County.
Although the library’s physical plant is in excellent shape, the periodical holdings and
staffing levels are not. The Information Technology Department has both staffing and
infrastructure needs. In fact, the entire campus is at some risk with respect to deferred
maintenance. Continuing maintenance is also an issue as a result of staffing cuts. The
recently hired associate vice president of facilities management and planning has had
great success with energy cost-cutting across the campus and has worked diligently and
creatively with his staff to address continuing campus operations during a very difficult
period.

Strategic budgeting in the context of a proactive strategic planning process is imperative
for the long-term viability of Southern Oregon University. The old model, with its
emphasis solely on expense authority at the department/program level, has not worked
well for SOU for the past half-decade. We intend to move toward a zero-based approach
that transparently ties revenues to student enrollment—from which comes the majority of
our funds (tuition, fees). Our department/program fund managers will need to manage
their expenses as a fraction of their revenues. We are working on this issue now; it is as
important a task as any we have before us.

Another important task will be the maintenance—and indeed the positive, proactive
development—of our institutional integrity. It is important to us, and we put a great deal
of energy towards it. The key issue for SOU is the focus and coherence of our efforts in
this area. Our collective bargaining agreements, codes of conduct statements, and
affirmative action and sexual harassment policies are clear examples of an institution that
takes institutional integrity very seriously. Our biggest concern is the clarity of some of
our policies and procedures; we are not clear with respect to a policy on policies. There
are questions about what constitutes a policy (as opposed to a procedure or a set of
guidelines), who has authority to promulgate a policy, where policies are found and how
they are described, and how they are evaluated and changed as needed. We are aware of
the issues here and are working on their resolution.

We know that we have issues to address. Some will require a cultural sea change.
However, even with the challenges of recent years, we remain dedicated to the premise
that we value this community and our relationships with each another. To address our
problems and accomplish change, we need as much clarity and transparency within our
change processes as we are able to muster. With a new president and (soon-to-be) new
provost, hope abides. We aim to strengthen the trust we have in one another. We work
here because we believe this a special university; we live here because we know it is.



Standard One: Institutional Mission and Goals,
Planning, and Effectiveness

Our Mission and Goals

Southern Oregon University has operated with care and attention given to our mission,
vision, and goals since the time of our last accreditation in 1997. As part of that process
we have continuously evaluated our institutional mission and goals. In all of our strategic
planning and performance measure development, we have attempted to align all our
operations with the university’s mission, vision, and goals.

Current Mission, Values, and Vision Statement
Mission: Southern Oregon University is a contemporary public liberal arts and
sciences university. It provides access to opportunities for personal, intellectual,
and professional growth through quality education and scholarship. The
university is a vital partner in the healthy development of its region and state in
association with civic, national, and international engagements. It is Oregon’s
Center of Excellence in the Fine and Performing Arts.

Values: Toward a Hopeful Vision of the University, Region, and Society

« Learning and Achievement

« Truth and Disciplined Inquiry

« Free Expression and Collaboration

« Open-mindedness and Informed Criticism

« Mutual Respect and Trust

« Cross-cultural Understanding and International Competence
« Integrity and Stewardship

«  Civic Engagement and Responsibility

« Innovation and Entrepreneurship

Vision: Southern Oregon University is a premier public liberal arts and sciences
university. It is distinguished regionally and nationally in practical liberal
learning at the intersection of the liberal arts and sciences and the professions,
where learners gain the foundation for long-term career agility and informed
civic leadership. The university’s scholarship supports the creation, synthesis,
and application of knowledge and a new vision for teaching and learning in
twenty-first-century society.



Mission and Vision Statement in 1997
Comparison with the mission and vision statement of the university at the time of the last
accreditation highlights the development of our current mission and vision:

Mission and Vision Statement: Southern Oregon University’s primary mission is
to provide a full range of excellent and thorough instruction in the liberal arts
and sciences, complemented by selected professional and graduate programs. The
campus combines many of the best features of both the private and public college:
small enrollment classes; teachers who know and work directly with their
students; and a faculty and staff fully committed to education, both in and beyond
the classroom, on and off campus. Southern Oregon University is designated as a
center of excellence in the fine and performing arts.

The university primarily serves students from southern Oregon but increasingly
attracts students from the West and Northwest. It brings students of all ages
together in traditional undergraduate programs, education for the professions,
graduate education, and lifelong learning programs. Through the university’s
core curriculum, students share in a common intellectual enterprise, mastering
specific information and applying the critical thinking skills they have learned in
community and international settings. Students are encouraged to engage in
significant undergraduate research. They also become technologically literate,
learn to communicate clearly and effectively, and explore ethical issues and
define social and personal values.

Six elements are central to this mission:

» asupportive and responsive faculty and staff committed to student
learning, undergraduate research, community service, and teaching
informed by scholarship

e arigorous curriculum and co-curricular activities that will prepare
students to lead constructive and civically responsible lives, be successful
in a global society, and continue to learn throughout their lifetimes

 diversity of students and faculty

* anatural and cultural environment which enhances the university’s
programs and provides a greater variety of opportunities for its students

e acommitment to service, distance learning, and to full and appropriate
partnerships with the community and region

e an attractive, well-equipped, and secure campus

Our mission and vision statement can be found in the university catalog and in a variety
of institutional publications; it is also posted on the university Web site. We make regular
reports related to the accomplishment of goals. As part of the Oregon University System,
the university reports regularly to the system office, State Board of Higher Education,
and state legislators/administrators on progress toward meeting accountability
requirements (see section below on performance measures). A number of academic
programs hold accreditation/certification through a variety of bodies (see Standard Two).



The university’s strategic planning efforts are defined, published, and disseminated
across campus (see discussion below).

University goals, established by the university’s Executive Council and vetted by the
State Board of Higher Education, are consistent with our mission and vision. All schools,
departments, and programs develop their mission and goals in alignment with the
institution’s mission and goals. Evidence of this can be found in perusal of such things as
the departmental self-studies posted online through the SOU accreditation center:
WWWw.campus.sou.edu/accreditation.

The mission and vision statement speaks directly to preparation of broadly prepared,
civically engaged students, who will retain a lifelong love of learning. The university is
dedicated to a holistic approach to student life and has embarked upon an exciting
program towards that goal under the direction of the provost and the vice president for
student life (see Standard Three). As we have noted already, the mission and vision also
give direction to the mission, vision, procedures, and policies of the university’s schools,
departments, and programs.

In our role as a region-serving institution of the Oregon University System, public service
on the part of students, faculty, and staff is integral to the mission and life of the
university. Students begin their public service work during the freshman fall orientation
and continue through their senior capstone experiences (see Standards Two and Three).
There is a service component for faculty, defined in the SOU Faculty Constitution and
Bylaws. Program changes, both on campus and at remote sites, that alter SOU’s mission,
autonomy, ownership, control, or degree level are submitted to the commission for
review and approval.

Southern Oregon University Performance Measures
Goals assessment is a formalized process conducted under the auspices of and in
partnership with the Oregon University System (OUS).

OUS implemented performance indicators in 1997, believing there would be a funding
premium for both the system and institutions that produced a greater number of—and
better-performing—graduates in the fields identified as shortages by the state. Oregon
first began exploring performance indicators as a concept in 1994. The Oregon State
Board of Higher Education (OSBHE) adopted four broad goals at its January 1997
meeting as part of a strategic planning process. These goals became part of a legislative
mandate to develop performance measures and indicators in the 1997 legislative session.
With passage of Senate Bill 919, Oregon law now mandated that the Oregon University
System develop performance measures and indicators for the goals adopted by OSBHE.
The four goals were access, quality, cost-effectiveness, and employability. The intention
was not to view these goals in conflict (e.g., access versus quality) but to adopt policies
and practices that harmonized and aligned the goals. The performance indicator initiative
responded to demands to be more accountable to constituents, responsive to “customers,”
and more market driven in order to meet the demands of the changing economy. On the
recommendation of the chancellor’s staff, the board approved 30-plus indicators for the
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four goals in October 1997. From the perspective of the board, institutions would be
responsible for setting targets, developing processes or initiatives to achieve targets, and
improving results; the board and chancellor would monitor and hold campuses
accountable for the results of these efforts.

The OUS Budget Request for 1999-2001 identified performance funding as one of its
priorities. Based upon input from the OUS Academic Council and discussions with
legislative staff and leaders in 2000, two indicators were tied to funding—freshman
persistence and new Oregon transfers. In the first year of implementing the incentive
component, OUS allocated the largest portion of the small incentive fund pool to all
campuses for meeting (or nearly meeting) improvement targets. An incremental approach
to implementing the funding and the uncertainty around the effects of the Resource
Allocation Model (RAM, a new budgeting formula and process for the state system)
implementation on campus revenues dampened notions of making significant award
differences in the first year. To support the importance of merit-based and differential
awards, OUS Internal Management Directives were revised to include institutional
performance in the presidential evaluation process. Presidents were asked to address the
alignment of institutional vision and strategy, their contributions and activities, and the
results or insight from the performance indicator process. One-time merit increases were
given to two presidents for significant improvement in performance indictor results. (As
of July 2004, the presidential self-evaluation process was decoupled from the annual
institutional performance reporting process.)

Overall, institutions and OUS improved in a number of important dimensions from 1989
to 1998, such as graduation rates, freshman persistence, entering freshman GPA,
philanthropic support, and student diversity. With respect to SOU, although there was
overall improvement in important dimensions, there were some areas for concern.

The 1999 SOU Performance Report covered the required four areas (with subparts;
Exhibit 1-1). In part 1 (quality, nine subparts), four of the six subparts which represent
established targets for 1998 failed to meet targets: (a) freshman six-year graduation rate,
(b) freshman-to-sophomore persistence, (c) credits accumulated toward the BA/BS, and
(d) exceeding pass rates on state/national exams. In part 2 (access, eight subparts), one of
the six subparts that represent established targets failed to meet its target: (a) enrollment
trends for students over 25 year of age. In part 3 (employability, two subparts), both
subparts exceeded the established targets. In part 4 (cost-effectiveness, four subparts), all
three subparts with targets met the target.

In the final four months of 2000, OUS changed the Performance Indicator and
Performance Funding Policy to reflect issues raised by legislators, who viewed the
process as lacking credibility and being too timid. The process included negotiations
between the board, campus leaders, and, particularly, then-Representative Kurt Schrader.
The goal was to increase the efficiency of creating individual reports for seven campuses,
as well as an aggregate system report, and to create a more credible process for the
legislature and other constituents. In the process, the longer list of performance indicators
was reduced to key performance indicators. At its February 2001 meeting, OSBHE
approved revisions to the October 1997 and January 2000 policy statements:
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Five indicators would be linked to performance funding and would be common
for all seven campuses.

Two additional indictors, also linked to performance funding, would be selected
by each institution to reflect institutional uniqueness in mission and strategic
directions.

Institutions would set improvement targets for only the indicators tied to
performance funding (streamlining the number from 30 to seven indicators with
targets).

Guidelines for setting mission-specific targets would be developed.

The common indicators tied to the funding for which targets had to be set included the
following:

persistence: first-time, full-time freshmen that persist to the second year
satisfaction: recent bachelor’s graduates that rate their overall educational
experience as “very good” or higher

research and development: total sponsored research and development (gifts,
grants, and contracts) expenditures and average expenditures per full-time ranked
instructional faculty

degrees: total degrees awarded (includes bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral, and first
professional)

degrees in shortage areas: total degrees conferred in Oregon’s shortage areas, with
each campus selecting either (a) engineering /computer science fields or (b) a K-
12 education specialty designated a shortage area in Oregon (i.e., administration,
special education, and math and science high school teachers)

The OUS Academic Council approved guidelines for selecting mission-specific
indicators, which would be tied to performance funding:

Campuses must select at least one indicator or subset from the remaining seven
key performance indicators (or the 30 performance indicators approved in 1997
due to the availability of baseline data).

Campuses had the option of developing an indicator and taking responsibility for
gathering data, reporting results, and maintaining an auditable record. The
indicator had to focus on output or outcome, instead of input or process. For
example, increasing the enrollment of women in male-dominated disciplines
would also require tracking their successful completion.

The chancellor reviewed and approved the two indicators selected by each
campus.

OUS intended to increase the number of indicators tied to funding until all key
performance indicators were tied to funding, with the expectation that campuses
would also be interested in adding a few more mission-specific indicators.

The two mission-specific performance indicators for SOU are (1) a six-year graduation
rate for students who entered SOU as transfer students and (2) philanthropy, as defined
by net assets of the SOU Foundation plus the value of obligation to the university as
reported in the audited financial statements.
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In addition to streamlining the indicators, the campuses needed a method for setting
improvement targets. Campuses were required to set two targets, one based on improving
against one’s own past performance and the other based on reducing the gap in
performance with that of peer institutions:

» Campuses set targets based on improving against their own campuses baselines.
These targets are called sustaining improvement targets, low targets, or riding-
the-wave targets.

» Campuses set targets based on benchmarking the performance of peers. They can
also set targets based on getting to improvement in half the time or doubling the
improvement represented in the sustaining improvement target. These targets are
called accelerated improvement targets or high targets.

Additionally, OUS has completed data development for two new dataless indicators of
high interest to the board, legislature, and business leaders: graduates completing
internships and employer satisfaction.

By 2003-2004, there were five years of data available for use in the revised performance
measures program. The rolling five-year tables for 2003 through 2006 constitute Exhibit
1 -2. Examination of trends for targeted indicators (1 to 5 are system-level indicators; 6
and 7 are SOU mission-specific indicators) between 2000 and 2005 indicates the
following:

1. Freshman-to-sophomore retention has decreased by approximately 3 percent.

2. Total degrees awarded has remained essentially constant.

3. Degrees in OUS-defined critical areas have declined by 50 percent.

4. Graduate satisfaction has remained essentially constant.

5. Sponsored research funding has increased.

6. Six-year graduation rates for students who entered SOU as transfers have

remained essentially flat.

7. The SOU Foundation philanthropy has grown by approximately 12 percent.

One further note: A review of 2001 performance indicators was performed by the Oregon
State Audits Division at the request of then-Governor John Kitzhaber and then-
Chancellor Joseph Cox of the Oregon University System (Exhibit 1-3). The purpose of
the independent audit was to “. . . provide information on the results of OUS’s efforts to
improve efficiencies and increase Oregonian’s access to higher education.” A second
objective was to “. . . compare expenditure patterns and graduation rates of each OUS
institution and peer institutions in other states.”

With respect to administrative efficiency, SOU showed declining levels of efficiency in
three of the four indicators (no change in the fourth indicator). With respect to academic
efficiency, SOU showed increasing levels of efficiency in two of the four indicators (no
change in the other two). With respect to access, SOU showed greater efficiency in one
area, lesser efficiency in another, and no change in the third (Exhibit 1-3 appendix A).

With respect to peer institutions, SOU was 9 percent behind peer institutions for
education and general expenditures as a percent of current funds expenditures; we were
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15 percent behind our peers in percent of first-time freshman who earned a BA/BS from
the same institution in six years; and we were 6 percent ahead of our peers for
scholarships and fellowships as a percent of education and general expenditures. For all
seven of the other peer-comparison categories, we were within 5 percent of our peers
(Exhibit 1-3 appendix B).

Beginning in 2002, resources set aside for performance incentives were redirected to
other OUS priorities, as state budget shortfalls continued. Performance funding was
included in the OUS Budget Request for 2003—-2005, but performance funding was
deleted from the Governor’s Budget Recommendation. Likewise, performance funding
was not available to OUS in the 2005-2007 biennial budget. In the current reality facing
most states, performance funding appears to be waning for higher education. However,
despite an uncertain future for performance funding, interest in accountability is
increasing in the public higher education environment, and the call for performance
measurement persists.

Planning and Effectiveness: Strategic Planning Since 1997

At about the time of the last decadal accreditation visit (October 1997), SOU produced a
strategic plan in conjunction with strategic planning on the part of OUS. OUS defined
four strategic goals at the time:

» provide high quality, internationally competitive higher education to Oregonians

» assure access to lifelong higher education opportunities statewide

» support Oregon’s emerging position as a social and economic leader

» ensure efficient and adaptive system and institutional operations

In conjunction with the OUS goals, SOU developed nine institutional-level strategic
goals (Exhibit 1-4). As part of the nine-goal strategy, Academic Affairs, Finance and
Administration, Student Affairs, and Institutional Development each developed a matrix
of goals tied to the mission and vision statements.

Building on the strategic plans and goals developed in 1997, SOU developed a plan and
budget in May 1998 that focused on “Southern’s Mission by Building on Strengths”
(Exhibit 1-5). In essence, the effort was to be strategic by designating hallmark programs
that would have first priority in additional investing (as funds became available).

The next major planning effort occurred in 2000-2001 and was defined by a goal-and-
initiative process (Exhibit 1-6). Four goals were developed:
* manage growth while preserving and enhancing access (enrollment management
initiative)
» enhance academic quality and reputation (partnerships initiative, student-centered
environment initiative, visibility initiative)
* improve management and administrative functions (accountability initiative,
integrated planning initiative)
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» develop the university’s human and physical resources (employee value initiative,
diversity initiative, physical environment initiative, campus atmosphere initiative)

All areas of the university developed goal sets in response to each of the university-level
initiatives.

When Dr. Elisabeth Zinser assumed the presidency in 2001-2002, SOU embarked upon a
new strategic planning process. This one departed from previous goal-setting efforts in
that SOU retained the services and expertise of the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS) in order to define budget-related decision-making
strategies. Part of that effort was an attempt to clarify existing budget realities and
decision-making strategies for all on-campus stakeholders. As part of that effort, several
campus forums were held. Additionally, a new campus committee, the Academic
Advancement and Alignment Committee, was created to work with university
administration and the NCHEMS consultant. This constituted an effort to develop criteria
by which program and services review was accomplished as part of the goal-setting
process (Exhibit 1-7).

The program/services review criteria established at that time, and which have been
followed (in at least a related form and/or fashion) since, include the following:

» centrality to university mission and vision

» quality (especially in relation to competitors and peers)

* need (regional, state, national)

* demand (student and employer)

* location advantages

» cost/revenue relationships (productivity)

 fiscal opportunities and impacts

* brand value, competitive position

The need for establishing data-driven, information-based metrics for assessing strategic
value of programs/services was certainly a product of the times; however, SOU had a
particular incentive to take a careful look at itself in 2002—-2003 as the university applied
for, and was granted admittance to, the Council of Public Liberal Arts Colleges
(COPLAC; Exhibit 1-8).

As Dr. Earl Potter assumed the position of provost and executive vice president for
Academic Affairs in 2003-2004, he additionally introduced a strategic initiative process
whereby the university community could advance the goals of SOU. The process calls for
initiatives to be prepared which require new financial resources and, therefore, the
approval of the university’s Executive Council. The process also requires the evaluation
of the proposals by a peer review committee that makes recommendations to the
Executive Council. The emphasis on metric-based evaluation and initiative submittal has
been the ongoing practice of the university since its introduction (Exhibit 1-9).

Planning and evaluation practices are systematic across different levels of the university,
albeit in different forms. These practices are commonly discussed at university-level

15



retreats and meetings (Executive Council, Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, Finance
and Administration, University Relations). They are also discussed at school and
department-level retreats and meetings. Reports and evaluations for teaching, scholarship,
and service are also collected through systematic processes (e.g., student teaching
evaluations, faculty professional plans and reports).

A collaborative style in planning and other processes has long been a hallmark of
Southern Oregon University. There is a lengthy history of collaborative planning efforts
in both standing and ad hoc committees and task forces at macro- and micro-levels at the
university, including such examples as the University Planning Council (UPC). Vetting
updates on planning are regularly provided to the faculty senate and the student senate, as
well as to the SOU Regional Advisory Board.

The Oregon University System’s budget model, the RAM, requires systematic evaluation
of the university’s programs in order to most effectively fund the activities of the
university. The university’s strategic initiative process requires new program proposals
that request new funding to address the following criteria:

» alignment with the university mission

* contribution to achieving university goals

* revenue/cost balance

» strength of market demand/need

* engagement/synergy of potential contributors

* degree to which proposal is founded on existing strengths

* degree to which proposal takes advantage of/enhances competitive advantage

* degree to which proposal strengthens position relative to peers

* degree of alignment with Oregon University System framework

» strength of outcomes assessment plan

The history of financial resources contributed to evaluation and planning processes is
somewhat uneven. During tight financial times, resources are withdrawn from such
activities as funded retreats, conferences, and consultants. The university does, however,
contribute substantial human resources to evaluation and planning processes (e.g., the
University Planning Council, the University Assessment Committee, and the Office of
Institutional Research).

The SOU University Planning Council is the organization on point for integrated
evaluation and planning for institutional priorities. The council has been an effective
agent for this task as its membership spans the campus.

Recognizing the need for coordinated and systematic assessment of student learning to
inform curricular and pedagogical improvements, the SOU Faculty Senate, through its
curriculum committee process, created a subcommittee in the fall of 2005 to explore the
state of assessment of student learning at SOU. Subsequently, the senate approved the
establishment of the University Assessment Committee (UAC) to “oversee the

institution, maintenance, and development of student learning outcomes,” (Faculty Senate
minutes, June 6, 2005). The UAC has interpreted this as a mandate to foster a culture of
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assessment on the SOU campus by advancing the practice of conducting informed and
systematic assessment of student achievement. Toward this end, the UAC has pursued
three goals: (1) deepen committee members’ understanding of the assessment and
evaluation process; (2) research, review, and summarize existing institutional data
regarding student achievement; and (3) develop an institutional plan for the systematic
evaluation of academic achievement that is consistent with the campus mission.

The university’s institutional research is conducted through the Office of Institutional
Research, which is responsible for generating, collecting, and coordinating data with/for
other offices on campus (e.g., Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, Finance and
Administration). The office is also responsible for providing required information (e.qg.,
the IPEDs reports) for OUS, the governor’s office, and the Oregon legislature, as well as
information for advisory boards. Not all data sets are managed directly by the office (e.qg.,
data sets are also managed by the Registrar’s Office and offices within student services),
but it is responsible for overall coordination/quality control of data sets on the university
campus.

As indicated above, the review of the university’s planning processes has been conducted
through the operations of the University Planning Council. Review of various evaluation
and institutional research activities has been decentralized, primarily by major division
(e.g., Academic Affairs, Student Affairs). With the strategic initiatives process initiated in
2003-2004, there came a greater understanding that a much more systematic and deep
level of evaluation/assessment is needed to determine effectiveness and efficiency in
defining and achieving the goals of the university. In recognition of that awareness, we
are now in the process of creating an institutional program review committee to integrate
and manage continuing assessment/accountability practices in our academic
programming. We are also considering an institution-wide planning review group that is
associated with the University Planning Council but that includes broader representation
around the campus. The idea behind the new review group is to have a global planning
review group for SOU strategic planning/budgeting operations.

The university regularly reports on its progress on performance indicators to the Oregon
University System and Oregon State Board of Higher Education. Results are
communicated to the Faculty Senate and university as a whole via various committees
and reports. Progress reports on the performance indicators are also made available to our
public through public information venues.
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Standard One Exhibits

Exhibit 1-1: SOU Baseline Performance Report 1999.

(Report on data from 1989-1998).

Exhibit 1-2: OUS 2006 Report on the Performance Measure Program
(Report on data from 1999-2006).

Exhibit 1-3: OUS Review of Selected Performance Indicators: State of Oregon
Internal Audit Division.

Exhibit 1-4: SOU Strategic Plans (1997).

Exhibit 1-5: Focusing Southern’s Mission by Building on Strengths (1998).
Exhibit 1-6: SOU Strategic Plan (2001).

Exhibit 1-7: AAAC Program and Services Review Criteria.

Exhibit 1-8: SOU Application for Admittance to COPLAC.

Exhibit 1-9: Guidelines for Strategic Initiative Process.
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Standard Two: Educational Program and Its Effectiveness

General Requirements

Overview

In the years since the last decadal accreditation visit, Southern Oregon University (SOU)
has been confronted with economic/financial challenges that have tested our ability to
facilitate student achievement as defined in our mission and vision. In an era of declining
state support and increasing tuition and fees, our matriculation, retention, and graduation
rates are of concern to us. Our student FTE is down approximately 10 percent from the
level we enjoyed in 1999. Much of this can be directly attributed to dramatic tuition and
fee increases after the turn of the millennium and to serving a regional area that is low-
income and not, historically, university educated.

Impact of Tuition on SOU Enrollment

Fall Head FTE Tuition | Required Total Percentage
Term | Count | Students | per Fees per | Tuition & Increase
Term Term Fees per Previous
Term Fall Term
1998 5472 4215 840.00 226.00 1066.00 --
1999 5772 4401 840.00 238.00 1078.00 1.1
2000 5511 4186 840.00 283.00 1123.00 4.2
2001 5475 4268 876.00 309.00 1185.00 5.5
2002 5483 4243 902.00 327.00 1229.00 3.7
2003 5506 4310 |1046.00 | 325.00 1371.00 11.5
2004 5162 4017 | 1172.00 | 360.40 1532.40 11.8
2005 4977 3843 | 1208.00 | 428.25 1636.25 6.8
2006 5002 3761 | 1244.00 | 467.25 1711.25 4.6

Nevertheless, the commitment on the part of the university faculty to student learning
remains strong and, in many cases, inspired. The university faculty have become more
entrepreneurial in securing needed resources, be they human, physical, or financial. Our
students are also supported by exposure to practicing professionals in our region as part
of our capstone and internship/practica experiences. Our faculty members are more fully
engaged than ever in extramural funding, an engagement that translates into new physical
resources for the university. Our economic/financial challenges are considerable, and we
face a difficult and challenging future as a publicly assisted university in Oregon.
However, the commitment to providing excellent teaching and a rich learning experience
for our students remains a top priority for our faculty and all SOU employees.
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SOU has a well-developed mission statement to which it aspires:

Southern Oregon University is a contemporary public liberal arts and sciences
university. It provides access to opportunities for personal, intellectual, and
professional growth through quality education and scholarship. The university is
a vital partner in the healthy development of its region and state in association
with civic, national, and international engagements. It is Oregon’s Center of
Excellence in the Fine and Performing Arts.

The mission guides the university’s strategic planning. As part of this accreditation effort,
the academic departments have re-evaluated their programmatic goals and objectives
against the goals and objectives of our mission and vision. This accreditation experience
is the launching point, under the guidance of our new president, Dr. Mary Cullinan, for
new strategic planning and for an updated systematic budgeting process that will more
rationally align our programs with our resources.

General Education and the First-Year Experience

The goals and objectives of our education programs have benefited from clearer
definition as part of the self-study process, as have the efforts of institution-wide
committees and evaluative bodies who are working on the establishment of integrated
institution-wide metrics for the development, evaluation, and approval of programmatic
goals and objectives.

The general education requirement for every degree program at SOU is clearly outlined
in the SOU Catalog. Every major requires (1) 12 lower division writing or
communication credits (usually fulfilled by enrollment in the University Seminar series);
(2) an additional minimum of 36 lower division general education credits (12 in
humanities, 12 in social sciences, and 12 in sciences); (3) four to eight credits in
quantitative reasoning; and (4) nine to 12 upper division general education credits.

Prior to 1996, the general education requirements were less representative of breadth
options and developed more discipline depth. In 1996, with the introduction of the
University Colloquium (our first first-year experience), and with the 2006 revision of our
general education structure (renamed University Studies), we have moved into a more
intentional, outcomes-based general education curriculum.

With the recent rewriting of the outcomes-based general education curriculum, the
faculty have reorganized and increased the general education credits required for
graduation (from 52 credits to a minimum of 64 credits). This institution-wide revision,
an intentional act by the faculty, is meant to underscore the deep collective commitment
we have to the liberal arts at SOU.

Curriculum Development

The design of each academic program originates within the jurisdiction of faculty
members in the programs. The faculty members have the right to “act upon and advise
the President on all matters of educational policy within the limits prescribed by federal
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and state law and the regulations of the Oregon State Board of Higher Education”
(Exhibit 9-11).

Department chairs’ requests for undergraduate curricular revisions are submitted to the
Curriculum Committee (CC).The CC reviews and approves all additions and deletions of
undergraduate courses or programs and then submits their recommendations to the
Faculty Senate for approval. The University Studies Committee (USC), which replaced
the Faculty Senate Core Curriculum Committee in 2005, further reviews courses that are
proposed for inclusion in general education. The Graduate Council (GC), another Faculty
Senate committee, reviews additions and deletions for graduate-level programs and
Ccourses.

The CC serves as the primary reviewer of programs and courses designed for majors.
Changes in curriculum of any type undergo a well-defined, systematic process that begins
at the departmental level and moves through the appropriate Faculty Senate committee.
Each of these committees is senate-appointed and made up of a representative body of
diverse faculty members from each school and the library.

The CC reviews the courses from a managerial perspective, i.e., determining that SOU
has adequate library resources for a course, the department has adequate staffing, and the
necessary prerequisites are scheduled to promote student access to, and success in, the
new course. The CC also determines whether each proposed course or program is
pedagogically sound. As stated, the USC reviews new courses that are proposed to
qualify as general education curriculum. The GC reviews course additions and deletions
for graduate-level programs and courses.

Several programs are also accredited by external evaluators: Chemistry (American
Chemical Society), Music (National Association of Schools of Music), Psychology
(Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs), and
Education (Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission). These accrediting
agencies further assure that (a) these specific programs have appropriate course
sequences, content, and assessments and (b) objectives and descriptions are accurate and
appropriate for the offered degrees.

Proposed degrees, programs, and certificates must first be routed through the SOU
curriculum review process (department to dean), then to CC or GC (for graduate
programs); then to the Faculty Senate. Following approval by the Faculty Senate, the
proposals are presented to the Oregon University System (OUS) Provosts' Council for
evaluation and recommendation, and then on to the Oregon State Board of Higher
Education for final approval.

The schedule for curricular maintenance at Southern Oregon University has been

primarily aligned with the concomitant institutional process of publishing an annual,
accurate, up-to-date course catalog.
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Every year, the CC, the USC, and the GC review courses (and programs, in the case of
the CC and the GC) submitted for addition and deletion. Even with weekly meetings, the
CC is challenged to complete the management of all the annual curricular adjustments.
Because of the magnitude of this task on the undergraduate level, the CC has noted
(Appendix 2-D) that some curricular tasks are going unattended. Consequently, the SOU
Faculty Senate has been advised by the CC to review certain procedures for monitoring
curriculum development, implementation, and evaluation:

 clarification of rigor and course criteria for 100-, 200-, 300- and 400-level courses

» establishing a system for monitoring potential course redundancy

Overall, due to time constraints, there has not been a standing practice that CC “policies,
regulations, and procedures for additions and deletions of courses or programs [be]
systematically and periodically reviewed” (Appendix 2-D).

Program Termination

There are no documented OUS policies on terminating a program and no documented
SOU policy for terminating a program. However, even though policies governing the
termination of an academic program are not well defined, the informal practice is that the
university provost informs the OUS Provosts’ Council (the governing body overseeing
the OUS curriculum) when a program or major is dropped. Following the council’s
review, the matter is taken to the OUS Board as a consent item. Just as the OUS Board
approves the creation of new academic programs, it also oversees the termination of
programs.

At SOU every effort is made to allow students in revised or eliminated programs to
graduate in a timely manner (the teach-out). For students close to graduation, the most
frequent options are running small classes to support that group of students or finding an
appropriate substitution for a discontinued class. Students who are early in their studies
may be moved to a related major or track within a major—with appropriate substitutions
to allow for timely graduation.

Curricular Review and Evaluation

Since 2003, SOU has been engaged in conceiving and developing a methodical program
to formalize university-wide assessment activities, focusing in particular on curricular
assessment. At the start of the 2006-2007 academic year, the University Assessment
Committee and Curriculum Committee started meeting together periodically. They have
identified the following institution-wide curricular issues as most pressing:

» to create a common, streamlined process for the design and review of courses,
regardless of whether the course is designed for a major or general education

 to identify the criteria on which a course will be assigned a course number,
establishing benchmarks of rigor for 100-, 200-, 300- and 400-level courses

» to establish a clear plan for program review that feeds into institutional review
and evaluation of student achievement
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The systematic review of academic outcomes for each program is currently under
development. As a result of this accreditation review, in their self-studies every
educational program at Southern Oregon University has articulated student knowledge,
skill, and disposition outcomes for graduates in their programs. The self-studies
demonstrate that departments are at different stages in the design and implementation of
formalized methods of monitoring student achievement.

The University Seminar (USEM,; referred to as the University Colloquium prior to 2006),
has provided the institution with the most evidence that assessment of student
achievement leads to the improvement of teaching and learning. Over the years the
program has collected a great deal of data that have been used by its faculty to modify the
curriculum. A comprehensive reorganization of the University Colloquium occurred in
2005 as part of the initial implementation of the new general education curriculum,
University Studies.

USEM faculty members designed a diagnostic essay assessment tool to be embedded in
all sections of USEM at the beginning and end of the year. Data from the diagnostic
essays are used to monitor individual student achievement; included is a pre-assessment
to use in the design and implementation of each section of USEM (catering rigor to
academic proficiencies). Achievement data from these diagnostic essays are also used to
guide professional development for USEM faculty and monitor student achievement
longitudinally (Exhibit 2-17). In addition, these embedded assessments also provide
institutional baseline data in the following areas: (1) use of standard English, (2) writing
organization, and (3) the construction of logical arguments (a type of critical thinking that
is used across all disciplines).

At this time, there is insufficient longitudinal data collected to indicate a statistical
difference in student achievement. However, other student enrollment data suggest
attrition is down and student satisfaction is up (see below).

Attrition Rates in Colloquium/USEM by Years

2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

27% 26% 24% 15%

USEM Student Evaluation Assessment Questions: Fall Term 2006

Level of Engagement Number of students: 603 Percentage
Very Engaged 178 29.52%
Moderately Engaged 286 47.43%
Slightly Engaged 86 14.26%
Not Engaged 40 6.63%

Other programs have also benefited from documented assessment activities. For example,
in spring 2006, the Biology Department began administering the Major Field Test, an
undergraduate assessment designed to measure the basic knowledge and understanding
achieved by students in a major field of study. Data from the Major Field Test are part of
the information the Biology Department collects on student achievement.
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Faculty members have also been developing consistent programmatic expectations and
criteria for the evaluation of capstones. This work is in progress, and prior to conducting
a longitudinal study of student performance on the capstones, a consistent method of
evaluation needs to be established.

Departments are uneven in monitoring student achievement programmatically. Some
departments—such as Business, Criminology and Criminal Justice, and Mathematics—
have begun the study of programmatic alignment, identifying where classes are directly
teaching to and assessing program outcomes. Other departments are farther behind and
may be in the early stage only of shaping a list of academic outcomes for the major. As
the collaborative work of the Faculty Senate committees continues and the strategic
planning for SOU progresses, processes for the evaluation of student achievement and
program effectiveness will become more formalized and integrated across campus.

As stated, the management of SOU academic programs is handled concomitantly with the
management of each year’s academic catalog. In addition to catalog descriptions, each
SOU program now has documented specific academic exit outcomes. These exit
outcomes articulate what knowledge, skills, and dispositions are expected from all
graduates in that program (see departmental self-studies for details). Departments are
now clarifying proficiency levels for each of these outcomes.

As an institution-wide, integrated effort, curriculum analysis and assessment is in
development. On May 7, 2007, the Faculty Senate approved a recommendation from the
University Assessment Committee that outlines a clearly-defined plan for monitoring
student achievement (Appendix 2-B).

These initiatives demonstrate the beginning of a culture of assessment that has as its
central goal the review of student achievement at the beginning, at the midpoint (prior to
being coursework in the major), and at the capstone levels. We are looking at
commonalities in data collection, analysis, and presentation that will enable us to have a
campuswide, evidence-based culture of assessment and accountability.

The Academic Year

SOU operates on an academic quarter system and uses principles common to institutions
of higher education in setting degree requirements. The fall, winter, and spring quarters
are 11 weeks in duration; there is also an additional eight-week summer session in our
academic calendar. During summer session, courses are taught in a condensed format
allowing for one-, two-, three-, four-, and eight-week formats. Course credits are
determined by the course type (laboratory, lecture, and internship) based on formulae that
are standard in institutions of higher education. For lecture courses students earn one
credit for every ten hours of instruction, and for laboratory courses, in general, students
earn one credit for every 30 hours of instruction.

Our degree programs are of comparable length to similar programs offered at other

institutions of higher education. A minimum of 180 credits is required for the bachelor’s
degree, of which 60 credits must be at the upper division level. Students must complete
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45 of their last 60 credits through SOU; they must also complete at least 15 credits of
upper division coursework while in residence at SOU, and they must complete their last
term on the SOU campus. Students must maintain a minimum cumulative GPA of 2.0 in
courses taken at SOU. Additional requirements may be program-specific and are
explained in the SOU Catalog.

Role of the Hannon Library

Despite a consistent and longitudinal reduction in our library budget (see Standard Five),
SOU librarians continue to serve our faculty and students effectively. Librarians have
multiple subject areas in which they develop expertise and serve as liaisons to the
departments, collaborating with faculty in research instruction and collection
development.

The SOU faculty have mandated information literacy as a foundational goal strand that is
structured throughout the university curriculum, from University Seminar to the capstone
experience. The mission of the Hannon Library’s Information Literacy and Instruction
Program is to work with faculty members to teach students to think critically and use
information for their academic, professional, and personal lives—helping students to
define information needs and then locate, evaluate, and use information resources
effectively and responsibly.

In recent years, collaboration between program faculty and library liaison faculty has
focused on four distinct areas:
1. first-year experience (FYE) University Seminar (formerly University
Colloquium)
2. 300-level writing and research in the discipline
3. lower and upper division courses with specific assignments or projects, including
the capstone experience
4. graduate programs, such as the Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT), Master in
Applied Psychology (MAP), and Master in Management (MiM)

For the FYE classes, the library has provided online tutorials, a virtual tour, and other
Web-based resources, including collaboration within the University Seminar Blackboard
site. In coordination with Student Affairs, the library has offered introductory workshops
to new students prior to the start of class in the fall term as a part of the Jump Start
program. Also in support of the FYE, the library has attempted to utilize a train-the-
trainer model, working directly with University Seminar faculty to provide tools for
segmenting information literacy skills into their class session—instead of an all-at-once
approach.

Direct instruction sessions for University Seminar classes in the library are provided
when requested and offer hands-on training in cooperation with faculty members, taught
within the context of an assignment. However, the library is challenged to enhance the
instruction provided throughout the year. Currently, there is a shared sentiment among
the SOU librarians and the University Seminar faculty that additional collaboration is
necessary in order to provide more direct information literacy instruction.
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Within the library, all faculty members provide reference service and teach information
literacy workshop sessions in their liaison areas. This is generally focused on the 300-
level writing and research classes in the disciplines.

In addition to the 300-level writing and research classes, there are other classes in the
majors—both lower and upper division—that require a focused skill set for research and
necessitate a collaborative effort between the faculty teaching a course and the library
liaison faculty. For example, students enrolled in general psychology courses (PSY 201
and 202) are required to complete two article analyses which compare a popular press
article and a primary source, empirical research report from a professional journal about
the same topic.

In many capstone courses a refresher session or an individual one-on-one conference with
the liaison librarian is desired to update and further refine skills. The individual
instructors work with the liaison librarian and require assignments and projects where
students apply their library skills and utilize information resources. Workshops are set up
in the library classroom as well as in one-on-one consultations with the librarian.

Library research workshops for graduate studies are taught by subject liaison librarians in
partnership with faculty members from the discipline. For example, the Education
sequence of Hannon Library’s Instruction and Information Literacy Program includes
four major components:
1. current awareness and instruction for faculty—updates faculty members about the
current resources available in the library
2. upper division instruction—classes taught in the discipline by the appropriate
liaison librarian in collaboration with the faculty member
3. instruction for all students in the Master of Arts in Teaching and the Special
Education programs—students attend workshop in the library electronic
classroom
4. instruction for specific classes and assignments available to all courses as needed,
such as the Education 559 action research classes

Each year over the past six years, university faculty members have coordinated an
average of 157 classes with librarians, serving 2,870 students. On average, 78 classes (for
1,525 students) have been upper division or graduate level courses. The following two
figures illustrate (1) the total number of classes and (2) the number of students divided
into upper division, lower division, and the first-year experience classes, as well as (3)
the number of students attending classes within each division.
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In summary, the ongoing development of relationships between faculty members from
the disciplines and the librarians plays a crucial role in the fulfillment of the information
literacy goals in each stage of a student’s academic career, from the first-year experience
to the 300-level writing and research course to the capstone. Critical to the collaboration
has been the institutionalizing of information literacy as a foundational goal strand within
the University Studies general education curriculum.
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Academic Scheduling

Annually, academic departments establish a class schedule that builds on the prior year’s
scheduling. Departments carefully evaluate what has been offered in the past, factor in
curricular changes, changes in enrollment patterns, and budget adjustments, and then
project what will be needed for University Studies (general education) courses and
courses in the majors for all students. However, much remains to be done with respect to
accessible scheduling. Our history has been one of individual academic programs
building course schedules in isolation. There are isolated examples of academic programs
coordinating their course offerings in order to assist student schedules. There is not yet,
however, a highly coordinated, institution-wide program for academic scheduling of
teaching/learning spaces centered on student needs. Currently it is centered on faculty
and program requests. (Note: In academic year 2007-2008, new academic scheduling
software will be added at SOU to address this need.)

Experiential Learning

SOU no longer grants academic credit for prior experiential learning. The last time credit
was awarded for life experience was in academic year 1993-1994. Due to subsequent
budget cuts, this process was eliminated. When a transfer student has been awarded prior
learning credit by another OUS institution or Oregon community college, SOU honors
and awards those transfer credits.

Educational Program Planning and Assessment

The SOU Student Profile

Our incoming first-year, full-time student is most likely to be a white female (our student
population is approximately 58 percent female) from Jackson County, Oregon, between
the ages of 18 and 24, with an average high school GPA of 3.20 and an average verbal
and math SAT score around 1020. Of the first-year, full-time females who enter in the
fall, approximately 33 percent of them will likely graduate within six years. The majority
of SOU students are (in declining order) from Oregon, California, Hawaii and
Washington (tied), and Alaska.

Enrollment demographics for 2006 reflect a consistent trend since the last accreditation
visit. In fall 2006, SOU enrolled 789 new freshmen, which represented 52.1 percent of
the newly admitted students (and 15.8 percent of the total head count for that term). The
same fall, SOU enrolled 441 new transfer students, representing 29.1 percent of the
newly admitted students and 8.8 percent of the total head count for that term. The top five
institutions from which we received transfer students were (in declining order) RCC,
College of the Siskiyous, Umpgua Community College, Southwestern Oregon
Community College, and Lane Community College.

The average age of our students has shifted slightly downward over the past ten years,

with the number of students in the 17-25 age range rising gradually from 68.5 percent in
fall 1998 to 73.7 percent in fall 2006.
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Overall, minority student representation has increased steadily over the past several
years, rising gradually from 8.0 percent in fall 1998 to 12.1 percent in fall 2006. The
student population of SOU generally reflects the populace of the region. For fall 2006,
2.4 percent of the total SOU head count was American Indian, 1.4 percent was African
American, 3.9 percent was Asian/Pacific Islander, and 4.4 percent was Hispanic.

SOU has the highest percentage of students with disabilities within the OUS; 6.7 percent
of our student population has registered with Disability Services as having a disability.
This is nearly double the reported state average; there are also an unidentified number of
students at SOU with both visible and invisible disabilities who do not choose to use
academic accommodations. On average, students with disabilities are two years older
than SOU's average student age. In addition, students with disabilities' grade point
averages are .32 points higher than the grade point average of the student body.

Persistence Rates

Persistence rates for females have been on the rise in the past two years and declining
slightly for males (see below). We are currently investigating whether this is a general
trend in enrollment. Persistence rates for our first-time, full-time freshman minority
populations are generally lower than for our white SOU students (the smaller number of
minority students may greatly distort the percentage rates).

First-Year Persistence Rates by Gender:
First-Time, Full-Time Freshman Cohort

Fall 2003-Fall Fall 2004-Fall 2005 | Fall 2005-Fall 2006
2004

Females 62.9% 67.2% 68.1%

Males 62.8%. 62.0% 59.9%

First-Year Persistence Rates by Ethnicity:
First-Time, Full-Time Freshman Cohort

Fall 2003-Fall Fall 2004-Fall 2005 | Fall 2005-Fall 2006
2004
American Indians | 52.9% 76.5% 57.1%
African Americans | 77.8% 66.7% 42.9%
Asians/Pacific 64.6% 68.6% 73.3%
Islanders
Hispanics 53.5% 55.9% 48.5%

Admission and Grade Aptitudes

Admission requirements for high school GPA and SAT/ACT have remained constant for
ten years: a GPA of 2.75 or higher or SAT 1 of 1010. As shown in the accompanying
table, average GPAs are much higher, while the SAT scores stay consistently close to the
requirement.
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Admission Aptitude Data on First-Year, Full-Time Students

1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004
Average 311 [ 312 | 318 |3.22 | 321 (322 |3.22 |3.20 |3.18 |3.16
HS GPA
Verbal + 1033 | 1016 | 1025 | 1048 | 1027 | 1034 | 1026 | 1024 | 1027 | 1018
Math SAT I

Admission aptitudes for transfer students to SOU are reflected solely by college-level
GPA at time of admission. As can be seen in the data below (average transfer GPA by
year), there appears to be a modest increase in applicants’” GPA over the last ten-year

period:

Year GPA Year GPA Year GPA Year GPA Year GPA

1995 2.88 1997 2.92 1999 2.97 2001 3.07 2003 3.06

1996 2.85 1998 2.99 2000 3.07 2002 3.05 2004 3.06

Program Evaluation

Until 2001, the majority of SOU academic programs conducted periodic external reviews
of their effectiveness (copies of these evaluations are in the Provost’s Office). After the
beginning of President Elisabeth Zinser’s term (July 2001), program evaluation was
temporarily suspended (and remains so) in the context of Oregon’s reduced financial
support for higher education.

Because program review had been conducted primarily by discipline-specific outside
evaluators (through 2001), no common institutional process for program review currently
exists. The annual preparation of a revised catalog is the primary institutional process
around which curriculum is maintained.

Nonetheless, some departments have designed their own processes for curricular
evaluation. Some organize annual retreats at which faculty formally review the scope and
sequencing of departmental courses to ensure students’ educational experiences are
appropriate in depth and breadth. The following are examples from the different schools:

» School of Arts and Letters. In the School of Arts and Letters, the department of
English and Writing (externally reviewed in March, 2001) conducts annual
reviews through the departmental curriculum committee. As a result of an internal
review, this program recently completed a realignment of its curriculum from two
areas of concentration to five.

» School of Sciences. The School of Sciences has three departments that have well-
structured systems for program evaluation: Chemistry (as a result of accreditation
by the American Chemical Society), Mathematics, and Geology (through the use
of a summer field camp for graduating seniors).
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» School of Social Sciences. The School of Social Sciences has three departments
(Economics, Psychology, and Anthropology/Sociology) that are currently
conducting regular formal program reviews. While their approaches to program
review differ, in each case the collection and study of data have led to findings
that influence curriculum design, implementation, and evaluation.

» School of Business. The School of Business conducted a comprehensive review
and revision of its program in the late 1990s in which the faculty developed the
capstone course BA 499: Business Planning. Another major change that occurred
in the late 1990s centered on streamlining core course requirements and reducing
the size of option areas. Since the major program revision in the late 1990s, the
faculty of the School of Business have been conducting ongoing assessments of
student achievement and program effectiveness. Senior and graduate surveys
undertaken in 2000, 2002, and 2005 indicate high levels of self-reported
achievement across the board.

» School of Education. The School of Education, primarily a graduate school, has
recently designed and implemented an undergraduate program: the Early
Childhood Development degree. This degree was collaboratively designed and is
currently co-implemented with Rogue Community College (RCC). The program
began in fall 2003 and has been using ongoing assessment of student achievement
as a means of monitoring program design and student achievement.

In response to our need to conduct program review and implement the newly designed
University Studies (general education) curriculum, the SOU Faculty Senate created a new
senate committee, the University Assessment Committee (UAC). The UAC was formally
established in fall 2005. By winter 2006, it had established the following goals:

1. research, review, and summarize existing institutional data regarding student
achievement

2. deepen our understanding of the assessment and evaluation process

3. develop an institutional plan for the systematic evaluation of academic
achievement that is consistent with the campus mission

A report to the senate in winter 2007 (Appendix 2-B) outlined the committee’s findings
and plans.

It is clear that a consistently systematic institutional approach to program review will
enhance the process of collecting and analyzing data about student achievement and
program effectiveness. With the exception of University Seminar, none of the current
approaches toward program review incorporate a comprehensive review of curricular
design, implementation, evaluation, and curricular maintenance. We are aware of this
shortcoming and continue moving toward the establishment of a clearly defined
comprehensive process for the periodic and systematic review of program instructional
methods, delivery systems, and student work with the intent that our findings will
influence curriculum design, delivery, and evaluation practices.
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As an instrumental part of the SOU self-study process, every program developed clear
programmatic knowledge, skills, and dispositional outcomes (see program self-studies).
As indicated in many self-studies, several programs intend to publish these outcomes on
their Web sites in 2007.

Some departments, e.g., University Seminar, are actively engaged in reviewing student
work to better identify programmatic proficiency levels. Institutionally, the UAC is
currently engaged in establishing a schedule for program review and is actively collecting
examples of departmental capstones to more systematically identify proficiency
benchmarks in communication, critical thinking, and information literacy.

Individual departments that have a record of systematically monitoring student
achievement are Mathematics, Anthropology, Education, and Psychology. Nevertheless,
SOU is only at the beginning of the institutional process of systemically collecting and
analyzing data to illustrate how assessment activities lead to the improvement of teaching
and learning.

Undergraduate Program

University Studies: The New General Education Program

Southern Oregon University values and promotes its general education component as
evidenced by a thorough, three-year revision of its previous program and full
implementation of University Studies in fall 2006. All undergraduate students must meet
the requirements of University Studies, a vital general education program in support of
SOU’s mission statement as a “contemporary public liberal arts and sciences university”
fostering professional expertise and social responsibility.

University Studies is designed around clearly stated goals and proficiencies that guide
faculty in the measurement of student achievement, facilitate the alignment of courses
and curriculum, and provide guidance for assessment of both student learning and
institutional effectiveness. The design of the University Studies curriculum, which
focuses on student achievement, has been a critical curricular as well as conceptual shift
for the SOU faculty. The implementation of a proficiency-based curriculum has inspired
greater scrutiny of course design and shifted the SOU curriculum towards increased
accountability for course design and teaching effectiveness (Exhibit 2-7 c).

A draft of the University Studies mission clearly outlines objectives for students, faculty,
and the institution:

University Studies serves SOU's vision as a public liberal arts and sciences university

by expanding students’ intellectual horizons and helping them comprehend a diverse
and changing world. Working alongside the majors, University Studies stresses
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cognitive skills and humane perspectives that prepare students to lead productive,
ethical, globally conscious, and socially responsible lives.

Currently, SOU honors two main general education curricula:

1. University Studies. New University Studies curriculum piloted in fall 2005 with
University Seminar and implemented in fall 2006. Requires the components of a
three-term, first-year experience (12 credits); a quantitative reasoning course (4
credits); expanded lower division Explorations courses of 12 credits each of
humanities, social science, and science (36 credits); and three upper division
general education courses (referred to as integration courses); one course in each
of the three identified strands of science/technology, civic engagement, and global
awareness (9 to 12 credits).

Students starting under the catalog year of 2006 must follow the new
requirements of University Studies with this total of 61 to 64 credits; all current
students may switch to the new program, if desired. The total of 61 to 64 credits
brings SOU more in line with other Oregon colleges and universities.

2. General Education. General Education curriculum instituted in fall 2000.
Requires a three-term, first-year University Colloguium (12 credits), a course in
quantitative reasoning (4 credits), an Explorations component of two lower
division sequential courses in humanities, social sciences, and sciences (24
credits), and three courses at the 300-level of Synthesis and Application in
humanities, social sciences, and sciences (9 to 12 credits).

Students from catalog years 2000 to 2005 may complete general education with
these required 49 to 52 general education credits.

The current University Studies requirements and the former General Education
requirements are published in the SOU Catalog and online. A complete description of
University Studies resides on the ACCESS Center’s Web site, which clearly leads
students to updated information and requirements.

Although the outward structure of both general education programs is similar, the major
change is that University Studies is designed, driven, and assessed through student
outcomes that are articulated through goals and proficiencies. The complete goals and
proficiency levels set for each strand of the University Studies program are documented
in the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (CTLA) Web site, and portions of
the goals and proficiencies are published in several other places:

» abookmark distributed to all incoming students

 advising sheets used in the ACCESS Center and in departments

» templates used to propose and evaluate courses
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The immediate benefits of our University Studies program, leading to a more cohesive
and coherent educational experience for our students, include the following:

Course outcomes are student-centered with an emphasis on meeting the learning
needs of the students.

Students make clearer connections between general education and discipline-
based knowledge.

Students meet some of the general education outcomes in their own majors.
Faculty members can incorporate cross-curricular perspectives in a variety of
Ccourses.

Faculty members maintain authority over the levels of competency and mastery of
both skills and knowledge in their courses.

The design and current realignment rest on specific principles from a 1997 faculty-
approved statement:

General education at SOU should reinforce critical and creative thinking,
effective communication, literacy, and adaptability throughout a student's entire
college experience.

General education at SOU should consist of both common experiences shared by
all students and similar experiences specifically designed for students in different
majors. General education at SOU should contain a significant component that is
interdisciplinary in nature and focused on relationships among disciplines.
General education at SOU should contain a significant component that is
multicultural and international in nature.

General education at SOU should provide a guided tour (an overview) of various
disciplines, including examples from the arts and humanities, the sciences, and the
social sciences.

General education at SOU should provide each student with significant depth in
several different disciplines.

General education at SOU should provide all upper division students with an
opportunity to interact, in an academic setting, with students from a wide variety
of disciplines.

The realignment of the current model of University Studies added these requirements:

Assessment on all levels is key and primary.

Administrative oversight will be necessary in implementing and monitoring the
recommendations.

Perception of general education as a separate curriculum can be lessened by
integrating learning goals.

SOU’s University Studies demonstrates the intent of a public liberal arts and sciences
institution with lower division and upper division requirements that are interdisciplinary
in nature and focused on relationships among disciplines. Foundational skills of
communication, critical thinking, and information literacy are reinforced throughout the
curriculum.
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Following is the outline of the University Studies curriculum:

Lower Division
Foundational Courses
University Seminar (USEM 101, 102, 103)

(Complete with a grade of C- or better) 12 L

Quantitative Reasoning™ 4-8 credits

Explorations Courses

Humanities (Arts and Letters) 12-credit minimum
Sciences 12-credit minimum
Social Sciences 12-credit minimum

(*The Quantitative Reasoning requirement may be satisfied by completion of either a stand-alone
course or Explorations courses designed to incorporate the learning objectives of the Quantitative
Reasoning requirement.)

Upper Division
Integration Courses

Strand H: Science, Technology, and Society* 34
Strand I: Civic Engagement and Social Responsibility* 3-4
Strand J: Diversity and Global Awareness* 34

(*Two of three strands can be met in the major area.)

SOU works with other accredited institutions of higher education to establish clear and
consistent course and program articulations in order to help our students with transfer
needs. We manage three types of course articulation:

e course to course: direct equivalencies

e course to category: lacks direct equivalency but satisfies a lower division
University Studies (general education) requirement

» articulated degree programs: a set of lower division classes offered at a
community college that satisfies major prerequisites for a specific SOU program
and guarantees junior standing upon admission to SOU, typically packaged in an
associate degree

Course-to-course and course-to-category articulations are approved by SOU faculty
chairs within the relevant discipline. The Registrar's Office employs one full-time transfer
articulation specialist (TAS). The TAS regularly monitors curricular changes at SOU and
transfer institutions, notifies the faculty of changes, solicits revisions, and updates the
transfer Web sites. Articulated degree programs are governed by "Guidelines for
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Program Articulation” (Exhibit 2-13). Course-to-course and course-to-category
information can be found on the Admissions office Web site.

Articulated degree programs appear in marketing pieces, catalogs, and Web sites at both
SOU and the partner institutions.

Advising

Southern Oregon University’s academic advising program is designed to meet the
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) standards
developed for academic advising (Exhibit 2-15). Academic advising at SOU is designed
to be appropriate to the populations served at this university and responsive to the needs
of individual students.

Four professional advisors work in the SOU ACCESS Center. These advisors are trained
in developmental academic advising—trained to work meaningfully with the whole
student. Each professional advisor is an active member in the National Academic
Advising Association (NACADA)—the only professional organization focused
specifically on academic advising.

In fall 2006, SOU hired an academic advisor for first-year programs. This advisor focuses
on the needs of students transitioning into a university setting. In winter 2007, the first-
year advisor will begin a two-credit student success seminar that will enable students at
risk during their first term at SOU to build decision-making and academic success skills.
Also, in the continued effort to improve the quality and consistency of advising, the SOU
Faculty Senate voted in the spring of 2007 to establish a new senate committee dedicated
to the review, implementation, and evaluation of university-wide advising strategies.

Advising and General Education

As noted above, SOU has changed its general education program since 1999. These
general education changes have necessitated significant efforts to establish guidelines in
the general education and informational trainings for those doing academic advising.
Training sessions are provided regularly to assist faculty in preparing for summer
registration with the general education systems as well as informational elements of
academic advising. University Seminar instructors, who provide academic advising in the
first year to the cohort assigned in each University Seminar class, receive yearly training
sessions. These include sessions on the developmental aspects of academic advising,
conceptual elements related to the university’s mission, relational elements, and
informational components—specifically, advising within the three general education
systems. Students and faculty in the University Seminar receive in-class training
regarding general education during fall and spring quarters each year. Informational and
advising resources related to academic advising are available online from the Access
Center Web site.
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Developmental Study
Procedures and policies for developmental work at SOU apply in only two instances:
» when students whose native language is not English test lower than 580 on the
TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language)
» when students are tested to determine the appropriate mathematics course

The catalog clearly articulates the TOEFL English proficiency standards for both
undergraduate and graduate applicants. Students whose English proficiency does not
meet the TOEFL requirement must enroll in Eng 101 and 102, “Academic English for
ESOL Students.” Successful completion of these courses awards Explorations credit, but
students must still complete the University Seminar sequence of USEM 101, 102, and
103.

The only department that requires developmental or remedial work for admission to
courses that apply to graduation credit is the Mathematics Department. A computerized
placement test is administered to new students. Based on scores received, students may
be placed in Math 60, 65, or 95. Page four of the SOU Catalog states that courses 1
through 99 are “noncredit courses or credit courses of remedial nature that do not count
toward graduation or degree and are not included in calculating the grade point average.”
All course schedules list these courses as “extra fee courses.”

Accelerated Baccalaureate Program

Since the last decadal visit, SOU has developed a three-year accelerated baccalaureate
(AB) program. The original mission, goals, and objectives for the AB program were
created in 1999 (see Appendix 2-A). AB students are scattered among the departments,
and they are evaluated against each program's standards. AB Students graduate from
SOU at a higher rate and in a more timely manner than other SOU students. AB students
have annual graduation rates of 67-89 percent, with an overall program average of 75
percent for 1997-1998 through 2003-2004. For those who left the AB program but
graduated from SOU, the range jumps to 78-100 percent, with a program average of 83
percent for 1997-1998 through 2002-2003.

Almost all AB students graduate on schedule in three years at the end of spring term.
Except for one student who needed five years to graduate, all the remaining SOU
students who left the program graduated in four years. The GPA data indicate AB
students are stronger than their SOU peers; however, only in the last two classes did we
reach 85 percent with a 3.00 or higher. We have consistently maintained over 75 percent
with 3.00 or higher. The average GPA has been substantially above 3.0 (3.27-3.55) since
the program’s inception. Students indicate satisfaction with their choices, reporting
participation in a wide variety of activities. The only limitation, reported by a few, has
been the challenge related to studying abroad for a full year, though several have been
able to do so.

Monitoring the continued success of AB students has been difficult. Our impression is
that our AB graduates do at least as well as their peers. We attempt to track where our
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graduates go, but this has been spotty due lack of response from graduates. Exit
interviews have not indicated problems in seeking post-career objectives. We have had a
healthy number admitted to graduate programs. No student has reported difficulty getting
into graduate programs or limited employment opportunities due to participation in this
program.

Study Abroad

The mission of the Office of International Programs (OIP) is to increase cross-cultural
understanding and international competencies among SOU students, faculty, staff, and
the local community. This mission is integral to SOU’s success in preparing students to
be responsible and thoughtful global citizens.

The OIP directly contributes to SOU’s mission to provide “opportunities for personal,
intellectual, and professional growth through quality education and scholarship.” Study
abroad programs and international internships offered through OIP are also a core
component of the university’s “international engagements.”

All study abroad programs are first and foremost academic experiences where students
receive credit toward graduation from SOU. Information about the nature and purposes of
each study abroad program is located in several different places. The Study Abroad Grid
brochure is often the first point of contact for students. The brochure is available at the
OIP and in brochure racks around campus. Here basic information is presented about the
areas of academic study available in each program. Each study abroad program also has
an individual program brochure. Brochures are updated yearly or as needed. The SOU
Catalog is updated every year with the latest information on study abroad programs.

Courses taken abroad relate directly to degree programs at SOU. Some study abroad
programs are targeted to specific majors. For instance, our program at Hochschule Harz
in Germany is for business majors only. Some programs are aimed at but not limited to
foreign languages majors. These programs include those in Lyon, France, and the state of
Baden-Wurtemberg, Germany. Other programs require no second language and are
available to students from a wide variety of majors. Language proficiency requirements
differ according to program and are clearly indicated in all program materials.

The OIP uses a wide variety of criteria to select students for study abroad programs.
Students need to meet the academic criteria for the program, which always includes a
minimum GPA (which ranges from 2.5 to 3.0, depending on the program) and may
include a minimum level of second language proficiency or other prerequisites. When
applying, students must submit personal essays discussing issues such as their academic
background, personal development, and interest in studying abroad. Students are also
required to submit two recommendations, one of which must be written by a faculty
member.

The OIP distributes materials on financial aid and scholarships for study abroad students.

Detailed information is provided about which types of financial aid can apply to study
abroad programs. The OIP maintains information about scholarships for study abroad
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programs and commonly refers students to the Financial Aid Office to speak with experts
on financial aid while studying abroad. OIP offers a three-hour orientation each term for
students who are departing for study abroad programs.

Students also receive a general orientation handbook, as well as site-specific handouts for
SOU bilateral programs. All SOU bilateral programs (students go both ways; we send
students to the partner institution to study abroad, we accept their students here at SOU)
also conduct an orientation upon arrival in the host country. Students traveling on study
abroad programs through the Oregon University System attend a full-day orientation
before departure and an orientation on-site in the host country. Students attending a
Northwest Council for Study Abroad (NCSA) study abroad program receive a detailed
student handbook and have a one- or two-day orientation upon arrival in the host country.
Students receive a study abroad handbook and supplemental materials for bilateral
programs.

SOU offers three types of study abroad programs, which have various staffing
arrangements:

1. NCSA Programs. These programs are run by the Northwest Council for Study
Abroad, a consortium of universities in Oregon, Washington, and Alaska. NCSA
contracts with the agency AHA (at the University of Oregon) in order to
administer study abroad programs at a variety of sites. All of these programs have
permanent, ongoing, professional resident directors on-site.

2. SOU Bilateral Programs. These bilateral exchange programs have been
developed by SOU and involve agreements with specific international partners.
These sites do not have a resident director per se, but all the functions of a
resident director are provided by the equivalent of an OIP at the host university.
Staff members in these offices help students with all program-related issues,
including visas, housing, classes, cultural adjustment, and language difficulties.
Staff members provide an orientation for students, serve as ongoing advisors, and
maintain good communication with staff at SOU’s OIP regarding all student
issues and concerns.

3. OUS Programs. These programs are developed and administered through the
Oregon University System (OUS) Office of International Programs and are
available to students in all OUS institutions. Some of these programs have a true
resident director, per the NCSA model above, while others are run through staff
per the SOU bilateral program model.

At all study abroad sites, the resident director and/or staff members are available to give
counseling and supervisory services to students. If the OIP is aware ahead of time that a
student may need intensive counseling, arrangements are made in advance. In such
situations, on-site staff and OIP staff members are in continuing communication. All
study abroad sites have a selection of basic reference materials; textbooks and other
necessary materials are provided by the program. For all programs located at a host
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institution, students are guaranteed the same access to all host institutional resources as
that received by matriculated students of the host institution. Students are able to access
their SOU email accounts and all SOU online resources, as well as other Internet-based
resources.

Students are guaranteed credit for all classes taken and passed while on study abroad
programs. Information about credits is provided during the interview appointment with
the study abroad advisor and is included in the orientation materials and on the advisor
form that students discuss with their academic advisor. Criteria for judging performance
is made clear in each study abroad class, either on the syllabus or in communication from
the faculty member.

Grading standards on all NCSA study abroad programs are governed by the consortium,
and NCSA sites grade according to common U.S. guidelines.

The OIP currently engages in limited post-program student evaluations and could
improve in this area. Currently, all NCSA programs collect and distribute information
from student post-program evaluations. When SOU students visit the OIP after returning
from studying abroad, they are asked to fill out a short evaluation. At this time, we do not
directly contact all students. We also do not currently have a mechanism that follows up
with students at subsequent dates or at their time of graduation. Such evaluations would
be helpful and should be developed.

NCSA programs, OUS programs, and SOU bilateral programs all ensure fair
reimbursement to participants if the program is cancelled or not delivered for reasons
within SOU or the consortia of which SOU is a member. SOU bilateral programs would
be reimbursed according to the same policies as any other SOU course of study. NCSA
and OUS programs have their own written reimbursement guidelines that are given to all
participants upon acceptance into the program.

Graduate Programs

Overview

SOU offers graduate education at the master’s level. School- and university-level
planning requires graduate programs to be consistent with the goals of regional service
and liberal education as stated in the SOU mission and vision statements. The Oregon
State Board of Higher Education is also charged with review and approval of all graduate
programs, and mission alignment is also assessed and verified for SOU graduate
programs by this body.

SOU initiated its graduate programs in the field of education. In the 1960s, SOU added

more graduate programs in the form of interdisciplinary master of arts or master of
sciences programs. They were termed school area degrees.
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These programs were utilized to enable SOU to offer decentralized programs without
incurring major program costs. These programs have been funded using existing faculty
and fiscal resources to serve regional residents. In more recent years SOU has developed
graduate programs with a more centralized disciplinary focus. The growth of graduate
education at SOU has been constrained by limited financial resources; nonetheless, SOU
has developed some vigorous and effective programs, with an emphasis on the
professional areas (Appendix 2-C).

Business
(Master in Management, Master in Business Administration)

The SOU School of Business has a successful history of graduate education. An MBA
was offered until 1997; it was then supplanted by a Master in Management (MiM).
Although founded as a multidisciplinary program, the MiM has been staffed mostly with
School of Business faculty. The MiM has enroliments of about 80 students on campus,
and a branch of MiM studies at the University of Guanajuato (Mexico) has added about
30 more students. Looking forward, the SOU MBA has been revived for academic year
2007-2008 with an emphasis on weekend instruction. The MBA is expected to attract a
group of students with different objectives than for those seeking the MiM.

Computer Science
(Master of Science or Master of Arts in Mathematics-Computer Science)

The Mathematics and Computer Science program is a small program serving the needs of
regional students with the assistance of state Engineering Technology Industry Council
(ETIC) funding. The program serves eight to ten students annually. The School of
Sciences dean has challenged the department to increase its enrollment or consider
suspension when ETIC funding runs out.

Education

(Master of Arts in Teaching, pre-K-12; Master of Arts or Science in Education, specialties
in Special Education, Continuing Teaching License, Initial Administrative License, and School
Area-Curriculum and Instruction.)

The School of Education primarily teaches graduate students and has the largest
enrollment among SOU’s graduate programs. Education students earn roughly two-thirds
of the graduate degrees offered at SOU and make up three-fourths of the graduate
enrollment.

There are currently two graduate degrees (both with option areas): the Master of Arts in
Teaching (MAT) and the MA/MS in Education (MEd). The full-time MAT program
enrolls an average of 100 students annually in a cohort model. There is also a small
cohort in Klamath Falls, Oregon. In response to recent market demands, the School of
Education also redesigned the MAT program into a part-time hybrid curriculum
implemented over a two-year program (half of the instruction is online; the other half of
the instruction is face-to-face). In the two years since its implementation (2005 and
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2006), the part-time MAT program has recruited over 25 new graduate students into the
two-year cohort.

The MEd is offered on the campus and off campus through distance learning. The MEd
consists of a stand-alone program plus a dual-enrollment program, with endorsements in
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), Special Education (SPED), and
Reading. Two other graduate-level education programs are available that lead to the
following: an Initial Administrator License and the Continuing Teaching License.

SOU'’s graduate education programs are not accredited by the National Council of
Teacher Education (NCATE). SOU withdrew from NCATE as a result of its requirement
that faculty teaching loads be limited to nine credits. The licensure programs in the
School of Education are reviewed and accredited on a seven-year cycle by the Oregon
Teacher Standards and Practices Commission.

Environmental Education
(Master of Science in Environmental Education)

The Environmental Education graduate program has had enrollments of about 20-25
students annually. Because of SOU’s location and the quality of the program, SOU has
drawn students nationally. Recently the program has had fewer students because of a
highly competitive market for environmental education students and because of SOU’s
limited graduate assistantships.

Foreign Languages and Literatures
(Master of Arts and Letters, emphasis in Spanish Language Teaching)

The newly initiated Summer Language Institute will begin its three-year, summers-only
program with a cohort of high school Spanish teachers at its selected site of the
University of Guanajuato in Mexico in the summer of 2007. Leading experts in foreign
language pedagogy are being contracted to assist the SOU faculty to teach the language-
acquisition curriculum. Students, who are foreign language teachers, are also expected to
improve their own foreign language skills. Enrollments look promising for the coming
year.

Music
(Master of Music in Conducting)

The Master of Music in Conducting (aka American Band College) enrolls over 100
students each summer, with a recent enroliment of 180 students. It is a high visibility,
summer-only program administered through a contractual relationship between the Music
Department, the Western International Band College (WIBC), and SOU’s Extended
Campus Programs. The program was founded through the sponsorship of WIBC and the
efforts of founder Max McKee, a former faculty member of the Music Department. The
program has gained national recognition and, based on the strength of the master’s
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program, the Music Department is currently exploring the possibility of a PhD program
for the American Band College.

Psychology

(Master of Science in Applied Psychology [MAP], with emphases in Organizational
Training and Development [OTD], Human Service [HS], or Mental Health Counseling
[MHC].)

The MAP program evolved out of existing graduate work in psychology and was
designed with three overlapping tracks that share a common administrative support
structure within the department:

* The MHC track within MAP has a capacity of 22 students per cohort. It currently
enrolls 20 students and starts a new cohort every other year. This program has
strong support from area employers, faculty members, and students, and is
meeting a recognized regional need. The program is nationally accredited through
the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related Educational
Programs (CACREP). In fall 2007, the program will expand to an every-year
cohort; new recruiting initiatives are underway.

* The HS track currently enrolls 16 students. Substantial discussions in 2002-2003
between the MiM program and HS faculty members resulted in some cross
enrollment and there has been some exploration of further collaboration.

e The OTD track, averaging 13-16 students, has experienced substantial revision
during its brief history. The program was renamed (previously called Group
Facilitation) and has struggled to enroll as many students as originally envisioned.
Curricular reorganization has strengthened the connection with the HS program
and permitted expanded collaboration. New program structure and scheduling
should enable SOU to attract part-time students.

Theatre Arts
(Master of Arts and Letters, with an emphasis in Theatre Arts—Production and Design)

Theatre Production and Design, a summer-only program designed for theatre arts
educators, commenced with 20 students in a pilot program in the summer of 2004.
Relying on grant funding during the start-up phase, it is modeled on the American Band
College format that permits students to earn a master’s degree over three summers,
augmented by online work. The program uses both SOU Theatre Arts faculty and
working professionals, drawing on the Oregon Shakespeare Festival and other area
organizations. Current enrollment is 15-20. When fully enrolled, the program is expected
to serve 60-70 students.

School-Area Degrees and Certificates

Other academic departments have, at different times, participated in sponsoring graduate
work under the school-area rubric. Currently, Health and Physical Education in the
School of Social Sciences is an active major serving a small number of students (one to
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three per year) with interests in such areas as sports, fitness, health, and nutrition, and
students in education who need the health or physical education emphasis to complete a
license or degree. While it is not viewed as essential to the Health and Physical Education
Department, it meets regional needs for a number of students.

The Oregon University System (OUS) appears to be re-evaluating the school-area model
for its regional universities. Our expectation is that SOU will be authorized to deliver, as
mission-appropriate, master’s programs that are more discipline-/program-specific.
Graduate certificate programs are also available in Botany, Nonprofit Management, and
Accounting.

Graduate Program Oversight

At SOU, graduate-level program design, proposal, and operation are managed under the
auspices of the SOU Graduate Council (GC), as authorized by the university’s Faculty
Senate. Programmatic data, including any evaluation information, are maintained by the
department (if the graduate program is discipline-/program-specific) or by a graduate
coordinator (usually a school’s administrative assistant when the program falls under the
school-area degree). The idiosyncratic nature of departmental involvement in school-area
degrees has made systematic evaluation of the school-area degree difficult.

At present, the GC has not articulated either a set of graduate proficiencies that should be
present or developed in graduate studies programs, nor has it developed a review
procedure or schedule of periodic reporting of individual program results to the council
by graduate program coordinators. However, the GC has begun to examine the issue of
learning objectives and proficiencies in graduate programs.

In the current proposal process, new, revised, or reinstated graduate programs are
required to describe their learning objectives and their measures of learning, and to
explain how the objectives and measures differ from those of undergraduate programs in
the discipline (as appropriate). Program coordinators and representative faculty members
proposals describe in the proposal or mention in discussions with the GC the fundamental
areas of differentiation between undergraduate and graduate instruction, citing significant
differences in the amount and sophistication of material presented and learned, the
expectations for manipulation of that material using advanced skills, the foregrounding of
theory in the graduate student’s work, and the leadership role that graduate students are
expected to take. Prior to application to the GC, each dean and department chair conducts
his/her review of the graduate program(s). Historically, the GC has noted some
inconsistencies among departments’ proposals regarding the mechanisms and criteria
used to judge a student’s progress—apart from the assigning of course grades. This
requires further development as SOU endeavors to establish a more integrated evaluation
process for its graduate programs.

SOU utilizes a 400/500 concept for courses that can be taken by either graduate- or senior
undergraduate-level students. Though graduate and undergraduate students may be asked
to perform with equal competence in fundamental class work, the graduate 500-level
student is required to complete significant research and reporting activity beyond the
level required of the undergraduate students in class performance. Further, graduate
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students are required to complete their programs with a final comprehensive examination,
a culminating thesis, or a research project and report as well as a defense of their final
thesis or project. Often graduate students will also be required to assume a more
sustained leadership role in the discourse of ideas in a classroom setting and may engage
directly in teaching or teaching-related activities involving other graduate students or
undergraduate classmates.

A couple of clear goals emerge for graduate programs through the accreditation process:
(1) to establish a periodic self-evaluation of the measurement of the criteria used to judge
the learning outcomes of graduate students in existing graduate programs, and (2) to
engage the graduate faculty periodically in a discourse about the criteria used to
differentiate graduate and undergraduate competencies and knowledge in the graduate
and undergraduate majors at SOU

Graduate Faculty and Resources

With advice from the Faculty Senate and in consultation with the director of Graduate
Studies/associate provost, the GC understands its mission as that of clearinghouse:
providing information, support, and advice, as well as some evaluation and oversight for
all graduate programs at SOU. The council’s duties include approving all new and
revised and/or reinstated graduate courses and graduate programs; publishing the policies
of the Graduate Studies Program; establishing and reviewing the qualifications of the
graduate faculty; reviewing and overseeing the overall program of graduate studies at
SOU; and awarding some university graduate scholarships. The council also sets
fundamental standards and outcomes in the following areas: general graduate admission
and exit requirements; students’ rights and responsibilities; program regulations and

procedures; and quality controls such as course exclusions.

A significant restructuring—the elimination of the Office of Graduate Studies and the
decentralization of the Graduate Studies Program—occurred more than fifteen years ago
at SOU. This reallocation of university resources has contributed substantially to the
constitution of the graduate degrees offered and to the nature of the administration and
management of graduate studies at the university.

When the Office of Graduate Studies was eliminated (for financial reasons), leadership
was dispersed among the academic school deans (for normal operation of the school-area
degrees, in particular) and the GC. The Graduate Council’s role since has been an
evolving one, including an evolution in role and responsibility for graduate program
evidence-based assessment and accountability.

During the last decade, SOU has been operating with shrinking state financial support,
but the university has still been able to develop successful graduate degrees from
departments with strongly enrolled, professional-track undergraduate degrees. Limited
financial resources have constrained the establishment of strong graduate programs with
liberal arts goals. In short: our successfully developed graduate programs over the last
decade have been market driven. They have been mission-aligned in that they are
regionally responsive; however, they typically have not been aligned with our
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undergraduate liberal arts focus. Another factor limiting the development of graduate
studies at Southern Oregon University is the lack of both a full-time director, with a
substantial institutional commitment to graduate programs, and dedicated clerical support
for graduate studies.

Cleary, several goals exist for SOU in regard to improving our graduate efforts: (1)
reinstate a director of graduate studies, (2) reopen an office of Graduate Studies, (3)
increase the administrative capacity of the Graduate Council to meet its present and
future obligations, and (4) explore the implications of instituting designated seats on the
Graduate Council that represent specific graduate programs.

At the institutional level, technological resources have been provided for graduate
programs.

As noted above, periodic additions of self-sustaining, professional track graduate
programs have been launched, particularly in the schools of Business and Education and
more recently at the level of the departments (e.g., Psychology). In all these cases new
resources have been committed for successful implementation and to ensure successful
enrollment for these programs. Professional-track graduate studies, generally speaking,
have healthy enrollments, and similar offerings using the self-support model are
expanding. Proven and promising programs have been developed at SOU to serve people
who are working full time; they have frequently been designed using self-support and
summer school or alternative-schedule-driven models.

Instructional Support

Broadly speaking there is an ongoing, overall institutional commitment to supporting
instructional needs and improving instruction across campus. The SOU Center for
Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (CTLA) provides a range of pedagogical and
technological support for faculty. The recent expansion of the Hannon Library has
increased the attractiveness and adequacy of study space and the access to research
materials for graduate students and for faculty members, and improved interlibrary
cooperation among Pacific Northwest universities has had a positive impact on the
academic life of SOU graduate students.

At SOU, all full-time faculty members with the academic rank of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, or instructor, who have a terminal degree or the equivalent
in their discipline and have demonstrated a continuing commitment to scholarship and
professional growth, are eligible for nomination to the graduate faculty by the department
chair, with final approval by the school dean. A graduate faculty member may serve as
either a chair or committee member of a thesis or other graduate committee.

Part-time faculty and regular faculty who are not appointed as graduate faculty may be
approved as associate graduate faculty. They may teach specific graduate classes and
serve as members, but they may not chair a thesis or graduate committee. Professionals
who are not members of the faculty may serve as a thesis or graduate committee member
with special approval of the school dean. The president, provost, associate provost, and
school deans are sui generis members of the graduate faculty. The Graduate Council
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reviews all recommendations—and then recommends and presents to the Faculty Senate
for ratification the names of faculty members nominated to the Graduate, Associate, and
Adjunct Graduate Faculty.

All departments and units that have begun graduate programs approved by the Graduate
Council have presented convincing arguments, projections, and evidence as to the
adequacy and diversity of their faculty resources to meet the demands of instruction,
advising, scholarly or creative activity, planning, development, and evaluation of the
proposed graduate program. Care is taken to launch new programs without damaging
other programs within a department and without impinging negatively on other programs.

Off-campus Graduate Activities
SOU engages in a variety of off-campus graduate program service and learning activities
and utilizes faculty in different ways in those programs.

The Master in Management degree has been offered off campus to a cohort of students in
Klamath Falls, Oregon (1999-2002), as well as to cohorts in Guanajuato, Mexico (2002—
2007). In both locations, Oregon Institute of Technology (OIT) and the University of
Guanajuato (UG), instruction has been supported by a .25 FTE program coordinator hired
by SOU who is in frequent contact with the graduate program coordinator. In Mexico,
students and faculty also receive assistance from an on-site coordinator sponsored by UG.
SOU faculty members play a key role in designing and delivering current, relevant
coursework in these programs. Faculty members for these outreach programs have
regular teaching duties on the main campus (SOU); many of them are also faculty
members in the on-campus sections of the MiM curriculum.

The School of Education offers several off-campus programs online and in a two-way
video link for students pursuing a Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT), a Continuing
Teaching License (CTL), a Read Oregon endorsement, an Initial Administrator License
(IAL), or a Special Education or ESOL/Bilingual endorsement. Courses in the off-
campus programs are administered, with technological support and training, by the
Extended Campus Programs division of Southern Oregon University. Off-campus
courses and programs are currently designed, taught, and evaluated, using student
evaluations, by 13 members of the School of Education graduate faculty, of whom ten
hold full-time positions in the department.

As noted, the Summer Language Institute for Spanish Teachers is scheduled to begin in
summer 2007. Full-time faculty members from SOU teamed with high school language
teachers to create the program. Plans call for using full-time faculty members from the
Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures involved in the areas of second
language acquisition and pedagogy. However, adjunct instructors from other universities
will also be used.

Graduate Credit and Records

Admission policies and procedural regulations are consistent with the nature of graduate
programs and their decentralized administration at SOU. The requirements, procedures,

and deadlines for application to the Graduate Studies Programs at SOU are stated in the
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university catalog and on the University Web page and are available, along with any
additional requirements, in the offices of the deans, the department chairs, the graduate
program coordinators, and on the Web page of a specific program. Evaluation for
admission is conducted by University Admissions personnel and by the graduate
programs.

The departmental or program admission process varies somewhat from program-to-
program, but it includes the evaluation of applications or candidate performance by a
program admissions committee, a program admission director, or affected graduate
faculty. Graduate Studies admission standards correlate with departmental admission
standards, and students in possession of a letter from a graduate program coordinator may
be admitted to the Graduate Studies Program as a regularly admitted graduate student in
that program. Policies governing exceptions to the university admissions policies are
stated in the catalog.

Nonetheless, students seeking information about graduate programs at SOU may run into
obstacles and/or delays. Descriptions of specific graduate programs, including admissions
policies and requirements, are not kept in a centralized location. Some descriptions are
listed in the administering department’s catalog listing, others in the annual SOU
Catalog’s Graduate Studies section, and some must be obtained directly from a
department.

Application information and forms are available to those seeking admission to the
Graduate Studies Program and to specific graduate majors; they may be obtained from
the Office of Admissions and the offices of graduate program coordinators, respectively.
But some key details, e.g., whom to contact for what and how to contact them, may
require some searching to locate.

In the short term, we need to consolidate and regularize the description of graduate
programs in the Graduate Studies section of the university catalog. We also need to
rationalize the delivery of information published about individual graduate programs,
beginning with an analysis of all existing graduate program handbooks. A long-term goal
would be to organize a graduate student’s admission process under the supervision of an
office of Graduate Studies.

Graduate Admissions

Requirements for participation in Graduate Studies at SOU include the completion of an
application form for graduate admission; the payment of a nonrefundable application fee;
the submission of official transcripts from all universities attended; evidence of the
completion of a bachelor’s degree from an accredited college or university, an advanced
degree from an accredited college or university, or the satisfaction of an alternative
procedure approved by the dean; evidence of completion of sufficient prerequisite
coursework to pursue the chosen graduate work; the achievement of a cumulative GPA of
at least 3.0 in the last 90 quarter credits (60 semester units) of undergraduate coursework;
and the receipt of all requested documentation by the announced deadlines.
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The majority of graduate courses taught at SOU or our satellite sites, including Mexico,
are delivered in English; students whose native language is not English must achieve a
TOEFL score of 540 or higher before enrolling in most SOU graduate programs.

Specific graduate programs may require additional documentation of preparation and
aptitude, such as required official entrance examination score reports, letters of
recommendation, a portfolio, a resume, an essay, a face-to-face exam, or another
demonstration of relevant competencies. In the evaluation of a candidate’s aptitude and
preparation for some professional-track master’s degrees (e.g., the MiM), academic
measures such as grade points, external examination scores, and transcripts are
considered secondary to specific program requirements of training or professional
experience and other nonacademic entrance qualifications.

Graduate Degree Standards

The Graduate Council—many of whose members are faculty members who teach and
advise in graduate programs—establishes and publishes the requirements for admission
to the Graduate Studies Program. At the departmental level, faculty members teaching
and advising in their department’s graduate programs work with their colleagues,
department chairs, and deans to design all aspects of a graduate program, including
entrance, satisfactory progress, and exit requirements.

The program regulations and procedures that have been established for the university by
the GC include the following rules that set minimum standards for graduation in all
programs. The GC has not made policies governing graduate certificates or licenses.

1. Specified time period for degree completion. The university rule states that all
credits earned in the SOU program of graduate study must be no more than seven
years old at the time a degree is completed; upon program completion, courses
taken prior to ten years earlier must be replaced. The maximum course load for
graduate students is 16 credits during a regular term and 15 credits during an
eight-week summer session.

2. Number of credits completed in residency. Students must earn a minimum of 30
credits toward a master’s degree while in residence. The last nine credits of the
program must be in residence unless a waiver is approved by the graduate
program coordinator and the school dean.

3. Number of graduate-level credits required. Under the university rules, only 500-
level courses count toward a master’s degree at SOU. Courses humbered 500 are
for graduate students only, unless a special exception applies for an undergraduate
student; courses numbered 400/500 are offered concomitantly for seniors and
graduate students in a major.

4. Number of credits required to complete the degree. A minimum of 36 credits is
required to complete a master’s degree under Graduate Studies Program rules.
Most of the SOU graduate programs require a mid-program evaluation as soon as
possible after completing 18 credits and no more than 24 credits, to guarantee that
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all credits taken count toward program completion. Most graduate programs have
a minimum requirement of at least 36 (quarter) credits to complete the degree,
licensure, or certificate.

5. Number of graded credit hours that must be earned. Up to 21 credits can be
ungraded in a master’s program. The exclusion published in the catalog says that
no more than 21 credits may be in open-ended courses. The parallel courses at the
undergraduate level are frequently taken for a pass/no pass grade.

6. Minimum standard of graded performance, normally “B”” or better. The SOU
graduate programs all operate informally on this standard, but there is no
reference to a “minimum graded performance standard” for graduate studies or
for any specific graduate program stated in the university catalog or the (current)
school-area graduate programs handbook of 2000.

7. Qualifying and exit examinations. Most SOU graduate programs require both a
mid-program and a final evaluation of candidates by the graduate faculty advisor
or the supervising committee. The following programs have been granted an
exemption from the mid-program evaluation: Master in Applied Psychology,
Master in Management, Master of Music in Conducting, and the Education
Comprehensive Exam option. All students in a master’s degree program must
pass a final comprehensive examination covering the required work for the
degree. The type of examination differs depending on the program and major; it
may be written, oral, or both. In some cases, the comprehensive examination is
based on a focused bibliography that supports the project or thesis and is
accomplished before completing the research activity or thesis.

8. Proficiency requirements the candidate must satisfy. Proficiency requirements that
a candidate must satisfy are implicit in the catalog description of many graduate
programs. There are no specific references to proficiency requirements for
graduate studies or for any specific graduate program.

9. Thesis, research, writing requirements that must be fulfilled. In some master’s
degree programs, students may elect to complete a thesis or a project option. The
student’s thesis or project committee must approve the project proposal; special
procedures and regulations set by a specific graduate program may apply.
Students may use six to nine credits, including a maximum of three credits from a
support area, for the thesis or project.

Goals for Graduate Education

Continuing open questions need to be resolved in regard to SOU’s combined 400/500
courses. The required number of credits at the graduate level is almost never explicitly
stated by a program in the university catalog. Two restrictions are stated in the current
SOU Catalog: (1) the master’s degree in elementary education and secondary education
require students to earn at least 24 credits in courses restricted to graduate students, and
(2) in school-area degrees, combined 400- and 500-level courses until recently could
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comprise no more than 22 credits of an approved program. However the GC has lifted
this restriction and no university restriction on the use of 400-/500-level courses will be
applied, beginning in academic year 2007-2008.

A survey of the courses required in the graduate degree programs in the 2006-2007 SOU
Catalog revealed that a number of programs—the MiM, the Master of Arts and Letters
(Theatre and Foreign Languages), the Master of Music in Conducting (ABC), the MAP,
the MAT, the MEd, and the educational licensure programs, as well as the Certificate in
Nonprofit Management (CNM)—required that at least two-thirds and frequently all of the
coursework be taken in stand-alone 500-level courses. The MiM allows 9-16 electives
that are not specified as at the graduate level. Some of the school-area graduate
emphases, including computer science and the certificate program in botany, do not offer
a large number of stand-alone 500-level courses.

The computer science school-area master’s degree requires 12 credits at the 500-only
level, 18-36 credits at the combined 400-/500-level, and 9-27 credits of unspecified level
in an elective area. The requirements of the school-area master’s degree in health and
physical education, which may incorporate education courses at the 500-level used in the
licensure of elementary school teachers, are not clearly stated in the catalog. The
Certificate of Botany (CB) requires that 45-47 credits be taken at the combined 400-/500-
level.

SOU needs to restructure all its graduate program literature to clearly document all the
information indicated in this standard. It is important that we assess the negative and
positive effects of the suspension of the rule excluding school-area (primarily liberal arts)
graduate programs that must depend on more than 22 credits of 400-/500- split-level
coursework. We certainly need to reassess the viability of the school-area structure for
graduate programs in the light of the university and systemwide restructuring.

Graduate credit transfer is approved by a program’s graduate faculty and/or graduate
program coordinator or by department chairs during the application process. A
department’s decision to accept or reject transfer or prior credit is informed by the course
exclusions policies of the Graduate Studies Program and set by the Graduate Council.
The overarching graduate studies policy on prior and transfer credit is as follows:

A student may include only 15 quarter-credits of approved graduate coursework
taken prior to regular admission to a master’s degree program at the university. This
limitation applies to coursework taken at Southern Oregon University and
coursework transferred from other institutions. Such courses must be appropriate for
the master’s degree program to which the student is admitted and must be approved
by the major advisor, the school graduate coordinator, and the school dean. No more
than 6 credits of prior or transfer credit may be transferred from a previous master’s
program. All transfer credit must be documented with official transcripts sent
directly from the school of origin to the Office of Admissions.
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In addition to these restrictions, a department’s decision to accept or reject transfer credits
is affected by the exclusion of outdated courses from coursework used to complete a
graduate degree at SOU. Here is the policy:

All courses included in an SOU program for a master’s degree must be no more than
seven years old or less at the time the degree is completed. However, with the
approval of the Office of Graduate Studies, up to 12 credits of courses over seven
years old, but less than ten years old at degree completion, may be included if they
have been updated and validated by the academic department and approved by the
school dean. Upon program completion, courses taken ten years ago or longer must
be replaced even if they have previously been updated.

Several of SOU’s graduate programs utilize workshops, internships, practica, and other
types of experiential learning as integral parts of the graduate degree program. Many of
these courses are identified by standard “open numbers” such as 508 (workshops) and
509 (practica). Standard open-numbered courses have conventionally been identified at
SOU as numbers below 511. Specific open numbers have also been created by
departments, for example, 504 (individual counseling practicum) and 506 (group
counseling practicum, advanced Spanish conversation). Other numbers are also used by
departments to designate open-type classes; these numbers can be identified as marking a
workshop, practicum, or internship course by the course’s title or description.

Courses such as these fall under the “Workshop Credit and Practicum” and “Open-
Numbered Graduate Courses” course exclusions of the Graduate Studies Program at
SOU, as stated in the catalog and other electronic and print publications available to
students. These regulations state that “[a] maximum of 9 hours of workshop or practicum
credit may be included in a graduate program with advisor consent and no more than 21
credits of open-numbered courses may be included in a 45-credit program.”

The number of hours spent by students in an experiential or open learning environment to
earn credits toward degree completion varies from program to program. Graduate faculty
advisors, graduate program planners, and practicum supervisors in each academic unit or
department determine the nature and form of experiential learning in their program or an
individual’s program. Graduate faculty advisors monitor and assess the student’s
experiences in these kinds of classes and may rely on periodic observation of student
performance, student work or learning goals journals, and field supervisor/employer
evaluations. These practices need to be reviewed by the GC for their rationale and their
consistency.

Continuing Education

Overview
SOU offers continuing education and special activities and programs that are appropriate
and consistent with the mission and vision of the university. These activities are integral
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to and integrated with all academic programs at SOU; their integrity is consistent with all
SOU academic programs. SOU is solely and directly responsible for the management of
Extended Campus Programs (ECP); the importance of direct management has been
recognized by having the administrative director for ECP operate from the Provost’s
Office as one of the two associate provosts of the university. Credit-bearing, off-campus
programs are a growing part of the university mission, especially in the context of being
regionally responsive. SOU ECP is, in fact, the lead division for the university on the new
joint SOU-Rogue Community College (RCC) facility in Medford. ECP operates largely
on a self-support basis, and is both a model for and contributor to the economic viability
of the university.

ECP advances the mission of Southern Oregon University throughout the region by
developing and delivering a wide range of innovative educational programs and services
that meet the academic, professional development, and personal enrichment needs of a
diverse population. ECP uses entrepreneurial strategies, collaborates with departments
and faculty of the university, and establishes partnerships with businesses, public
institutions, and community organizations to provide accessible and conveniently
scheduled lifetime learning opportunities for people of all ages.

ECP compatibility with institutional mission and goals has been ensured by having the
director hold the position of associate provost for Extended Programs and operate out of
the Provost’s Office. The ECP planning processes is thus in alignment with the Academic
Planning Council (APC) process for achieving institutional goals. Likewise, the ECP
strategic planning process is tied directly to the APC planning process, as ECP leadership
is present in both places. ECP conducts regular reviews, including external reviews in an
effort to assess both quality and direction of operations. ECP administrative leaders are
actively involved in professional associations, regularly attend professional meetings, and
communicate the latest information to campus colleagues. As stated above, SOU is solely
responsible for the management of ECP and relies on ECP as the lead agency in a variety
of contractual arrangements, including the current joint SOU-RCC building project in
Medford.

ECP organizational structure and reporting relationships are clearly defined and
transparent to the greater SOU community. ECP is an integral unit of the institution
headed by the associate provost for Extended Programs, who reports directly to the
provost and actively participates as a member of the Academic Planning Council. Two
years ago, the provost redefined the role of this position to re-establish Career
Development Services and its connection to the local employer community, oversee the
development of community-based learning at SOU, and expand community-college
partnerships. At the same time, a team of seven program directors was created to handle
the day-to-day management of ECP. The current operation is organized around programs
and marketing is generally handled by each program director.

Credit, Tuition, and Fees

Tuition and fee structures for ECP are different from those on the main campus, and in
fact vary across the spectrum of ECP programs. Programs may need to be costed-out
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differently based upon delivery requirements, instructor compensation and location, e.g.
With the exception of the Medford Campus program, all offerings are self-support,
thereby requiring them to bear all their own expenses and overhead. Refund policies are
made available to all students who enroll in courses/programs under the jurisdiction of
ECP. The granting of credit and course approval procedures follows institutional policy.
Travel/study courses include clearly defined criteria and policies for judging performance
and assigning credit in accordance with prevailing standards and practices at SOU.
Students are guaranteed to receive credit for all classes taken and passed while on study
abroad programs. Information about these credits is provided to students before
registering for the program. Students are informed that their grades will also transfer back
to SOU and affect their grade point average. Criteria for judging performance is made
clear in each study abroad class, either on the syllabus or in communication from the
faculty member. Granting of credit for all SOU courses is based on institution-wide
policy and follows the standard “1 credit — 30 hours student involvement” (see
undergraduate program, this section). Student learning/outcomes are evaluated by
qualified faculty—uvetted by the on-campus academic departments.

Credit Programs

Academic credit programs administered by ECP include courses delivered to off-campus
audiences as well as a handful of programs intended for on-campus students but funded
on a tuition recovery basis (self-support):

Ashland courses (self-support). These elective academic credit courses are provided on
the Ashland campus on a self-support basis, generally before 9:00 a.m. or after 2:00 p.m.

Distance learning. The School of Education has been involved with delivering a Master
of Education (MEd) since the early 1990s to several videoconference sites. A Bachelor of
Early Childhood Development, ESOL and Reading endorsements, Master of Arts in
Teaching cohort in Klamath Falls, and a Special Education cohort of the MAT have since
been added. During 2005-2006, the School of Business and the Department of
Criminology and Criminal Justice began delivering coursework that offers distance
learners, who have completed about two years of college work, the option of completing
degrees online. Students also take courses from the Psychology Department, and various
departments offer upper division general education courses to complete the degree
requirements.

High school programs. Partnering with area high schools, these transition programs seek
to provide an opportunity for high school students to accumulate college credits while
still attending high school. Advanced Southern Credit courses are standard university
courses taught as part of the high school curriculum by qualified high school faculty who
have been certified by Southern Oregon University academic departments. The Early
Entry program allows high school students, selected by educators at their school, to begin
university course work at the SOU Ashland or Medford campuses while completing high
school graduation requirements at their local high school site.

54



Medford Campus. Established in 1984, SOU’s second campus in Medford, located 14
miles north of Ashland, offers programs targeted at working adults in need of evening
and weekend coursework in order to complete a college degree. The Medford Campus
provides general education courses along with degree completion programs in business,
communication, human service, and psychology. Graduate programs in management and
education are offered. Besides classroom space, services made available to students
include access to computer labs, registration, academic advising, and bookstore services.

Sponsored/contract courses. Occasionally SOU will enter into a written contract with an
outside educational partner to issue university credit for a course sponsored by the

partner. Education Service Districts and teachers have been the primary market.

Summer session. Offered on a cost-recovery basis, the summer session provides a
comprehensive and balanced selection of high quality academic courses that enable
continuing and returning students to pursue undergraduate and graduate academic degree
programs. In addition, the summer session offers a variety of innovative special courses
and programs that emphasize the cultural and academic resources of southern Oregon.

Credit Enrollment History

2001-02| 2002-03] 2003-04| 2004-05| 2005-06
Ashland Courses (self-support) 1,340 1,224 1,068 1,178 1,595
Distance Learning, include Grants Pass Courses 467 838 810 977 1,412
High School: Advanced Southern Credit 851 1,116 1,110 1,202 1,381
High School: Early Entry 126 78 48 62 55
Medford Courses & Degree Completion Programs 2,622 3,174 3,061 2,822 2,676
Sponsored Courses 1,342 1,302 1,523 1,629 1,529
Summer Sessions 1,793 1,766 1,613 1,632 1,626
TOTAL CREDIT ENROLLMENTS 8,541 9,498 9,233 9,502 10,274

Analysis of Enrollment Trends and Financial Viability
The Ashland Credit program’s current health is strong. With some fluctuation in

enrollment, the overall pattern is one of growth in head count and net income. Although

the program was originally designed to provide educational opportunities to both

admitted SOU students and interested community members alike, studies done over the
last seven years indicate that the audience for ECP’s Ashland Credit courses are now

entirely SOU students most likely because increased tuition became too expensive for the

casual learner from the community.

The Advanced Southern Credit program enrollment has fluctuated over the last several
years; however, the overall enrollment pattern is one of growth. Because the tuition
sharing financial model distributes income to the supervising university academic
department, ECP, and the high school itself, the program is popular on all levels. The

Early Entry program’s enrollment has also fluctuated over the several years; however, the

overall enrollment pattern in this case is one of declining numbers. The decline is

attributed to the current block schedules at local high schools that make it almost

impossible for high school students to attend both high school and college classes.
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Student FTE for the Medford Campus for fall 2006 was 241.6, compared to 199.2 in fall
2001. While the Ashland Campus FTE has generally declined each of these years,
Medford has increased some years and decreased others, with a five-year average FTE of
836.56 for a full year (including summer term). Students attending the Medford Campus
tend to enroll only part time. Medford is the only program in ECP that is supported
through general fund dollars, and it has remained at budget or under budget each of the
last five years. The overall trend of growth would suggest that Medford Campus has the
potential to contribute greatly to the overall student enrollment growth at the university.
This should increase after the completion and opening of the new Higher Education
Center in Medford in the fall of 2008, a shared campus facility with RCC that will
provide a unique learning environment for both community college and university
students. SOU will have a critical role at this campus in facilitating dual enroliment with
RCC and increasing the ease of the transfer process. With SOU classes currently offered
at as many as seven locations throughout Medford in any given term, this consolidation
will allow students to maximize the number of courses taken without having to negotiate
intra-city transportation. Additionally, the classroom seating capacity will increase by
nearly 25 percent.

The Sponsored/Contract program has historically operated effectively; however, over the
last decade the program has decreased in size and scope since the Teachers Standards and
Practices Commission removed the academic credit requirement for professional
development and salary increases.

Enrollment in the summer session has generally declined over the past five years,
following a decline in academic-year enrollment. While there is no hard data to explain
this, a recent student survey indicates that many students are working at least part time
during the summer, possibly taking fewer classes. Changes in the Association of
Professors: Southern Oregon University (AP:SOU) Collective Bargaining Agreement
over the past two biennia have impacted the summer session through the discontinuance
of a faculty revenue-sharing system, implementation of a substantial salary increase for
faculty, a less restrictive but more cumbersome cancellation policy, and a restriction
preventing AP:SOU faculty from teaching at any salary lower than their regular summer
session salary. These changes have had various impacts on the summer session, including
allowing the schools more freedom in their course offerings, increasing expenses,
influencing the faculty mix in the Medford programs, and negatively impacting the
bottom line of the summer session.

ECP Improvement Goals
Program improvement goals include the following:

e continue to administer a survey biannually to students enrolled in Ashland Credit
courses to insure that the needs of the student body are met with quality
instruction; develop and administer a separate survey for Ashland Credit adjunct
faculty

» implement a system to allow for student and teacher evaluation of Advanced
Southern Credit courses and registration process; determine a means for ensuring
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these courses provide the appropriate level of rigor and preparation for continuing
coursework in college

recruit working adults and transfer students from community colleges into the
Medford Degree Completion Programs

balance quality and standards with access and program design to meet adult
learning needs in the Medford programs

partner actively in the planning of the joint facility with Rogue Community
College in Medford and in the RCC-SOU partnership

form a cohesive, integrated, student-centered, summer session curriculum for the
entire university; create a calendar to compare the courses offered within the same
time frame in order to identify classes that conflict or compete

ensure that summer courses are evaluated appropriately by academic departments;
aid assessment with a tracking document sent to each department to encourage
evaluation of classes

survey students to evaluate student satisfaction with their learning experience,
schedules, and services during summer term; conduct e-mail surveys twice yearly
to determine how well students’ areas are being served during the summer term
ensure that the summer session generates sufficient revenue to cover all direct and
indirect expenses; solicit careful course selection by deans and department chairs,
aggressive marketing, and assistance from the associate vice president of
Marketing and Public Relations.

work toward a collective bargaining agreement that is fair and equitable for
faculty without compromising the success of summer session programs; provide
information to the collective bargaining team on the impact of summer session
issues and provisions under consideration

Noncredit Programs

ECP manages a large and diverse portfolio of noncredit programs which provides
academic excellence in a noncredit setting through a financially self-sustaining model. It
is consistent with the outreach mission and goals of the institution for youth, older adults,
working professionals, and community members:

Community education. This program provides personal enrichment and growth
classes for adult learners primarily in Jackson County.

Professional development and training programs. A variety of courses are
targeted to upgrade the skills of adults working in the nonprofit, education,
medical office, and business sectors have been initiated and phased out over the
years based on demand. The majority of participants come from Oregon, northern
California, and Washington.

Siskiyou Center (older adults). Educational programs in Ashland and throughout
the Pacific Northwest serve the lifelong learning needs of older adults, both
locally and nationally, in the post-career-building, post-family- raising stage of
life, generally described as 55 years of age or older. SOU is one of the largest
providers of Elderhostel programs in the country.
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* Youth programs. Enrichment classes and camps introduce precollege youth to a
wide variety of academic subjects that broadens their knowledge of future
educational opportunities.

The self-supporting nature of noncredit programs requires a deep understanding of the
different audiences to be served and the ability to respond to markets quickly as interests
and needs change. Noncredit courses do not require formal institutional approval;
however, guidelines are used by the various ECP program directors to monitor instructor
qualifications and appropriateness of content. If questions surface regarding a course
proposal, academic department heads can be consulted to determine the appropriateness
of the material for the particular audience. Non-SOU faculty with the appropriate
combination of credentials and experience make up the majority of instructors in these
programs and will often propose courses. Program staff also design and develop courses
and programs to meet the needs of the target audiences.

Noncredit program directors and staff participate in ECP’s summer program planning and
goal setting process, which has sometimes fed into planning exercises initiated by the
Academic Planning Council. All noncredit program directors participated in ECP’s
strategic planning process in spring 2006. All programs have mission statements and
five-year strategic planning documents that were specifically developed for the Youth
and Siskiyou Center programs by program directors who worked with staff and external
advisory groups in 2000. While these plans have been helpful in setting direction for
Youth and Siskiyou Center programs, both are currently in need of updated to ensure
continued consistency with SOU’s priorities and shifts in audiences served since 2000.

The director of Housing and Residential Life approves visiting conference groups for
appropriate academic content on a day-to-day basis, using a set of guidelines and
consultation with the associate provost for Extended Programs if a group’s credentials or
plans are questionable. Academic oversight of conferences is provided by the associate
provost for Extended Programs, who reviews a quarterly report of groups that have
stayed in the residence halls. The director of Shakespeare Studies approves the academic
content of residential conference groups who plan to study Shakespeare and attend plays
in downtown Ashland.

ECP is pleased with enrollment processes for noncredit programs and courses. The bulk
of enrollments in Siskiyou Center residential programs are handled by the national
Elderhostel office and downloaded twice weekly into a database; tuition and fees are paid
by Elderhostel in one check to the university. Enrollments in Southern Oregon Learning
in Retirement (SOLIR) classes are processed using a complex process to ensure every
member receives his or her first choice class. Other noncredit courses are managed by an
outsourced Web-based computer system (Lumens by August Enterprises) that provides
online registration. Paper and electronic course records are kept for at least seven years.
Course fees are equitable and based on a combination of costs and market. Refund
policies vary by program but are published in printed schedules and on ECP’s Web site.
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If all national standards for a noncredit course have been met, ECP issues Continuing
Education Unit (CEU) certificates for noncredit courses upon request. The CEU
certificate is generally used by recipients to document attendance at professional
development instructional events for licensing organizations.

Academic CEU

Year Certificates
Issued

2003-04 122

2004-05 35

2005-06 102

An instructional provider must complete an application to request that ECP issue CEU
certificates to their attendees. In the application, the provider must show how all required
criteria and guidelines will be addressed. These standards and practices have been
adopted from the International Association for Continuing Education and Training.

The ECP director of Ashland Credit Programs evaluates all CEU applications and is
assisted by a program assistant in communicating, awarding, and processing CEU
requests. Once an application has been approved, the provider must notify ECP prior to
each educational event in order for CEU certificates to be issued. Demand for CEU
certificates has been small and the process runs smoothly with few difficulties.
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Noncredit Enrollment History

2001-02] 2002-03f 2003-04| 2004-05| 2005-06
Community Education 1,109 1,276 1,297 1,388 1,280
Professional Development Programs (Training)
Advanced Placement Institute 59 38 45 47 30
Nonprofit, Medical Office, Mediation Training 454 630 1,231 827 8
Computer Training 211 101 20 39 -
Professional Dewelopment Programs Total 724 769 1,296 913 38
Siskiyou Center Programs (Older Adults)
Elderhostel On-campus 1,006 1,178 1,136 1,093 1,015
Elderhostel Off-campus 559 423 448 446 414
Senior Ventures/Charter 206 215 254 154 121
Road Scholar 42
SOLIR 519 559 570 599 635
Emeritus 94 92 102 101 94
Siskiyou Center Programs Total 2,384 2,467 2,510 2,393 2,321
Youth Programs
Academic Competitions 1,407 1,267 1,175 1,299 1,200
Enrichment Classes & Workshops 998 1,360 993 1,066 1,209
Residential Camps 376 444 396 347 367
School Outreach 833 629 323 237 133
Youth Programs Total 3,614 3,700 2,887 2,949 2,909
TOTAL NONCREDIT ENROLLMENTS 7,831 8,212 7,990 7,643 6,548

Analysis of Enrollment Trends and Financial Viability: Noncredit Courses
Noncredit courses are labor intensive and price sensitive. Audiences must be carefully
targeted. SOU’s location in a somewhat rural environment makes finding a critical mass
of students who want the same course or program challenging. Programs that were once
popular, such as computer training and professional development programs, have been
phased out when revenues were no longer sufficient to cover staffing costs.

Analysis of data regarding Siskiyou Center programs reveals a program that is largely
effective, with solid processes for developing courses, maintaining records, and handling
finances. The program’s most critical gap is in creating a new long-range plan for
sustained guidance ahead. The program is in need of systematic needs assessment.

Enrollments in the Advanced Placement Institute remain low due to several factors,
including low population areas served, expensive airfare to southern Oregon, and state
employee travel curtailments. The academic disciplines offered have been varied over the
institute’s seven years to achieve the most successful mix. The institute was restructured
before the 2005 institute to improve the financial viability of the program. Though 2005
enrollments were encouraging, the 2006 enroliment did not build on this 2005 start.
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Enrollments over the last several years in Community Education courses have been
relatively flat. Over the last two years, Ashland Parks and Recreation has developed and
significantly grown its own community education program, offering classes for a lower
fee. It also pays its instructors a higher percentage of income, so it also competes with
SOU for instructors. RCC has also been a competitor, primarily in the Medford market.
In fall 2006, ECP entered into a partnership with Education to Go (a company that
provides online noncredit classes) in order to offer instructor-facilitated online courses of
a greater variety than can be offered with classroom instructors. Enrollment in these
courses is expected to increase in enrollment over time at minimal cost to ECP.

The Community Education program covers all of its direct costs and provides money to
SOU'’s general fund through the institutional assessment (9.5 percent of revenue).
However, the revenue generated does not pay for all indirect expenses. The primary goal
for Community Education in the coming year is to determine whether or not to continue
the program and, if so, how to put the program in the black.

Overall enrollment for Youth Enrichment classes has been up and down over the past five
years. The summer classes saw the biggest increase in enrollment between the summers
of 2002 to 2003 due to the realignment of classes into a new program titled Kids College.
Increased competition for enrichment classes has been experienced from Ashland Parks
and Recreation departments as well as two new science museums.

Enrollments in youth residential programs enrollments have varied mostly due to changes
in program offerings. A steady decline in School Outreach enrollments over the past five
years has been experienced, due to funding issues in the public schools and lack of grant
funding. Declining enrollments and loss of revenue indicate that this program should be
discontinued.

Program Improvement Goals

Analysis of the enrollment and financial data generally reveals noncredit programs that
are responsive to market needs, with a solid process for improving the program, reporting
results, maintaining high quality instruction, and handling finances. Program
improvement goals include the following:

» update Youth Programs’ strategic plan with input from the Youth Programs
Advisory Board and align it with the Admissions Office plans as well as with
ECP’s strategic plan

* incorporate incomplete goals from Siskiyou Center’s 2000 plan into a new five-
year plan, undertake needs assessment training for all staff to achieve greater
competency at needs assessment, and develop a new program model for older
adults

» discontinue School Outreach programs effective fall 2006 and look for a new
program to take its place

» consult with college board staff and the Oregon Department of Education to
improve the marketing of the Advanced Placement Institute; discontinue the
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institute if additional marketing strategies fail to draw a larger body of
participants in summer 2007,

» continue to develop new, innovative Youth Programs and specifically explore
new program opportunities with SOU academic departments, including School of
Sciences (Deer Creek Field Institute and Crater Lake GIS Field Institute) and
School of Social Science (foreign language camps and a journalism institute for
high school students); explore the feasibility of developing a new academic
competition for elementary schools

* revise participant noncredit course evaluations, using a consistent rating scale and
one common question to collect and compare results across all programs

» conduct, tabulate, and review Youth Programs instructor evaluations; create a
parent evaluation and post a parent survey on the Youth Programs Web site to
gather information on registration processes and ascertain what other services and
programs could be provided

» create a youth advisory focus group made up of students/parents enrolled in
Youth Programs to find out program interest and obtain feedback on current
programs

Distance Learning

Overview

The purpose of the Distance Learning (DL) program at SOU is to provide the
infrastructure to develop and deliver selected academic programs off campus. SOU’s
region for distance delivery is currently defined as southwestern Oregon and northern
California. Although the program’s mission is appropriately aligned with SOU’s,
institutional commitment and involvement could be strengthened. Currently the School of
Business, School of Education, the Psychology Department, and the Criminology and
Criminal Justice Department are the most involved in offering programs using distance
learning technologies to audiences off campus,.

To date, DL has not been included as a central component within the strategic planning of
the institution, so Extended Campus Programs personnel, in partnership with academic
departments, have created policies, budgeting structures, and pooled resources to serve
the needs of distance learners. Programs have been developed in these academic
departments with oversight and guidance from the deans. Ultimately, each dean and the
provost give final approval. The director of Distance Learning meets regularly with deans
and department chairs in these areas to review program development, course scheduling,
and faculty assignments. Currently, only programs that have already been approved by
the Curriculum Committee are adapted for DL, but without further review in their new
configuration. To date, this process has been adequate for the limited number of DL
programs offered.
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Curriculum and Instruction

SOU delivers some DL course content through two-way video and uses Blackboard as
the course management system. Teaching faculty decide which technology to use;
however, there is no formal institutional resource in place to help faculty determine the
most appropriate technology for their particular learning objectives.

Most classes are designed, developed, and taught by full-time faculty. In the event that
adjuncts develop and/or teach a course, the adjunct’s curriculum is reviewed by the
academic department, ensuring that it meets established standards.

Faculty members are provided with technology training; this training is not mandatory or
systematic, however, leading to variable effectiveness. A resource person who would be
available to faculty and adjuncts is needed for ongoing training and assistance. Course
standards have been developed but have not been widely distributed to all faculty
teaching in DL. Development of a memo of understanding for each DL faculty to sign,
which would include review of the course standards, is needed. Although academic
departments are expected to monitor the quality and currency of the course materials,
there is no institutional procedure for peer review or periodic checks for compliance.

In adherence to OUS policy, the State of Oregon owns the works created by faculty for
which they received compensation. Copyright compliance is an area where the DL
policies have aligned with policies for regular on-campus faculty. Faculty sign a course
development agreement that specifies ownership and compensation. However, the
policies have not been well-articulated or vetted through all appropriate channels on
campus. Creating a campus-based advisory committee would be a useful way to develop
and disseminate these policies.

Library and Information Resources

Library personnel have been designated as specialists in academic areas and those in
Criminology and Criminal Justice and Business make their services available to online
students. Along with primary information literacy duties, the library instruction
coordinator is responsible for supporting distance learning. In this capacity he has created
Web-based materials to assist students in using library and other electronic resources.
Program administrators do not presently monitor student use of the learning resources
beyond faculty assessment of learning outcomes. DL courses do not require students to
access additional facilities. Students are given technology standards on the Web site in
advance so that students are aware of the technology being used in the course.

Faculty Support

A two-day Blackboard training is offered annually, prior to the start of fall term for
faculty and staff. This training is facilitated through the Center for Teaching, Learning,
and Assessment (CTLA) and a group of trained staff members are available to answer
questions through the Faculty Help Desk, which is supported by Information Technology
(IT). Throughout the year, training sessions on specific areas in Blackboard are offered
through the CTLA. Faculty members who use two-way video are trained by a media
specialist from IT. Since there are limited resources on campus for faculty who desire
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training or assistance with more advanced technologies, the Criminology and Criminal
Justice Department has chosen to contract course development services from an outside
local vendor, A clearly articulated plan on which technologies IT will support and
endorse is not yet in place.

Student Services

Many student support offices are developing electronic methods to allow off-campus
students the same access to essential services that on-campus students receive. Student
Affairs personnel have often found that this electronic access is also desired by on-
campus students. However, services to distance learners are uneven and not always easily
understandable. Terminology, organizational structure, and multiple logins for different
systems are sometimes difficult for students to understand.

Distance Learning staff, the regional degree completion coordinator in the School of
Business, and program coordinators in the School of Education serve as the first contact
for students with complaints or concerns. They work closely with the students and
establish relationships with them; however, if they are faced with a situation they are
unable to resolve, the director of Distance Learning or department chair is a resource.
Ultimately the dean of students is available if a director or chair is unable to resolve the
complaint. Most students are used to contacting the DL support personnel, but it may not
be clear to students what their options are if they need further assistance. Additional
information could be made available on the DL Web site and in the DL student
handbook.

Marketing materials describe the undergraduate online programs as “degree completion
programs.” This is an important distinction because only the upper division courses are
delivered online. DL personnel work with prospective students as they complete their
general education and prerequisite courses--before they matriculate to SOU. It is
important that the program requirements are clearly articulated to these students. DL
provides prospective students with transcript evaluation, guidance in locating articulated
online courses, and assistance with the admissions and registration processes. Services
for matriculated online students ideally should be integrated with services for on-campus
students.

Blackboard is ADA compliant and standards have been established in collaboration with
staff in Disabled Student Services (DSS) that outline best practices for developing
courses to accommodate visual or hearing impaired students. The assistive technology
specialist in DSS has reviewed several online courses for compliance with screen readers
and other adaptive technologies and found them compatible. Any student with a disability
is vetted through DSS for evaluation and accommodations. A list of technology standards
outlining the necessary equipment is provided to students on the DL Web site and a list of
“helpful hints/suggestions” for online students is available in the student handbook and
on the Web site.
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Facilities and Finances

IT has dedicated .5 FTE to the maintenance and support of the Blackboard system, which
includes installing software updates and new versions, setting up and managing accounts
and interfaces to the Banner Student information system, assisting faculty users of the
system with problems, and establishing maintenance procedures for the system. Some
portion of CTLA staffing is also associated with training support for faculty. Historically
the institution has funded off-campus and distance learning programs through a self-
support model. Budgets are established that project sufficient income to cover program
costs. When new programs anticipate expenses exceeding income during the initial years,
this gap is covered by reserves built up from previous self-support programs. Thus far,
revenues in distance learning programs have been sufficient to cover instructional and
overhead expenses. However, the self-support fee structure is expensive and confusing to
students and departments, which has limited enrollment growth. Additional institutional
resources will likely be needed to significantly increase full faculty participation and
program growth.

Commitment to Support

Off-campus programs are initiated with the understanding that sufficient opportunity will
be provided for admitted students to complete their degrees if the program is
discontinued in a particular area. Therefore, off-campus and distance learning programs
are not implemented unless a sufficient number of students can be recruited at the start.

Evaluation and Assessment

Course/instructor evaluations are administered to students at the end of each course.
These results are summarized and distributed to department chairs and faculty member
after grades are posted. A summary of technology concerns is compiled for use by DL
staff. The DL team meets to review these concerns and discuss solutions. Program
planning is led by academic departments. Even though this evaluation data is collected,
no systematic method exists to address student concerns. DL personnel expect that
faculty issues are addressed by the academic department; technology issues are addressed
by DL personnel. Students in the regional degree completion programs receive a
handbook that helps them self-assess their ability to succeed in the online environment.
No systematic system exists to evaluate students prior to beginning distance learning
Ccourses.

All courses through DL are evaluated with an online course evaluation. The evaluation
tool contains questions which have been designed by academic departments along with
questions specific to the distance learning environment. In fall 2006, a general student
satisfaction question was emailed to students in the DL email database. Faculty members
can voluntarily add an area in the Blackboard discussion board where students can
anonymously ask questions or log concerns. The number of students completing the
course evaluation varies by course—from only a few students to almost 100 percent
compliance. The evaluation is summative and does not allow for resolving issues during
the course of the term. No formal assessment exists to compare student learning
outcomes in the DL courses to the student outcomes in classroom-based courses beyond
faculty conclusions based on teaching the same courses in different environments. A
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satisfaction survey was conducted five years ago that could be used as a baseline for
future measurements.

The same institutional standards for classroom-based courses apply to online courses,
including a plagiarism statement and honor code, which are communicated to students in
the online student handbook and on the distance learning Web site. Currently there is no
concrete way to confirm that work being turned in is being completed by the online
student who is registered. However, since many of the current distance learning students
also take classes in Ashland or Medford classrooms, this may not be a major issue at this
time. Possibilities to implement in the future include having students sign an honor code
when they enter the program, subscribe to an online plagiarism detection service, or
having students take at least one proctored exam during their online program.

Program Improvement Goals

The mission of DL needs to transition from focusing primarily on providing logistic
support to leading the development of a campuswide system to support students and
faculty in the use of technology to reach off-campus students. Ideally, on-campus faculty
would be encouraged to integrate teaching and learning with technology into their
curriculum. By including DL in its strategic mission, the university could help provide
the vision and structure necessary to shape future development. Specific short-term goals
include the following:

» strengthen partnerships between ECP and SOU departments to share teaching
strategies, enrollment data and opportunities, student service needs, and program
development needs

e provide instructional support to faculty developing and teaching online courses

» document and widely publicize DL policies regarding course ownership, faculty
compensation, copyright issues, and ownership of media products published by
third-party vendors

» implementing program and course evaluation processes that provide data for
continuous improvement

» develop student services for DL students that are comparable to on- campus
services, using ECP and departmental resources

Summary for Extended Campus Programs

During the last five years, enrollment in credit programs has increased 20 percent,
particularly in the Distance Learning and High School programs. During the same period,
noncredit enrollments decreased over 16 percent, primarily because some programs,
including medical, computer, nonprofit, and work force development training, were
discontinued.

Medical program enrollments declined as governmental training subsidies were reduced
and eliminated. Computer training had been on a progressive decline since the late 1990s
when the market became oversaturated by providers. Other work force development
trainings experienced declines for similar reasons. In spite of the challenges in finding
sufficient demand to populate professional development programs on a full cost-recovery
basis, the profitability of ECP as a whole as steadily increased.
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However, as net income increased, the institution’s need to cover a series of deficits
resulted in increased assessments on all self-support revenue and pressure to transfer
increasing amounts of year-end net income to support the budget for Academic Affairs.
This drain-off of funds has prevented ECP from making additional investments in market
research and infrastructure to further grow the unit. Consequently, enrollment growth has
slowed in recent years and new program development has tapered off.

Summary/Conclusions

We believe the greatest academic strength of SOU is the faculty’s commitment to our
students and to our history of shared governance. Curricular change has been careful and
thoroughly debated, resulting in a process of development that has been slow, but sure.
Our general education discussions since the last decadal visit—and especially the general
education revisions of the past few years—are indicative of the care and the concern for
quality education shown by the SOU faculty and the entire SOU community.

The SOU faculty’s and other SOU community members’ perception of the role of
assessment—in the classroom, across the academic program, and throughout the
university—is also changing. Our efforts at defining the dispositions, skills, and
knowledge we would like our students to retain at the end of their program of study have
propelled us on a path toward a different, more analytical way of evaluating how we do
what we do.

Personnel at SOU are beginning to appreciate that we must have established
measurement strategies for the continuous improvement of our entire program—at all
levels. Failure to establish and operationalize measurement strategies would leave SOU
without the means to join in the regional, state, and national discussion about
accountability in higher education today. In other words, we would become mute when
others are finding a voice.

As we become progressively less publicly assisted, we must draw on more private- and
grant-funded resources—endeavors that require ongoing, documented assessment
techniques and the utilization of assessment data for the purposes of continuous
improvement. Different people and programs around the campus are at different places in
their levels of recognition and acceptance that a culture of assessment—a culture of
continuous improvement—is needed. However, the path in front of us is becoming
clearer.

We need expanded and continuing communication across campus about assessment and
about the development of a culture of continuous improvement at SOU in order to sustain
the effective, enlightened university that we aspire to maintain for the citizens of southern
Oregon and beyond.
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Standard Two Exhibits

Exhibit 2-1: Instruments and procedures used to measure program effectiveness.
Exhibit 2-2: Employer of SOU graduates in 2000.

Exhibit 2-3: Degrees and certificates awarded by program 1996-2006.

Exhibit 2-4: Number of programs deleted or added 2004-2007.

Exhibit 2-5: Institutional rationale for general education.

Exhibit 2-6: Exit outcomes, all programs.

Exhibit 2-7: Academic committee minutes.

Exhibit 2-7 a: Curriculum Committee minutes 2003/04, 2004/05, 2005/06.
Exhibit 2-7 b: Core Curriculum Committee minutes 2002/03, 2003/04, 2004/05.
Exhibit 2-7 c: University Studies Committee minutes 2005/06.

Exhibit 2-7 d: University Assessment Committee minutes 2004/05, 2005/06.
Exhibit 2-7 e: Curriculum Realignment Committeee minutes and final report.
Exhibit 2-7 f: University Studies (general education) curriculum.

Exhibit 2-8: Program Self-studies.

Exhibit 2-9: Student course evaluation forms.

Exhibit 2-10: External program evaluations and reviews.

Exhibit 2-10 a: American Chemical Society accreditation for 1999 & 2004 report
Exhibit 2-10 b: National Association of Schools of Music accreditation report.
Exhibit 2-10 c: Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission accreditation
report for 2001.

Exhibit 2-10 d: Psychology - Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related
Educational Programs Report

Exhibit 2-10 e: Computer Sciences External evaluation of department in 2001-2002.
Exhibit 2-11: Admission standards.

Exhibit 2-12: Academic policies.

Exhibit 2-13: Articulation agreements, Gen Ed & Specific Programs of Study.
Exhibit 2-14: Remedial work policies.

Exhibit 2-15: Academic advising material

Council for the Advancement of Standards advising material

University studies requirements guide

University studies transfer requirements guide

Exhibit 2-16: Grade distribution studies by course and instructor for 3 years.
Exhibit 2-17: Compilation of first year student proficiencies 2006.

Exhibit 2-18: Samples of course examinations and student work.

Exhibit 2-19: Graduate catalog.

Exhibit 2-20: List of graduate degrees offered & graduate degrees awarded at SOU.
Exhibit 2-21: Admission requirements for Graduate School.

Exhibit 2-22: Internal review of graduate programs.

Exhibit 2-23: Graduate policies on acceptance of transferring credit.

Exhibit 2-24: Organizational chart of Extended Campus Programs

Exhibit 2-25: Enrollments by program for 3 years.

Exhibit 2-26: Financial summary of programs.
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Standard Two Appendices

Appendix 2-A: Accelerated Baccalaureate mission statement.
Appendix 2-B: University Assessment report to Faculty Senate 2007.
Appendix 2-C: Graduation rates for each graduate program.
Appendix 2-D: Curriculum Committee memo to senate 2006.
Appendix 2-E: Community based learning audit.
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Standard Three: Students

Introduction

Southern Oregon University maintains a strong commitment to providing comprehensive
student support to ensure both academic and co-curricular success for our student
population. By providing personalized service and quality resource support systems, our
intention is to meet the individualized needs of our students. As noted on the SOU
Student Affairs Web site:

The Division of Student Affairs works collaboratively with academic units to
create an environment in which students can be active learners, both in and out of
the classroom. We constantly strive to improve the level of intellectual
engagement, civic engagement, and diversity at Southern Oregon University.

Purpose and Organization

The Division of Student Affairs has undergone major transitions over the past three years,
with a turnover of roughly one-third of the leadership staff that has included the vice
president. After eight months of interim leadership in 2005 and 2006, the current vice
president arrived and has begun an evaluation and restructuring of the entire division,
designed to provide better services and opportunities for students. Our goal is to realize
measurable impacts on enrollment and student satisfaction.

The entire division participated in the development of the new Student Affairs mission
statement:

Student Affairs advocates for student success. We provide resources and
individualized service, supporting education and personal development in
diverse environments.

The mission statement, vision, organizational structure, and current initiatives are
detailed on the Student Affairs Web site.

The adequacy of services currently provided to students varies by department, but
assessment and subsequent implementation of data-driven changes is underway.

Our assessment is grounded in the responses to the 2005 and 2006 National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE), the 2006 National College Health Assessment, the
Cooperative Institutional Research Project first-year student attitudes/attributes study
(2005), the Higher Education Research Institute faculty survey (2006), and five-year
institutional retention/demographic data. This analysis, coupled with consideration of
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best practices chronicled in NSSE’s Project DEEP (Documenting Effective Educational
Practice) and SOU’s participation in the Policy Center for the First Year of College’s
“Foundations of Excellence” self-study (in progress), form the foundation of plans to
positively impact enrollment trends, student engagement, and persistence to graduation.
In addition to the instruments identified above, satisfaction surveys, use analyses,
workload shifts, reduction in delivery costs of services, and perception changes will also
be used as measures of intended outcomes. Also under consideration is the use of the
newly developed “Profile of the American College Student” assessment tool, which will
give us a descriptive, more complete portrait of our students and the impact of their
interactions with the university.

An example of changes based on assessment of data is the recently implemented first-
year academic advising program, developed to strengthen student connections with the
university during the first year. This change is based on (a) the NSSE survey self-reports
of student satisfaction with first-year advising and (b) university retention data regarding
first-year students. Another example of changes currently underway is the development
of an Enrollment Services Center (ESC). Incorporating the Registrar’s Office, student
account functions of Business Services, and the Financial Aid Office, the center will be
located in Britt Hall in the space currently occupied by the Registrar’s Office. At the
ESC, staff will meet the expectations of today’s students for convenience, quick service,
and easy access by providing fully integrated academic support services.

The ESC complements the development of a Web portal, which will provide the same
conveniences to students via technology. In addition, we are achieving roughly $320,000
of budgetary savings through this reorganization, which includes elimination of several
positions, reconfiguration of other positions, and extensive cross-training of staff. The
ESC will be led by the dean of Enroliment Management, a position created by
consolidating the current director of Financial Aid and registrar positions—achieving a
savings of roughly $80,000. The Enrollment Services Center will open in summer 2007.
In the meantime, the staff of the ESC are now meeting to identify and implement
potential efficiencies, individual position responsibilities, training needs, and logistical
and technology issues.

Student Affairs has had an uneven completion of annual performance reviews over the
past number of years. However, beginning with the 2006—2007 academic year, every
director receives an annual review that is conducted after the completion of all
unclassified annual reviews within his or her area. Additionally, reviews are based upon
assessment of personal/area goal attainment for the previous year and serve as the
foundation of goal development for the coming year. Classified staff reviews occur
annually based on employee hire date.

Student Affairs’ policies and practices are grounded in data, theory, and research, with
attention paid to CAS standards (from the Council for the Advancement of Standards in
Higher Education). Included are policies and procedures for housing, conduct, student
activities, resource centers, health center, advising, athletics, and other areas. All policies
and program decisions are created with student development and student support in mind.
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They demonstrate our commitment to supporting students’ academic progress to
graduation as well as personal development—self-awareness, responsibility for one’s
actions and well-being, ethical decision-making, leadership skills, and understanding and
appreciation of those different than oneself.

Areas within Student Affairs that specifically focus on student development collaborate,
communicate, and ensure they are operating under the same philosophy and in
coordination. All of the various departments work to support the institution’s and Student
Affairs’ mission, values, and goals. Approval of departmental plans is contingent upon
demonstration that their goals are supportive of and help achieve central values and goals.

Staffing within Student Affairs is thin but adequate. Physical space is generally very
good, highlighted by a recent remodel of the student union, which houses the Office of
Student Affairs, Office of Student Activities and Leadership, four student resource
centers, Office of International Programs, SOU Bookstore, Advising, Disability Services
for Students, several food service operations, and student government and student
organization offices and meeting spaces. Budgets are very tight, but financial decisions
within the division are based upon priorities that best promote student success.

A five-year planning exercise is currently underway in Student Affairs. The result, due in
spring 2007, will be an integrated Student Affairs plan that outlines departmental and
division priorities that are in concert with our mission, supported by our data, and
assessed in an ongoing fashion.

General Responsibilities

Student Governance

Students sit on the majority of campus committees and groups. These include the SOU
Faculty Senate, the University Planning Council, all program advisory councils, and
search committees. Additionally, students participated on committees for the
accreditation process. The Associated Students of Southern Oregon University (ASSOU)
student government acts as a clearinghouse for appointments to committees. Faculty act
in an advisory capacity for student government and many student organizations.
Additionally, faculty sit on the Student Fee Committee, the group charged with
determining and allocating student incidental fee monies. The Faculty Senate is consulted
for major changes to student-related policies.

Policy

The Student Planner and Handbook, available both online and in printed format for every
student and faculty member, outlines the student code of conduct and institutional
policies. For fall 2007, the code will be revised for clarity and readability regarding the
procedures of the student conduct system.
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The dean of students oversees policy enforcement and the conduct system. The dean has
taken on primary responsibility for resolving individual cases of alleged misconduct,
which consumes large amounts of time and results in delays in resolution of issues. A
student conduct coordinator is being hired to take on the daily work of administering an
effective conduct system. This will enable the dean to better oversee the entire system
and more fully integrate the student conduct process into the larger student support
framework. Disabled Student Services and Success at Southern publish criteria for
student accommodation in writing and on the Web. The ACCESS Center publishes
advising rights and responsibilities on academic advising sheets that are reviewed with
each new student. Campus accessibility issues are reviewed on an ongoing basis as a joint
endeavor on the part of the dean of Student Affairs and the SOU Facilities Management
and Planning director.

The Campus Public Safety (CPS) Office provides for the safety and security of students,
staff, and visitors to the campus through crime prevention efforts, crime/accident
investigations, and emergency response efforts.

Crime prevention. Information concerning safety on campus is published in a brochure
each year and distributed to each student and staff member; it is also available on the CPS
Web site. The brochure includes contact information; a description of CPS’ duties and
training; university policies regarding drugs, alcohol, and weapons; information about
sexual assault prevention and campus policies regarding sexual assault; and three years of
crime statistics for the campus.

The Campus Public Safety Office works with the Office of Student Affairs to issue
timely warnings or safety alerts when there is a serious or continuing threat to students
and employees. Through our partnership with the Ashland Police Department, we are
also informed of crimes in the larger community that may require a timely warning. As
part of an ongoing lighting improvement program, CPS organizes campus administrators,
staff, and student representatives to walk through campus after dark to evaluate lighting.
CPS offers escorts at any time of day for students or staff from point to point on the
university campus. Additionally, emergency phones are located in sixteen strategic
locations around campus. These phones are highly visible and illuminated with blue
lights; emergency phone numbers are posted at the phone locations.

One of the CPS co-directors participates with a variety of campus groups that address
crime prevention. Each week there is a security meeting with Student Affairs, Housing,
CPS, and the Ashland Police Department (APD). Cases involving violations of the law
and university policies that occur both on and off campus are reviewed. This information
sharing allows review of crime trends and addresses problems across jurisdictions. CPS
also has a representative on the Prevention of Sexual Assault Committee (POSAC) that
has recently drafted a review of all the university procedures for reporting sexual assaults.
For the first time CPS, APD, housing staff, Student Affairs, the Student Health and
Wellness Center, the Women’s Resource Center, and other advocacy groups have
participated in joint training regarding the prevention of sexual assault.
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CPS works with the Housing Office and APD to encourage students to register their
bikes. CPS officers conduct a free bike registration during safety week in the residence
halls; the City of Ashland waives its $2 fee for this effort. CPS also provides forms so
that students may record and save serial numbers of items that are vulnerable to theft or
loss. While patrolling campus buildings, officers post a theft alert when a doorway or
item is found unsecured. This theft alert is designed to educate students and staff so the
problem can be corrected.

Investigation of crimes and accidents. The university has a close partnership with the
Ashland Police Department and other local emergency services. Reported crime on
campus is investigated primarily by the Ashland Police Department with the assistance of
CPS officers. Some minor crimes and violations of state law are investigated by CPS
officers who can cite offenders into Ashland Municipal Court. Information on criminal
investigations is shared between departments within the limits of existing laws. Accidents
involving vehicles and equipment and injuries to students, staff, and visitors are
investigated by CPS officers. The investigations are shared with State of Oregon risk
management and safety staff so that corrective action may be taken if warranted.

A critical element in conducting effective investigations is officer training. Campus
Public Safety Officers attend a five-week academy certified by the Oregon Department of
Public Safety Standards and Training. Officers are then commissioned by the university.
In addition to the academy, the Campus Public Safety Department conducts monthly
training that covers areas such as criminal investigations, response to sexual assaults,
approaching persons with a mental illness, and other topics.

Emergency response. Emergency calls for service on campus go through the 911 dispatch
center. CPS contracts with the dispatch center and shares a radio frequency with the
APD. Officers are trained to respond to emergencies on campus. The training includes
CPR, first aid, and automatic electronic defibrillator (AED) training. Officers carry a first
aid kit and an AED in their patrol vehicles. There is close coordination with the Ashland
Fire and Rescue Department when there is a medical emergency or alarm on campus.
Officers are also trained to defend themselves or others should the need arise. CPS is a
key element of crisis or disaster planning and response on campus. CPS staff members
participate in citywide and countywide disaster drills and meetings and are working with
other partners to update disaster plans.

Characteristics/Needs

Given median SAT scores, percentage of applicants admitted, and first- to second-year
retention rates, SOU should be expected to compare much more favorably to comparator
institutions for six-year graduation rates than it does. SOU’s six-year graduation rates
(first-time, entering freshman cohort only) for both 2003 and 2004 (just under 35 percent)
fall 10-15 percentage points below the majority of comparator institutions identified by
the Education Trust. This information, in conjunction with enrollment predictions for
SOU, would suggest that an achievable institutional goal would be a six-year graduation
rate for first-time freshman approaching 50 percent within the next seven or eight years.
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In order for this goal to be achieved, retention throughout the undergraduate classes
would need to be improved. Initially, the primary area of focus should be the first year of
college. SOU loses roughly one-third of all entering freshmen by the end of the first
year—with 10-13 percent of the entering class not returning after one term. Similar
comparisons to those outlined above show that SOU is performing five to ten percentage
points below many comparator institutions. It is not unreasonable to suggest that SOU
could, with the implementation of aggressive retention initiatives, increase first- to
second-year retention to 75 percent within four to five years. This, along with
corresponding increases in retention from the sophomore to junior years, would provide
the backbone for the suggested increases in graduation rates.

Collected and analyzed data also clearly show that students have a generally positive
response to academic work in the classroom but do not fully understand the value of that
work in context nor feel that the university adequately supports their needs. First-year
students reported that their courses emphasized synthesizing ideas and making judgments
about the value of information at higher rates than their peers at comparator institutions.
Additionally, first-year students reported that they wrote more than ten papers or reports
of fewer than five pages, made a class presentation, and discussed grades or assignments
with an instructor at higher rates than their peers (NSSE, 2006). However, these students
also reported at a significantly lower rate a feeling that the institution supports their
academic success, provides adequate and helpful administrative services, and encourages
service work in the community.

Additional NSSE data (2005) identify what drives satisfaction among students who have
persisted at SOU. Clearly shown is the central role that meaningful interactions with
faculty, advisors, and others play in student success:
» “talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor”
o “guality of relationships with faculty members”
» “worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework (committees,
research, student life activities, etc.)”
» “worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor’s standards or
expectations”

As outlined in NSSE’s Project DEEP, there are key characteristics and choices
demonstrated by high-achieving institutions that have a positive impact on student
enrollment, engagement, and persistence. Twelve key characteristics are identified for
focus based on Southern Oregon University’s NSSE and demographic data:

put someone in charge

develop a shared understanding of institutional mission and philosophy

cultivate an ethic of continuous improvement

strategically invest in student learning

front load resources to enhance student learning

tighten the philosophical and operational linkages between Academic Affairs and
Student Affairs

SoukrwdE
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7.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

teach students through the recruitment and admission process how to take control
of their own learning

teach new students what it takes to succeed

implement and maintain a comprehensive set of safety nets and early warning
systems

create and maintain partnerships for learning

alter structures to encourage cross-functional activities focused on student success
use technology to tie elements together

Major initiatives within this framework are already in development or in place. These
initiatives can be tied directly to the twelve points above and include, but are not limited
to, the following:

introduction of student-focused institutional Web site (fall 2006)

revamp of recruitment and marketing materials (fall 2006)

reinvention of prospective student yield events, summer registration activities,
and new-student orientation to ensure coherence, integration, and measurable
learning outcomes (spring 2006-present)

location change and remodel of the Admissions Office for greater visibility and
accessibility (spring-summer 2007)

development of a student support network and Web-based early warning system
to coordinate interventions with students experiencing difficulty (ongoing)
reorganization and remodel of the Student Health and Wellness Center to include
expanded and integrated counseling services and more efficient, effective patient
care (spring 2006-summer 2007)

creation of assistive technology coordinator position within existing budget
dollars to support major advancements in technology for students with disabilities
(spring 2006)

creation of first-year advising coordinator position, success of which will be
measured by improving first-year to second-year retention (fall 2006)
participation in the Policy Center for the First Year of College’s “Foundations of
Excellence” self-study (fall 2006-spring 2007)

reinvention of student planner and handbook focused on academic planning,
academic resources, and proven success strategies (fall 2006)

development of an integrated, community-based learning/civic engagement
curriculum/co-curriculum, including the Learn and Serve Grant-funded
Community Based Learning director and VISTA Americorp-funded Civic
Engagement coordinator (ongoing)

development of a one-stop Enrollment Services Center (ESC), physically co-
locating under one reporting authority the student accounting functions from
Business Services, the Office of Admissions, Financial Aid Office, and
Registration and Records (summer 2007)

creation of a position within existing budget dollars focused on enroliment
analysis (spring 2007)

revision of the director of Admissions position description (spring 2007)
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» increased utilization of technology to streamline financial aid application and
review, registration, and other enrollment services functions (ongoing)
» implementation of Luminis portal technology (fall 2007)

With regard to students with disabilities, students and parents receive written and oral
communication regarding disabilities services and federally funded support services:

° preview visit days

° registration days during summer registration

° appointments available throughout the year and on registration days to
discuss services

° SOU participation in an annual regional event to describe services

available to prospective students and parents

Students receive information about documentation required to receive disabilities
accommaodation/to receive support services through the federally funded TRIO program,
Success at Southern.

° Web-based information
° written information
° meetings with DSS and Success at Southern staff

Documentation is received and reviewed prior to accommodation. SOU has set standards
based on CAS standards and guidelines. Equal access to academic and campus
community programs and services are provided to all qualified students.

Programs, services, and facilities are reviewed on an ongoing basis:

» facilities reviewed for accessibility for students in wheelchairs, vision
impairment, or with limited hand mobility (January 2005)

e campus accessibility to computer programming reviewed (January 2005)

» additional software accessibility programs provided (through a grant) to all
campus computers (2005)

» scanner to provide in-house alternative texts purchased (2005); for qualified
students can format on CD Readings for the Blind and Dyslexic, alternative
formatted texts previously unavailable through the SOU Bookstore, and works
from various publishers (funded by Information Technology Services at SOU)

 brailling machine purchased to provide in-house translation of texts (2006) (funds
provided by funding from Facilities Management and Planning at SOU)

» Alpha Smart computing systems purchased to provide note-taking capability to
students in class; used by student note-takers and downloaded and emailed to
qualified students (funds provided by Facilities Management and Planning)

* ongoing training provided for campus community and regional campus partners
(i.e., Rogue Community College) provided by DSS staff and online Webinars
sponsored by the ACCESS Center

 assistive technology specialist for campus community hired (2006)
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SOU provides advocacy for students within the campus community:
» DSS assists communication between students and faculty regarding services
through email, appointments, and review of services to meet student needs.
» Concerns in academic areas are reviewed by DSS, the vice president for Student
Affairs, the associate provost, and faculty jointly.

Human resources in DSS have been developed to provide appropriate services:

* new DSS director hired in 2006

* new assistive technology specialist hired in 2006

» graduate assistant hired in 2006

 staff to assist in test accommodation, note-taking services, and other
accommodations hired in 2006

» one-year growth from 1.5 FTE professional staff to current staffing level of 3.5
FTE.

Funding and coordination of campus resources have been adjusted:

» The ACCESS Center has reallocated $25,000 to support DSS services. In 2005,
DSS services and supplies totaled $5,000. In the 2005-2006 academic year,
ACCESS Center director rerouted funding to build the DSS budget to $30,000
annually.

» Information Technology (IT) Services has provided (beginning in 2005) an annual
budget of $15,000 to provide IT services to students with disabilities.

» Facilities Management and Planning has provided additional funding (about
$14,000 during the 2005-2006 academic year) for hardware needed in disabilities
services.

Academic Credit and Records

Criteria

The criteria for evaluating student learning and awarding of credit are determined by the
SOU faculty. SOU utilizes the Sungard SCT Banner Student Information System
software package (Banner SIS). The package is well designed and SOU has made
appropriate modifications to the software to enhance its value for SOU. Banner SIS has
been used since the fall of 1990; there is great satisfaction with its capabilities and the
services provided to students, faculty, and staff. More specifically, the process used by
students to register for classes is both efficient and effective. There are adequate
safeguards to enforce academic policies, e.g., prerequisite checking, student-level
restrictions, drop dates and withdrawal dates. Students may access their personal records
via the Web, as well as register for classes, pay on their student accounts, and receive
their grades.

Criteria for the evaluation of summative (graduation) student performance and
achievement are set by the department offering the major. Each department designs its
capstone requirements to align with the curriculum requirements of the major. The
evaluation of students’ general education proficiency is currently being designed

78



collaboratively by the University Studies Curriculum committee, the University
Assessment Committee, and each department or program.

Credit

The Office of Admissions processes all incoming transcripts for transfer students and
accepts only transcripts for evaluation from accredited institutions. Credit is given only
for those courses that qualify as college-level courses and for which the student received
a passing grade. The academic advisors in the ACCESS Center evaluate transfer courses
for applicability towards SOU degree requirements, such as general education. Transfer
courses related to a major are referred to the appropriate academic department. When a
student applies for graduation, the Registrar’s Office evaluates coursework, including
transfer courses, for overall degree requirements. Nondegree courses are offered by
SOU’s Extended Campus Programs division. SOU transcripts do not contain any
references to nondegree credit. The only documentation issued by SOU related to
nondegree credit is a certificate of completion.

ACCESS Center advisors participate in campus wide committees regarding curriculum,
general education, Faculty Senate, academic policies, and academic standards in order to
understand and apply appropriate standards when reviewing student transfer credit and
veterans’ prior credit. All ACCESS Center advisors, both professional and graduate
assistants, train to provide consistent and accurate evaluation of credits based on
standardized criteria. Criteria and standards are reviewed on an ongoing basis by the
Curriculum Facilitation Team led by the associate provost. Questions regarding
appropriate review of transfer work are referred to the department chairs and school
deans as needed.

Security

All doors for the Registrar’s Office and Admissions Office are lockable, and there are no
operable windows. The security system is set each night, and there is a fire/smoke
detection/suppression system.

All permanent student records from pre-Banner student information system days are
backed up on microfiche and on CD. All pre-1970 paper files are stored in a safe,
professional, off-site document storage facility. All Banner SIS records are included in
nightly database backups at the Oregon University System center in Corvallis, Oregon.

Student Services

Policy

Admissions has a clearly developed and articulated mission statement and values that are
understood and enacted (Exhibit 3-25). The Office of Admissions is adequately but not
optimally housed, equipped, staffed, and administered. Development of the planned
Enrollment Services Center should address some of the current plant and staffing issues.
Admissions requirements are published in the catalog and on the Web. Requirement
policies are developed through a holistic campus governance process that includes
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Faculty Senate and various committee input. The Oregon University System also
develops several admissions-related policies that are enacted on campus.

The university’s academic standards policy is clearly defined in the university catalog
and in the student handbook. If a student’s SOU GPA falls below 2.0, the student is
placed on academic probation and receives a written notification. Such students must
obtain midterm progress reports the following term and review those reports with their
advisors. If a student’s SOU GPA remains below 2.0 for a second consecutive term, the
student is academically suspended for one year, unless the term GPA for that second
consecutive term is 2.25 or greater in which case the student will remain on academic
probation. Suspended students may appeal to be readmitted earlier than one year. The
requirements to complete a degree at SOU and the requirements to satisfy specific majors
at SOU are detailed and presented in the university catalog. In addition, each academic
department has its own Web pages where major requirements are also presented.
Exceptions to graduation standards are referred by ACCESS Center advisors to
department chairs or school deans for review.

All new students must take a math placement exam to determine their level of proficiency
and to determine the appropriate starting math class. The same is true for students
needing to take foreign language classes; they must first take a placement exam
appropriate for the language in which they intend to enroll. Currently, this applies only to
French and Spanish. Also, SOU utilizes prerequisite checking in the Banner SIS
registration system. This ensures that students have satisfied all prerequisites for any
course in which they attempt to enroll.

Resources are allocated to support enrolled students from underrepresented populations.
This manifests itself most notably in the Multicultural Resource Center, Queer Resource
Center, Women’s Resource Center, and Nontraditional/Commuter Resource Center. Each
center is led by a full-time coordinator, occupies dedicated space within the Stevenson
Union, and provides resources, support, education, and training on issues related to these
populations and their needs.

In spring 2006, the Campus Climate Survey was administered (Exhibit 3-37). Data
obtained provide a baseline from which the university is constructing a five-year diversity
plan of action. The campus community is being engaged in a discussion about its
relationship to openness, acceptance, and celebration of difference. An action plan that
touches all areas of campus—recruitment and retention of students, recruitment and
employment of faculty and staff, multicultural competence of campus community
members, and cultural celebrations—is now being implemented. SOU’s commitment to
diversity is also referenced in the “Diversity” section of Standard Nine.

Campus policies relating to sexual harassment, sexual assault, and discrimination outline
expectations of students, including the responsibilities and the rights afforded them.
Student Right-to-Know information is contained on the SOU Student Affairs Web site
and in the SOU Student Handbook.
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Financial Aid

The Financial Aid Office manages all of the financial resources available to students in a
manner consistent with federal, state, and institutional policies and regulations. The focus
is on providing financial assistance to as many students as possible, helping them to gain
access to college and to stay throughout their educational program. SOU participates in
the Department of Education's Quality Assurance Program, which maintains a high level
of accountability of funds and practices. Information regarding categories of financial
assistance is available on the financial aid Web site, the SOU Foundation Web site, in the
publication "Financial Aid Facts," and in other seasonal publications, PowerPoint
presentations, financial aid education events, and other media/events. Admissions Office
staff have financial aid information with them at all recruitment events. Loan exit
counseling sessions are held for all graduating seniors, and exit counseling publications
are provided as well. The institutional default rate is monitored regularly by the director
of Financial Aid. For 2005-2006 the default rate was 2.2 percent.

Advising

Preview events, summer registration, and new-student orientation have been reinvented
during 2006-2007. Our data (NSSE 2005, 2006) clearly show that student satisfaction is
tied closely to quality interactions with faculty. Additionally, best practice suggests that
to ensure student success we must “[t]Jeach students through the recruitment and
admission process how to take control of their own learning™” (Chickering, A. W, & Kuh,
G. D. [2005]. “Promoting Student Success: Creating Conditions So Every Student Can
Learn.” [Occasional Paper No. 3]. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Center for
Postsecondary Research.).

Accordingly, preview events are now structured to focus on the academic nature of the
SOU experience, intellectual engagement, and what students can expect should they
choose SOU. This is accomplished by maximizing student-faculty contact, more
explicitly stating expectations of faculty for enrolled students, putting students (and
parents) in a classroom setting with faculty, and providing access to all academic
programs.

Summer registration is currently being redesigned to build upon students’ preview
experiences and to lead them to an enhanced fall orientation. Specific learning outcomes
have been developed so that when students leave Raider Registration, they will be able to

1. articulate the value of a liberal education at SOU;

2. navigate the learning environment (includes one-on-one advising, proficiency
assessment, and course selection based on planning beyond the first term);

3. navigate the living environment (includes making thoughtful choices about
housing, finances, wellness, personal management, and other success-related
areas by understanding options and resources);

4. use technology, resources, and tools necessary for academic success (includes
self-registration online, activating and accessing the SOU student email account,
accessing and understanding personal financial aid information via the Internet,
and learning how to activate and use the Higher One card and system); and
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5. articulate needs for fall term (includes recognizing remaining fears/anxieties,
deficiencies, and plans to address them).

New-student orientation focuses on three major areas:

1. intellectual engagement—Reinforce preview and registration events, students are
asked to focus first on their academic pursuits. For example, a faculty member
delivers an opening talk on a topic of academic substance (the topic for fall 2006
was seeing the world and current events from a different perspective), which is
followed by a University Seminar cohort discussion of the topic.

2. civic engagement—Invite participation of all new first-year and transfer students
in a day of civic engagement where they learn about regional issues and work
with one of twenty community agencies. These range from hunger/homelessness
to environmental impact and are intended to build connection with the community
and its needs, offer a context for what students will learn in the classroom, and
develop a culture of continued service.

3. integration into the campus and its culture—Provide exposure to student groups,
opportunities to come together with faculty and staff around food, discussion, and
celebration of the diversity of backgrounds, beliefs, and cultures that make up the
SOU community, and time to take care of logistical needs (e.g., books,
registration issues, financial aid questions) prepare students for their first term at
SOuU.

Additionally, first-time students at SOU are required to meet with an academic advisor to
review requirements, transfer credits, and a plan of action for registration and graduation.
Students are encouraged to establish advising relationships with departmental advisors
during the first term on campus. Students in the University Seminar are assigned the
seminar instructor as their first-year advisor. Student, advisor name, and shared
responsibilities are published on the University Studies guides used by academic advisors
and given to each entering student.

The Career Development Services department provides outreach and career-related
services to students and alumni. The annual career networking fair, workshops,
individualized career counseling, and Web-based resources are highlights of these
services. Contact with prospective employers is maintained through participation in local
committees and community boards. Membership in Mountain Pacific Association of
Colleges and Employers and National Association of Colleges and Employers facilitates
continuous contact and collaboration. Currently, the staff consists of one director and one
.5 FTE career counselor. The adequacy of staffing numbers continues to be assessed and
plans for expansion are being developed. The director holds a master’s degree in
counseling education with nine years of experience in higher education, six of which are
in career development.

Interview facilities are adequate; the office will be moved from the lower level of the
Stevenson Union to the upper level within the next year. This move will co-locate Career
Development Services with Community-Based Learning, Civic Engagement programs,
and Student Activities and Leadership, which will allow for a stronger integration of
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academic work, community service, internships, and leadership development. The result
will be career planning that is more thoughtful and better positions SOU graduates to
achieve the goals on their career paths.

Services

The SOU Bookstore is true to its mission, which includes being professionally managed
using sound methods of financial planning, inventory management, and expense control.
The Oregon University System periodically conducts audits of the bookstore. During the
2005-2006 fiscal year, an OUS auditor reviewed cash handling procedures. Policies are
reviewed and voted on by the Bookstore Advisory Committee. This committee is
comprised of classified staff, faculty, administrators, and students.

The SOU Bookstore has consistently returned all profits to the university. For the 2005—
2006 fiscal year, the university assessed the bookstore 7.75 percent of all income. The
store is also the hub for all donation requests. SOU receives approximately 200 requests
for donations of SOU emblematic items each year. The staff supports and participates in
recruiting and retention activities throughout the campus.

The stock of required textbooks is adequate and complete. This is reflected in the 2004—
2005 Independent College Bookstore Association (ICBA) Operating Survey which ranks
the SOU Bookstore number 17 out of 68 university bookstores in the country for
textbook sales per FTE student. The bookstore provides a high percentage of used books
to students. The survey ranks the SOU Bookstore number 7 out of 68 stores for the high
number of used textbooks as a percent of total textbook sales. There is a wide selection of
general reading books, reference books, and study aids. The survey ranks the general
book department number 28 out of 68 university bookstores as a percent of total store
sales.

In 2002, as a response to students concerns about rising textbook prices, the bookstore
created the SOU Bookstore-Library Textbook Share Program. Each term the bookstore
purchases a copy of every required undergraduate textbook that retails for $100 or more
and, with cooperation from the library, places it on library reserve for students to check
out. This joint venture has been very successful in providing some economic relief to
those students who cannot afford the higher-priced textbooks required for their classes.
During fall term 2006, 85 books on reserve in this program were checked out 1,199
times.

In addition to providing essential course materials, the bookstore contributes to the
intellectual climate of the community through sales, events, and cultural displays that
promote diversity. The SOU Bookstore sponsors an annual faculty author’s reception to
honor and promote our faculty publications. Students who find employment opportunities
at the bookstore are provided with real life work experience that complements their
academic studies.

The Student Health and Wellness Center (SWHC) provides comprehensive care,
including mental health care, to both the residential and commuter the student population.
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The SHWC has ongoing and extensive efforts on diversity training, mental health
services, sexual assault prevention, general health education outreach, alcohol and other
drug education/risk reduction/prevention, student insurance, emergency preparedness
(including emergent disease/pandemics), and professional development. The SHWC led
the institution’s participation in the American College Health Association’s National
College Health Assessment. Data collected are being analyzed for use in addressing the
areas listed above.

The administration and coordination of health, mental health, and health education
services is provided through the director of the SHWC. Internal and external to the
center, the director provides inclusive leadership. Input is routinely solicited through
close proximity and daily contact with health care providers and through a formal
meeting schedule. Relationships between the director and other student support service
directors and coordinators on campus are active and strong. All SHWC staff members are
informed of the student services available on campus and are encouraged to develop
interdepartmental relationships to enhance care. Directors and coordinators of student
support departments are invited to attend SHWC meetings to facilitate training,
relationships, and referrals.

The SHWC is accredited by the Accreditation Association of Ambulatory Health Care
(AAAHC). Itis one of only two public university health clinics so accredited in the state
of Oregon. Accreditation standards for clinical and administrative services are adhered to,
providing operational direction consistent with the highest standards in ambulatory health
care centers across the nation. Organizational characteristics determined to be essential to
high-quality patient care relate to areas such as patient rights, quality of care, quality of
management and improvement, clinical records, environmental safety, governance,
administration, and professional development. More information on standards can be
found at the AAAHC Web site. A quality improvement team meets regularly to ensure
continued adherence to accreditation standards. The most recent re-accreditation was
completed in 2004, and the SHWC was granted a three-year approval.

All incoming students are required to complete a comprehensive health and disability
report form; the SHWC staff then work with students to develop care plans, as necessary,
that will assist them in reaching their educational objectives. The SHWC provides
primary medical care on an outpatient basis. Some small surgical procedures are provided
within the facility. Those students with needs beyond the scope of practice at the SHWC
are referred to local providers; hospitalizations are occasionally facilitated through
providers. The medical director regularly attends meetings at the local hospital to
facilitate relationships and ease of care coordination.

The SHWC provides a wide array of services, including primary medical care,

laboratory, pharmaceuticals, mental health care, and health education. The professional
staff is composed of physicians, family nurse practitioners, a psychiatric nurse
practitioner, nurses, a laboratory technologist, a health educator, a social worker, licensed
professional counselors, a transcriptionist, and medical office specialists. The SHWC also
contracts with a consulting pharmacist and psychiatrist for case consultation.

84



Counseling services include the availability of three licensed professional mental health
counselors throughout the academic year, with one counselor available throughout the
summer and other times when classes are not in session. In addition, graduate interns are
placed in the counseling center from the Master in Psychology program and supervised
by the licensed counselors. A psychiatric nurse practitioner intern works under the
supervision of the psychiatric nurse practitioner.

Student input is highly valued at the SHWC and is solicited routinely to assist in the
development of health education programs and outreach, as well as the day-to-day
administrative operations of the clinic. Active student participation through peer
education programs, student internships, and student workers is recognized as essential in
the provision of services. Students seen at the SHWC are instructed about the “Inform
Us” form, which provides an easy avenue for feedback. Feedback is also available
through the SHWC Web page. A student satisfaction survey is implemented every other
year. Striving to move educational programming and services towards outcome- and
evidence-based models, the SHWC has implemented the American College Health
Association’s National College Health Assessment survey (spring 2006). The results are
beginning to provide baseline information on student health and related behaviors that
will support outcome-based programming at the population level. Using the satisfaction
survey results from 2003, a trial triage program was implemented. This was in response
to dissatisfaction from students regarding wait time for those with appointments delayed
by the needs of more urgent walk-in patients. The triage system has been effective in the
center’s ability to respond in a timely manner to students assessed as needing same-day
services without delaying students with appointments. Students seen at the SHWC are
provided documentation outlining eligibility, availability, confidentiality, patient rights
and responsibilities, health tips, and an informed consent form. The informed consent
copy is placed in the student chart and the remaining document is sent with the student.
Student rights and responsibilities can also be found on the SHWC Web page.

Consultation and communication with the faculty occurs throughout each academic year.
Faculty members are represented on the Wellness and Prevention Committee and on the
Suicide Prevention Task Force. SHWC staff members are available to faculty as guest
speakers in classes.

The SHWC strongly advocates for staff development in order to ensure that medical and
mental health providers stay abreast of current standards of care within the medical and
mental health fields. Though resources are limited, individuals are allotted allowances
each year for educational opportunities related to their roles within the SHWC. Clinical
educational in-services occur on a routine schedule throughout each year.

The SHWC building was originally built in 1962 as a combined inpatient/outpatient unit.
The building has undergone several remodels in order to enhance services to students. A
remodel is planned for summer 2007 that will result in the relocation of all counseling
staff to the SHWC and facilitation of current best-practice, medical-model care for
students. The building has approximately 3,000 square feet dedicated to clinical and
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educational services. It houses a laboratory, physician’s drug room, exam rooms,
counseling, educational, and administrative offices.

Residential Education and Services has recently revised its mission statement and core
values in an effort to actively complement the university’s instructional programs:

Residential Education and Services is a self-supporting organization that is
committed to helping students succeed through opportunities, leadership, and
development, within a challenging and supportive living/learning community.

The core values of Residential Education and Services include the following:

« facilities—provide safe, clean, and well-maintained residential communities

» community—create a welcoming and inclusive environment where individuals

are accountable, valued, and accepted

» food services—provide a creative, flexible, nutritious, and collegial dining

experience that is responsive and convenient to the campus community

* education—create an out-of-the-classroom educational experience that enhances

learning for all ages; provide living/learning and employment opportunities

through fostering living/learning partnerships in meaningful ways

« safety—address all life safety issues within the residence halls and in family
housing. These issues include fire alarms, exit lights, charged fire
extinguishers, stairwells clear of debris. All buildings have locking mechanisms
for limited access. Cascade, which is open during the day for cafeteria patrons,
is secure in the evening after operations have closed down. All rooms are
equipped with peepholes and key locks on their doors. Reports are regularly
maintained about criminal activity on campus in cooperation with Campus
Public Safety. Exterior lights are routinely checked for safe campus grounds
near the halls. Various ADA-related retrofitting has occurred as needed.

A quality-of-life survey was administered in spring of 2006 and informed us that 59.12
percent of respondents took responsibility for security in their residence halls. Also
reported was that 64 percent of respondents were satisfied with the security measures
taken in the residence halls compared to the 7.2 percent who disagreed or strongly
disagreed. This same survey reported 45.81 percent felt the department provided
adequate fire safety programming drills. When asked if the residence halls were a safe,
clean, and secure place to live, 62.74 percent responded in agreement, compared to 12.24
percent who expressed disagreement. All crimes and incidents are compiled and
incorporated within the Campus Public Safety Right-to-Know information that is
published out of that office.

SOU residence halls were built with numerous entrances and exits. Very few of the fire
exits are equipped with mechanisms to alert staff that they are propped. In Greensprings
complex, Susanne Holmes Hall, and Madrone Hall, all of the entrances and exits are
locked twenty-four hours a day. In the Cascade Complex, however, two main entrances
are open for the duration of the food service operation.
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Cleaning of the residence halls is maintained by a contracted vendor, Qualified
Rehabilitation Facilities. The contract outlines specifications and cleaning frequencies;
the specifications are written to meet appropriate cleanliness standards. The department
struggles to hold the contactor accountable for poor service. The company experiences a
great deal of turnover, and pays perceived low wages. The institution sees several
management issues that are of concern; however, there is a lack of competition because
of the amount of square footage the contractor is expected to maintain. The quality-of-
life survey reported 72.5 percent of residents believed the custodial staff in their building
does an adequate job of cleaning public areas. Sixty-four percent agreed that the
cleanliness of bathrooms and restrooms in their halls was satisfactory; 12.19 percent
disagreed. When asked about the cleanliness of the residence halls on the weekend, 68.71
percent agreed it was satisfactory, while 11.78 percent disagreed. The survey posed a
question about student satisfaction with the condition of their room at check-in: 65.86
percent were satisfied, 20.67 percent were neutral, and 13.45 percent were dissatisfied.

The residence halls, except for Madrone built in 2005, are all over forty years old. They
are the standard double occupancy, community bathroom designs. The department has
kept up on routine carpet repair, painting and upholstery; however, the internal systems
such as plumbing, ventilation, electricity, are outdated and in need of repair. A five-year
repair/replacement plan is currently in development. Family Housing Old Mill Village is
over fifteen years of age and is still meeting the needs of the students who reside there,
according to the apartment housing benchmark survey. Occupancy of family housing is at
100 percent and more units, if built, would be occupied. A housing master plan was
initiated in 2004-2005 to explore the options associated with limited bonding authority
and the needs of the residence hall student population. The master plan was put on hold
until an energy lifecycle analysis can be completed and new key stakeholders can assume
their new administrative positions. Currently there are significantly more beds available
on campus than are in current demand. While this has allowed the department to develop
an expansive conference enterprise capitalizing on the local interests like the Oregon
Shakespeare Festival, conference programs do not generate the necessary revenue to
improve facilities and the overall student experience. Occupancy is a major issue that is
now being addressed.

Student staff members receive extensive training in developing a community of active
learners, handling conflict, and acting as a referral resource for residents. They provide
programs in areas such as civility, fine arts, health, diversity, community engagement,
global and current issues, spiritual awareness, alcohol and drug abuse, sexual
responsibility, environmental awareness, multiculturalism, wellness awareness, and
academic initiative. Numerous opportunities throughout the year are created for faculty
and staff to interact with residential students. There have been past efforts in developing
faculty partners who would cooperate with hall staff in programming. Efforts have been
neither well coordinated nor well received. They are being reviewed currently to develop
a better model.

In recent service evaluations that were administered fall 2005, the programming efforts
from the residential life staff received an average “B” grade. Programming is available
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and reaching numerous students; however, efforts are not reaching all the students within
the community. In the recent Quality of Life Survey, 57.96 percent were aware of
programming in the halls compared to the 13.52 percent who were not. Also, only 24.27
percent were satisfied with the number of programs offered in the halls compared to 33.8
percent who were not satisfied. It is also interesting to note that 28.09 percent attended at
least two educational/cultural activities in the residence halls in fall 2006, compared to
49.03 percent who did not.

SOU has seven different food outlets scattered throughout campus, as well as a fully
functioning catering operation. The operation consists of a residence hall food court, a
student union food court, a Subway, coffee shops in the union and the library, and two
convenience stores (one in the student union and the second in a residence hall). There is
a confusing jumble of eleven different meal plans available for purchase that serve on-
campus and off-campus students, faculty, and staff. Due to the financial substructure of
these plans, dining services are not performing up to full potential. Many times the plans
are not compatible and in some cases the plans are only good at some food outlets and
not at others, and in some cases the students are being overcharged. The off-campus and
faculty/staff meal plans have not been well publicized. These issues are being addressed
for the 2007-2008 academic year.

All SOU residence hall students are required to purchase one of three meals plans. These
plans are set up on the points system, and the food is sold on an a la carte basis. The
majority of residence hall meals are served at the Cascade Food Court located in the
Cascade Complex. Residence hall students also have a variety of food choices that are
available to them at the six additional outlets across the campus. Theme meals are
planned on a monthly basis. Comment cards are available to any person wanting to make
suggestions or comment on the food or service. Responses to the comments are posted
for all to view. In winter term 2006, a service evaluation was administered. Feedback
from the participants asked for more organic items to be available and more nutrition
information posted. Food service committees made up of food service staff and students
are established annually.

The relationship of Southern Oregon University to its publications and media needs to be
more clearly defined and published. Currently, a Student Publications Advisory
Committee is in place to provide general oversight and policy-making authority for all
student publications at SOU. Student publications currently include the weekly Siskiyou
newspaper and the West Wind Review literary magazine. The advisory committee is made
up of a member of the ASSOU cabinet, four students who are not elected/appointed
members of ASSOU or on the staff of any publication, the editor-in-chief of each
publication, three faculty members, a member of the professional journalism community,
and the student publications advisor (a paid staff position). This group selects editors-in-
chief, conducts formal review hearings, and approves any new publications initiated by
students. The campus radio station, which is broadcast over the Internet only, does not
have a formal relationship beyond the relationship SOU has with its other student
organizations.
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Activities

Activities are offered for the intellectual and personal development of students. Programs
are offered by various groups on campus, including the Student Activities and Leadership
department, Residential Life, Student Health and Wellness Center, Resource Centers
(Women’s Queer, Commuter, and Multicultural), student organizations, and academic
departments. Activities offered are intended to meet the needs of students who are at
various stages of their personal and intellectual development.

A comprehensive Civic Engagement Program assists students with their development
into full participants in a democratic society. This program, formally implemented fall
2006, includes a full-time staff person in the form of an AmeriCorps VISTA member. As
students participate in the Civic Engagement Program, they are encouraged to learn about
and serve in their community through volunteer work, leadership opportunities, and
educational programs.

A significant effort is made to provide programs that appeal to different groups on
campus. Programs are offered at various times during the day and evening to meet the
needs of nontraditional, commuter, and residential students. All events are held in
accessible locations, and advertisements include appropriate accommodation information
for individuals with disabilities. Additionally, the Commuter Resource Center,
Multicultural Student Center, Queer Resource Center, and Women’s Center provide
activities that meet the needs of their specific populations. Due to lack of personnel and
unfilled positions, the impact of these programs has not been assessed in the past. During
the 2006-2007 academic year, an assessment plan has been developed and
implementation has begun.

Policies and procedures that determine the relationship of student groups with the
institution need to be clarified and reviewed. This process is happening during the 2006—
2007 academic year. Currently the relationship between student groups and Southern
Oregon University are detailed in the Student Planner and Handbook. For documentation
of activities and student organizations, see Exhibit 3-18.

Student organizations must register with the Office of Student Activities and Leadership
in order to receive the rights of student organizations. All registered organizations are
nonprofit groups comprised of currently enrolled SOU students who have organized to
fulfill a well-stated purpose and whose programs and activities are clearly related to that
purpose. Upon registration, student organizations have the right to reserve and use space
on campus, gain access to organization email accounts, use support services in planning
and scheduling activities, utilize the club accounting process, use SOU advertising
channels, procure access to funding, and participate in Inter-Club Council.

Student activities are jointly governed through the Associated Students of Southern
Oregon University, Inter-Club Council, and Southern Oregon University. The Student
Fee Committee (SFC) is responsible for determining funding for student activities. This
committee’s membership includes students, faculty, and staff members. A subcommittee
of this group advises Southern Oregon University on the policies of the Stevenson Union.

89



The Student Publications Advisory Committee charter has not been reviewed or updated
since 1995 and needs revision. This revision will occur during the 2006—2007 academic
year.

Intercollegiate Athletics

In addition to offering energy and vitality to the campus, community, and region, our
National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) adds substantially to the
character of SOU’s educational program. The coaches and administrators employed by
the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics act as advisors and mentors to roughly 300
student athletes. Many of these professionals also teach Health and Physical Education
(classroom and activity) and are involved in various committees and organizations across
campus. As a result of this close tie, extended interaction with the student athletes, and
the emphasis on mentoring, retention and graduation rates for student athletes exceed
those of the general student body.

Administrative oversight for Intercollegiate Athletics runs from head coaches through the
athletic director to the vice president for Student Affairs; the ultimate authority for the
program is the university president. Faculty oversight is provided by the faculty athletic
representative (FAR). The president has direct input and prerogative in athletic matters
germane to the mission and vision of Southern Oregon University.

The Athletics Department’s overall function is to provide co-curricular activities which
contribute to the physical, cognitive, and social experiences of the entire university
community. The Intercollegiate Athletics program complements the instructional and
other programs of the university and functions within the framework of the SOU's overall
goals. In addition to the benefits derived by the student athletes themselves,
Intercollegiate Athletics are aimed at providing spectator benefits for the university
community and the community at large while striving to be regionally and nationally
competitive. In order to successfully accomplish its overall function, Intercollegiate
Athletics must be able to employ administrators that are committed to the successful
implementation and facilitation of its strategic vision and mission.

The FAR’s role is to oversee matters pertaining to the implementation and execution of
academic policy in athletics. The FAR has access to all prescribed academic regulations
as promulgated by the NAIA.

Admission procedures for student athletes are identical to those for the general student
body. Student athletes typically benefit from the guidance of their coaches during this
process. It should be noted that although admission standards are identical, the standards
for athletic eligibility set forth by the NAIA are more stringent than those set forth by the
university.

Under the NAIA eligibility rules, student athletes, once admitted, are required to maintain
a full-time academic load (12 credit hours) during their competitive season. Those
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beyond their first/freshman year must have passed the required 36 credit hours from the
previous three terms of full-time attendance in order to be eligible to compete. In
addition, satisfactory progress toward a degree is also required as mandated by the NAIA.
If student athletes fail to comply with these regulations, they will be ineligible for
competition. An eleven-step process has been established by SOU for verifying
eligibility. The process begins with head coaches checking their athletes’ transcripts for
conformity. Coaches have help and guidance from the department’s eligibility
compliance officer. The athlete’s eligibility files are then reviewed and signed off as
eligible by the registrar, faculty athletic representative, and the athletic director. SOU
requires all freshmen, transfers, and continuing student athletes who have GPAs below a
2.5 to enroll in PE 199: Athletic Study Table.

The fiscal support for intercollegiate athletics at SOU comes from three sources: the
general fund, student fees, and self-support revenues. General fund money primarily
supports staff salaries and accounts for approximately 21 percent of the overall athletics
budget. Student fee support is allocated on a year-to-year basis, using an initial-budget-
level approach; requests may take the form of either permanent priority requests or one-
time priority requests. Self-support funding consists of revenues that are generated
through athletic-related activities: e.g., gate, sponsorships, guarantees, and concessions.
Not included here is athlete-related aid, i.e., scholarships. Approximately 76 percent of
athlete scholarship funds are generated by the athletic booster club (Raider Club, an
affiliate of the SOU Foundation), 20 percent of the support is in the form of tuition
remission, and 4 percent in the form of housing waivers.

All funds are properly controlled and properly audited, both internally at SOU and
through the OUS Internal Audit Division. The Athletic Department underwent an OUS
internal audit in the fall of 2005. The audit provided the department with various
recommendations aimed to further strengthen internal controls. Although controls did
exist, many were not functioning as designed, and additional controls were needed for
improvement. In order to address these concerns the department hired a full-time fiscal
analyst to develop and refine standard operating procedures that are consistent with
broader university procedures. The OUS internal audit made recommendations in five
areas:

Recommendation 1: improve supporting documentation and policies and procedures
for revenues:
a. expand the SOU Business Services Cash Handling Department Manual to
specify record-keeping requirements and required segregation of duties
b. develop departmental policies and procedures that document the operation
and management of revenue-producing activities, including the expected
levels of documentation, duties of departmental staff, and proper handling
of cash receipts
c. improve fiscal monitoring of revenue-producing activities by providing
fiscal and budgetary training for departmental staff as needed, developing
Banner [financial information system] reports and analysis that would
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provide meaningful budgetary data, and ensuring that the department

regularly reviews and discusses the budget with each coach
Recommendation 2: improve supporting documentation, policies, and procedures for
monitoring expenditures

a. develop formalized departmental policies and procedures to ensure
documentation is adequate to determine that expenditures are appropriate
and accurate. Policies should also identify staff responsibilities related to
purchasing authority, approval protocol, transaction processing, and fiscal
monitoring.

b. Increase the effectiveness of the central monitoring procedures to ensure
departmental compliance with university accounts payable and
procurement card policies and procedures

Recommendation 3: enhance concession cash handling processes

a. develop procedures to ensure that concession sales receipts and inventory
are complete, properly secured, and accurately accounted for. The
expansion of the Business Services Cash Handling Department Manual
highlighted in recommendation number 1 also applies to this
recommendation.

Recommendation 4: improve controls for safeguarding departmental assets

a. equipment rooms are properly secured and locker numbers and lock
combination are secured and stored out of sight

b. capital assets and expendable property in the department storeroom are
physically inventoried at least annually

c. asset tags are affixed to capital assets or they are clearly identified by
other means

d. assets are not being used off campus

e. assets are disposed of as prescribed by OUS procedures

Recommendation 5: encourage CPR and first aid certification and provide training for
coaches

a. encourage every head coach or assistant coach who regularly attends
practices and athletic competitions to maintain current CPR and first aid
certifications

b. provide CPR training for coaches at least annually

In order to address these concerns, the university created two new fiscal analyst positions
to improve the fiscal monitoring of the auxiliaries, provide management and staff with
meaningful financial information, and to develop/implement policies and procedures
consistent with OUS guidelines and university policies and procedures.

The first position was created for the financial reporting of all the auxiliaries and reports
directly to the director of Business Services. It provides oversight to all the auxiliaries,
develops reports for managers and directors, assists with budgeting and quarterly
reporting, provides guidance in developing procedures, and acts as a liaison between the
auxiliaries and administration and among the auxiliaries themselves. This position also
develops and monitors ongoing adherence to effective financial internal control systems
to be used within the auxiliary units.
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A second position, athletic fiscal analyst, was created for the Athletic Department and
reports to the athletic director as well as to the director of Business Services. The Athletic
Department manages a variety of sports programs and other recreational activities. The
athletic fiscal analyst works directly with the athletic director and the coaches on program
budgets. The position assists with budget development, revenue monitoring, expenditure
monitoring, development and implementation of policies and procedures, and budget
projections for the department. Information and concerns are discussed with the coaches,
the athletic director, and the staff. In addition, the fiscal analyst acts as a liaison between
the Athletic Department, other auxiliaries, and the administration.

The process since the audit has included developing flowcharts and writing procedures,
training coaches and staff, implementing procedures, and revising and updating the
processes/procedures as needed. The process has been a collaborative effort between the
Athletic Department and other areas of the university.

The status of each of the five audit recommendations is as follows:

Recommendation 1: full implementation scheduled for June 1, 2007 when the final
procedure related to segregation of duties is implemented
a. All incoming mail will be opened by a single individual and any checks
received will be entered in to a check log.

Recommendation 2: partially implemented
a. The purchasing limits for each athletic staff member are being reviewed
for consistency.
b. The procedure for receiving merchandise from vendors is under review.
c. The athletic department manual (currently being developed) will include
the department purchasing procedures and approval process.

Recommendation 3: full implementation scheduled for June 1, 2007 when the
segregation of duties is fully implemented

Recommendation 4: full implementation is scheduled for June 30, 2007
a. The physical inventory of assets is being completed as each sport finishes
the season and returns uniforms to the equipment cage. Track and field is
scheduled to complete its season at the end of May.
b. A final year-end inventory will be completed by June 30, 2007.

Recommendation 5: fully implemented

OUS also conducted an internal audit of the Athletic Department sports camps. The
recommendation was to strengthen internal controls and improve cash handling
procedures for the sports camps:
1. create agreements and a memo of understanding with all coaches on the
operation of sports camps
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2. require all coaches to sign that they have and understand the new
procedures on the operation of sports camps—this understanding would
include that the personnel action, if they fail to comply, can result in
consequences up to and including termination of employment

3. establish standard operating and prior approval procedures for fundraising
activity

4. establish accounting procedures, including setup of the separate funds for
posting transactions in accordance with the OUS Financial Administration
Standard Operating Manual; further, ensure segregation of duties and
implement monitoring controls over all sports camps and fundraising
activity

The sports camp audit requirements have been fully implemented. A sports camp manual
has been written and adopted. All camps followed the procedures outlined in the draft of
the manual during the summer of 2006. The formal manual was issued October 18, 2006.
All coaches have signed acknowledgement forms agreeing to adhere to the policies and
procedures outlined in the sports camp manual and to follow all university employment
procedures.

Supporting documentation for all aspects of the audits is available in the Athletic
Department.

Equal opportunity for men and women’s programs at SOU is a work in progress. Since
2000 the department added two women’s programs: in the fall of 2000 women’s soccer
was introduced, and in the spring of 2001 softball was added, bringing the total number
of women’s programs to seven. There are currently five men’s programs. The department
is in the process of developing an instrument to measure the interest and ability of
incoming female students. These survey data will be used to determine if our current
offerings meet the interest and abilities of our incoming female students and to determine
if there is an unmet interest in intercollegiate athletics where there is ability to participate.
In terms of financial assistance provided to both males and females, a proportionate
amount of athletic-related aid is being provided in compliance with federal regulations.
With regard to benefits and opportunities, both women’s and men’s sports are provided
equitable treatment in the eleven program areas as outlined in federal regulations.

Currently there is nothing published by SOU or by the Cascade Athletic Conference that
outlines policies concerning the scheduling of intercollegiate practices and competitions
to avoid conflicts with the instructional calendar. In practice, however, the Cascade
Conference and SOU organize the league schedule and regional and national tournament
play around common midterm and final exam schedules. Because SOU is one of only
two quarter-system schools in the Cascade Athletic Conference, coaches must be diligent
when forecasting the potential strain our schedules may have on the academic
performance of student athletes. To this end, our coaches work in conjunction with the
athletic academic coordinator and director of Athletics to ensure that academic
requirements take precedence over practice and competition scheduling. In the event of
scheduling conflicts, student athletes (and often coaches) contact professors.
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The Athletics Department offers a large intramural schedule that includes volleyball,
tennis, rock climbing, flag football, softball, indoor soccer, and basketball. Three club
sports—men’s lacrosse, men’s soccer, and rugby—are also sponsored through the

department. The club lacrosse team has recently received national attention, including
national ranking.
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Standard Three Exhibits

Exhibit 3-1: Organization chart for Student Affairs.

Exhibit 3-2 a: Student handbook.

Exhibit 3-2 b: Student Affairs mission statement.

Exhibit 3-3: Student characteristics.

Exhibit 3-4: Retention and graduation data.

Exhibit 3-5: Admissions report.

Exhibit 3-6: Student Affairs staff profile.

Exhibit 3-7: Policy development (contained in narrative)
Exhibit 3-8: Student conduct and rights and responsibilities.
Exhibit 3-9: Grievance policy.

Exhibit 3-10:
Exhibit 3-11:
Exhibit 3-12:
Exhibit 3-13:
Exhibit 3-14:
Exhibit 3-15:
Exhibit 3-16:

Student fees.

Tuition refund policy.

Financial aid statistics - fund summary.
Financial aid agency reviews.

Financial aid cohort default rate.

Unit goal attainment (contained in narrative).
Student services impact (contained in narrative).

Exhibit 3-17 a: Institutional publications.
Exhibit 3-17 b: Drug Free Schools and Colleges Act.

Exhibit 3-18:
Exhibit 3-19:
Exhibit 3-20:
Exhibit 3-21:

Student organizations.

Strategic plan for student services (contained in narrative).

Student government constitution.

Staff resumes Peg Blake, Jonathan Eldridge, Dennis Francois, Deborah

Michaels, Deb Myers, Laura O’Bryon, Diane Potratz, Tannia Shewman, William

Smith

Exhibit 3-22:

Student publications.

Exhibit 3-23 a: Data on students with disabilities within OUS.
Exhibit 3-23 b: Assistive technology available services matrix.

Exhibit 3-24:

Student affairs goals (2004-2005).

Exhibit 3-25 Mission statements for each unit.

Exhibit 3-26:
Exhibit 3-27:
Exhibit 3-28:
Exhibit 3-29:
Exhibit 3-30:
Exhibit 3-31:
Exhibit 3-32:
Exhibit 3-33:
Exhibit 3-34:
Exhibit 3-35:
Exhibit 3-36:

Student grievance process.

Academic honesty.

Athletics policy and procedures.

National College Health Assessment (NCHA) executive summary.
NCHA executive summary for Oregon consortium.

NCHA survey results.

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) data summary.
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) full report

NSSE student comments.

NSSE data summary.

Student Health and Wellness Center program overview & highlights

(2002- present).

Exhibit 3-37:

Campus climate survey executive summary.
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Standard Four: Faculty

Faculty Selection, Evaluation, Roles, Welfare, and Development

Employment

In 2005-2006, there were 192 faculty at Southern Oregon University ranked instructor or
higher and 170 of these were full time. An additional 165 part-time faculty (generally
ranked at lecturer) were employed, most with part-time positions. Among the faculty
ranked instructor or higher, 90 percent had doctorates or master’s degrees recognized as
terminal for their field (Table 4-1; Exhibit 4-1). This group consisted of 114 males and 78
females. Their ethnicity broke down as 167 Caucasian, 13 Asian, 3 Native American , 3
Hispanic, 3 African-American, and 4 Declined to Respond. Faculty members are actively
engaged in scholarly activity appropriate to their discipline and the teaching load
consistent with the university’s mission (Exhibit 4-18, Article 19; Exhibit 4-2).

Despite well-below-market salaries (Exhibit 4-18, Article 12; Table 1; Exhibits 4-3 & 4-
4) and a very high cost housing market (Chart 1), SOU has been remarkably fortunate in
attracting and retaining high quality faculty. Data gathered for the Oregon University
System (Exhibit 4-5) indicate that in 28 searches during 2004—2005 and 2005-2006,
Southern Oregon University was successful in obtaining its first choice candidate in 17 of
those searches, its second choice in four other searches, and a lower choice in one search;
six searches failed. There have been relatively few faculty who have left the university
for reasons other than retirement during the last five years. One view of this is provided
by Exhibit 4-6 a, which details faculty departures in 2005-2006. Of 13 departures, seven
were retirements, five were resignations, and one was a nonrenewal. An eleven-year
study by the Oregon University System (Exhibit 4-6 b) shows that SOU retained an
average of 95.4 percent of its tenure track faculty from 1993-2004. This statistic means
that in a given year, 95.4 percent of the tenure track faculty typically returned the
following year. These rates are comparable to our sister regional institutions in the OUS:
92.8 percent for Western Oregon University, 95.5 percent for Eastern Oregon University,
and 94.4 percent for Oregon Institute of Technology.

Southern Oregon University has an orderly process for the recruitment and appointment
of full-time faculty, and SOU is committed to diversity in its hiring practices. This hiring
process is collaborative, involving faculty and administration and monitored by Human
Resources. SOU Faculty Bylaws, Section 5.100 (Exhibit 4-19) and Article 10 of the
AP:SOU Collective Bargaining Agreement (Exhibit 4-18) govern initial appointments to
the full-time faculty. When an open position is scheduled to be filled, the department
chair is responsible for initiating the search for candidates. In open consultation with all
faculty members, the chair will submit in writing to the school dean or library director a
description of the position and its duties, as well as a suggested salary range and a list of
the necessary and desirable qualifications which the appointee should possess. The chair
then directs the department faculty members to select a search committee. The first act of
the committee is to meet with the affirmative action officer for unclassified personnel
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who advises the committee on how to conduct the search. Job opportunities are
advertised nationally, regionally, and locally through a variety of publications, such as
the Chronicle of Higher Education, local and regional newspapers, and discipline-
specific journals, publications, and listservs. Generally, applicants submit their
application materials (e.g., CV and references) directly to the department chair or chair of
the search committee. Applications are evaluated by the search committee, and a list of
acceptable candidates (which may or may not be ranked) is submitted to the department
chair and dean. The search committee is generally responsible for handling the details of
on-campus interviews. Human Resources is updated and consulted frequently with
regards to the search process.

Each department or academic unit examines and validates the academic credentials of
adjuncts hired to teach SOU courses within their discipline. Academic degrees,
professional expertise, and experience are weighed by departments in order to uphold
academic standards in each course and department.

The Biology Department utilizes adjuncts in multiple section courses which are
coordinated by a tenure track faculty member. In the School of Business (where less than
10 percent of the courses are covered by adjuncts), all adjuncts are full-time practitioners
in their respective fields and teach an average of one section per academic year. Several
departments employ adjuncts to teach courses offered in the evenings or on weekends on
the Medford Campus; this helps departments meet their required course loads and cover
courses when tenure track faculty are on sabbatical.

Most adjuncts possess a master’s degree or better and are supervised by an SOU faculty
member or the department chair (Exhibit 4-7). The Medford Campus offers courses
evenings and weekends in order to allow adult students the opportunity to complete their
college degrees (at both the baccalaureate and master’s degree levels) while working full
time. Approximately 70 percent percent of the instruction in Medford is provided by
adjuncts. The hiring and supervision of these adjuncts is conducted by the academic
departments in the same manner as the Ashland-based courses.

Advanced Southern Credit, a small program that offers SOU academic credit for
advanced courses offered on area high school campuses, works with SOU departments to
ensure that these courses meet SOU academic standards and the teachers possess
sufficient credentials and experience to teach them. These instructors are not hired by
SOU; they are employed by the school districts but must meet the university standards for
adjunct instructors.

Extended Campus Programs (ECP) also administers the Ashland Credit Program, which
offers SOU students a varied listing of academic elective courses for broadening their
education. All courses and instructors are approved by the academic department which
oversees the discipline. The standards adopted by each department for the approval of
Ashland Credit adjuncts are the same as those used for their departmental counterparts.
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The employment of part-time adjuncts enables the institution to meet its mission. In the
current Oregon educational funding climate, our commitment to providing a strong
liberal arts education to our students would not be reachable without such practices.

Historically, the majority of adjunct faculty members employed by SOU have been hired
through ECP for instruction on the Medford Campus, the self-support electives offered
on the Ashland Campus, and courses approved for university academic credit and taught
on local high school campuses (Advanced Southern Credit). Although other SOU
departments and schools have also employed adjuncts for instruction, a systemized
dissemination of employment practices, policies, and practices has only recently been
created.

Beginning in 2002, ECP began conducting an annual orientation (Exhibit 4-8) for their
adjunct faculty, offering them information on SOU’s organization, policies, and practices.
A professional development piece is always included, and all adjuncts are presented with
copies of the year’s Adjunct Faculty Handbook (Exhibit 4-9). The purpose of the
orientation and handbook is to inform adjuncts of SOU policies and mission as well as
the current campus practices—to help them better serve the SOU students.

Prior to the existence of the ECP handbook and orientation, other SOU service units
(Hannon Library, Information Technology, Campus Public Safety, e.g.) provided
information to the entire institutional community on how to access and use their services;
however, a comprehensive document did not exist.

Fall 2006 saw the introduction of SOU’s own Adjunct Faculty Handbook, which built on
the ECP version by providing curriculum and instructional guidelines from SOU’s Center
for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (Exhibit 4-9) as well as the information provided
by the ECP version. This new handbook also directed all departments to insure that each
adjunct is assigned a departmental faculty mentor to monitor the adjunct’s performance
and serve as the adjunct’s primary source for campus information. This new policy has
not been fully adopted.

All these changes have come into existence as the university seeks to better communicate
with and supervise its adjunct faculty. Although contracts have always been issued and
included the details of the work assignments (Exhibit 4-10), the university is currently
working to improving the procedures practiced when employing adjuncts.

The widespread use of adjunct faculty has provided cost-effective instruction and allowed
the university to offer numerous course sections that otherwise would not have been
available. The percentage of adjuncts hired across the campus varies department to
department. Programs such as ECP’s Ashland Credit Program, the high school program
(Advanced Southern Credit), and the Distance Learning Program are limited, by the very
nature of these programs, to hiring adjuncts. Advanced Southern Credit adjunct
instructors must be working in our local secondary schools. This program complements
SOU state-funded offerings and therefore must not compete for the institution’s
professor-ranked faculty. SOU departments often rely on hiring adjuncts in order to meet
the demand for departmental courses. The policies dictating the use of adjuncts have
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always been included in the SOU AP:SOU Collective Bargaining Agreement (Exhibit 4-
18, Article 19, Section D). Departmental practices do vary, however.

During the 2005-2006 academic year, the SOU Faculty Senate created the Faculty Roles,
Rewards, and Responsibilities Task Force. Their charge was to include adjunct faculty in
their investigations and recommendations and produce a report (Exhibit 4-11). Upon
studying its various departmental adjunct employment practices as well as the percentage
of adjuncts teaching courses for SOU, the institution set about standardizing some of its
hiring practices. The task force found that both the financial and professional
acknowledgement of long-time hired and senior adjuncts were lacking. The university
also found that new instructor ranks were needed to insure that such acknowledgements
were no longer overlooked and that the university would use its ranks of experienced
adjuncts to better serve SOU students and the mission of the institution.

Consequently, SOU and the faculty union put into effect a memorandum of
understanding (Exhibit 4-12) in September 2006 that revised the 2005-2007 collective
bargaining agreement in order to clarify the role of temporary faculty members and
implement the professional faculty ranks of instructor and senior instructor at SOU. This
document serves as an example of SOU’s practice of periodically evaluating and
assessing how part-time and adjunct faculty are used in light of the institution’s mission
and goals.

Conditions

The Southern Oregon University faculty have a long history of actively shared
governance with the administration. The Faculty Constitution and Bylaws (Exhibit 4-19)
have been in existence for nearly forty years. The Faculty Senate is sanctioned by the
constitution and is the primary faculty advisory body to the president of the university.
The full-time faculty (instructor or higher, .5 FTE or higher) have been unionized since
1973. The faculty union, the Association of Professors: Southern Oregon University
(AP:SOU), is an independent union, not affiliated with any state or national organization.
The terms of the faculty’s compensation and working conditions are negotiated through
the AP:SOU Collective Bargaining Agreement (Exhibit 4-18). This contract aligns with
the State of Oregon’s biennial budget.

Through the bylaws of the constitution, several faculty committees perform particular
functions related to the governance of the institution (Exhibit 4-19, Section 2 of
constitution, Section 1 of bylaws). Some important examples include the Curriculum
Committee, the University Planning Committee, and the Senate Advisory Council. The
Curriculum Committee, with six faculty members and associated ex-officio members,
receives all proposals by departments and programs for changes, such as new and/or
modified courses; modifications to majors, minors, and/or certificates; and new degree
programs. The Graduate Council also monitors changes to existing graduate programs
and new graduate programs. The University Planning Committee consists of faculty and
administrators and is charged with advising the Executive Council on matters of budget,
facilities, and strategic planning. The Senate Advisory Council consists of six or seven
officers and other senators from the Faculty Senate and meets regularly with the president
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and provost. In addition to setting the agenda for Faculty Senate meetings, this group
advises the president and the provost on matters of interest to the administration and the
faculty.

In addition to the standing committees of the Faculty Senate, ad hoc committees and task
forces are occasionally formed by the senate or the university president. A good example
of this was the Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, and Rewards Task Force formed in fall
2005. The group was jointly formed by the senate, AP:SOU, and the administration. Its
charge was to examine SOU’s practices and governing documents related to faculty: how
do we define our faculty and appropriately assign them work, how do we evaluate our
faculty and communicate standards for progress in their career, and how do we
reward/compensate faculty to properly incentivize them? The group’s yearlong work
resulted in a comprehensive report (Exhibit 4-11) which made major recommendations
on the following: the proper use of adjuncts, the definition of a teaching track of faculty
to complement the tenure track faculty, a process for better defining and communicating
promotion and tenure standards—and ways to clearly distinguish the roles of the senate
and its bylaws versus AP:SOU and its collective bargaining agreement (CBA) in the
definition of faculty roles and responsibilities. After receiving the task force’s report, the
senate (along with AP:SOU and the administration) put together a joint working group to
flesh out some of the vision in the report. This work continues into 2006—-2007.

AP:SOU negotiates a biennial contract with the Oregon University System covering
faculty compensation and working conditions (Exhibit 4-18). The bargaining unit is
tightly defined to be teaching faculty, ranked instructor or higher, with at least a .5 FTE
appointment. The union represents the faculty in matters of enforcement of the CBA.
AP:SOU and the SOU administration have a long history of constructive engagement,
with significantly less of the adversarial tone struck by many unions with their
administrations. AP:SOU and the Faculty Senate complement one another in giving
faculty effective voice in governance.

The other major class of campus wide committees is the administrative standing advisory
committees, also known as the presidential committees. These committees are appointed

by the university president or designee and have focused missions. Examples include the

Institutional Review Board, the Bookstore Advisory Committee, and the Traffic Appeals
Board. Unlike senate committees, these committees include classified staff members.

Full-time faculty have a standard teaching load of 12 credits per quarter, 36 credits per
year (Exhibit 4-18, article 19, exhibit 2). This load frequently amounts to three four-
credit courses in each of three academic quarters. Some departments give a reduced
workload to new hires on the tenure track, e.g., a 32-credit load in their first year. All
faculty members can, at least in principle, get a reduced load for professional activity
projects if a source of back fill monies to cover the instruction and a qualified part-time
instructor for the released class can be found. The CBA (Exhibit 4-18, article 9) provides
some monies which can be used for this purpose. A recent change in the CBA gives each
faculty member a personal professional development account ($1250 per member per
year), which supports professional travel, equipment/software purchase, and back fill for
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release time. It is also common for faculty who write successful grants to include in their
grant budget monies to back fill for release time.

Faculty Salaries and Benefits

An educational system’s most important initiatives depend on a corps of dedicated
teachers to foster student achievement, develop new academic programs, pursue research,
and contribute to the economic health of a region or state. A strong faculty requires both
talent and continuity. The Oregon University System in general and SOU in particular
must compete in a national market to attract and retain the expertise needed to advance
scholarship and research in the region and state and to teach a growing student
population.

Data show that Southern Oregon University (SOU) faculty salaries rank below the norm.
Owing in large part to lack of funding by the state legislature, these salaries have not
been able to keep up with comparator and competitor institutions (see tables below;
Exhibits 4-3, 4-4). SOU offers lower-than-average faculty salaries but higher-than-
average-benefits (health care and pension costs) without employee cost sharing. While
benefits are reasonable, SOU salaries continue to suffer not only as a result of lackluster
state support but also due to a sharply rising cost of living in the area. This resulting
condition, known as salary compression, is a critical issue for the institution. Oregon has
higher than average cost of living and housing prices, particularly in comparison to the
Midwest and the South. This is especially true for the region that encompasses SOU (see
Chart 1 below). Wages in all three surrounding counties are lower than the state average.
This creates a situation in which a relatively high cost of living is paired with a relatively
low wage scale. Should this disparity continue into the future, the area’s attractiveness to
existing working households or to people considering employment here undoubtedly will
diminish. Recruitment and retention will become increasingly difficult, potentially
compromising the region’s economic development and seriously hampering the
institution’s ability to attract and retain dedicated, competent staff, administration, and
faculty.

Rank of OUS Schools within Their Respective Comparator Institutions

University Salary Total Compensation

EOU* 11 0f 13 8 of 13

oIt 11 0f 12 4 of 12

osu 8 of 8 70f 8

PSU 10 of 10 10 of 10
SOuU* 12 of 13 11 0f 13

uo 90f9 90f9

WOuU* 13 0f 13 12 of 13

Source: OUS Institutional Research, using 2005-06
Data from the American Association of University Professors
*On a comparator institutions’ list shared by all 3 regional Universities
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Institutions’ Faculty Salaries

University  OUS Avg. Faculty Salary OUS % of Comparator
Average

EOU* $50,000 85.2%

oIT $53,000 87.9%

osu $66,500 84.8%

PSU $61,500 83.0%

SOuU* $49,000 83.4%

uo $68,900 81.5%

WOou* $48,100 81.8%

Source: OUS Institutional Research, using 2005-06
Data from the American Association of University Professors
*On a comparator institutions’ list shared by all 3 regional Universities

Average Salaries for College Faculty Members: 2004 to 2006
Type of control and academic rank 2004 2005 2006 SOU Data 2005-2006

Public: All ranks. .......... 65.0* 66.9 68.4

Professor................ 85.8 885 914 66.2
Associate professor . ... .... 624 644 66.3 52.2
Assistant professor . ....... 525 543 559 438
Instructor . ............... 379 394 401 353
Type of control and academic rank 2004 2005 2006

Private:* All ranks . .. ... .. 766 79.3 815

Professor............... 104.0 108.2 111.8 66.2
Associate professor . ... ... 685 710 733 522
Assistant professor . ....... 575 594 610 438
Instructor . .............. 41.8 422 445 353

*In thousands of dollars (65.0 represents $65,000); for academic year ending in year shown. Figures are for nine
months of teaching for full-time faculty members in two-year and four-year institutions with ranks. Fringe benefits
averaged in 2004, $17,090 in public institutions and $20,565 in private institutions; in 2005, $17,966 in public
institutions and $21,332 in private institutions; and in 2006, $18,677 in public institutions and $22,170 in private
institutions.

! Excludes church-related colleges and universities.
Source: American Association of University Professors, Washington, DC, AAUP Annual Report on the Economic
Status of the Profession.

Housing Situation in SOU’s Immediate Area

As it stands, the current median home price in Ashland is $439,900 (up from $277,742 in
2001). Land is gobbled up for development, sale, redevelopment, and resale. For the
average family of four with a median income of $52,900, the prices are too high. Ashland
loses economic diversity as owners and renters get squeezed out. It was a decade ago that
teachers, firefighters, and police officers were being priced out of the community. Now it
is hard to find city administrators willing to move here. In the Medford-Ashland area, a

103



family of four earning less than $41,700 annually qualifies as low income. A single
individual that earns less than $29,200 is defined as low income. During the last five
years, the average cost of a home in the Rogue Valley has nearly doubled. The City of
Talent’s resale housing market has seen the greatest change, with an increase of 129
percent in this short period. Much of Talent’s appreciation has occurred in just the last
two years (Chart 1). The dramatic change in housing costs has put home ownership out of
reach for many residents of the valley. The average appreciation for the area exceeds 20
percent annually; this effectively means home prices may increase between 1 and 2
percent every month. Essentially, an average home may cost between $3,000 and $5,000
more than it does today within just one month. The Medford/Ashland MSA (metropolitan
statistical area) has gained notoriety over the past two years nationally. Newsweek
magazine highlighted Medford in its July 25, 2005 edition as the No. 2 area in the
country for investor property behind Redding, California. Investors make up 23 percent
of the new home buyers in the Medford/Ashland area. A 2005 study by Cleveland-based
bank National City and financial information provider Global Insight examined 299
metropolitan areas that account for 80 percent of the single-family home market. That
study placed Medford as 11™ (64 percent overvalued) in a list of the most overvalued
housing markets in the country, following ten other communities all located in either
California or Florida. Resale home prices in Ashland jumped from $294,462 in 2002 to
$465,893 in 2005, a 58 percent increase in value over that short period. During that same
time period, East Medford resale home prices went from $188,743 to $327,880, a 73
percent increase. White City, once the affordable housing capital of Jackson County,
went from $118,060 in 2002 to $212,901, an 80 percent increase. Jackson County median
household income was $36,670 in 2003, lower than Oregon statewide at $42,593 (U.S.
Census Bureau).

Chart 1: Housing Appreciation

Southern Oregon Housing Appreciation
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Additionally, faculty are being asked to take on increasing work loads while receiving
salaries that are eroding in value. Recent discussion in the state legislature by the
governor and related parties expressed a concern and call for action to repair the current
crises in state funding of higher education in Oregon, currently ranked in the bottom four
for the country as a whole. The need to improve faculty compensation has become even
more urgent in the face of an increasing number of retirements among baby boomer
faculty and a declining ability to attract and retain new faculty. Accordingly, OUS
universities, including SOU, have turned to part-time and adjunct faculty to meet
teaching needs. Even though adjuncts constitute an excellent teaching resource, it is not
their role to deliver many of the critical instructional services that regular rank faculty
provide outside the classroom, such as student advising and mentoring, thesis guidance,
work on extracurricular student projects, or curriculum and course development—as well
as participation in school governance and guidance.

AP:SOU is recognized and serves as the exclusive bargaining representative of all
employees in the bargaining unit as described in Article 3 of the CBA (Exhibit 4-18).
Membership is optional, though faculty that decline to pay dues (set at $60 per year) must
donate that amount to a charity of their choice (Exhibit 4-18, articles 1 & 4). Salary
guidelines for the faculty at SOU are put forth in Article 12 of the CBA (Exhibit 4-18),
which is available online at the SOU Web site and distributed to all members at the
renewal of each two-year contract. Current salary for all members is provided by an
Excel spreadsheet workbook, an addendum to Article 12 (Exhibit 4-18). The union and
the administration enjoy a long history of cooperation and mutual respect with a marked
absence of the hostility and contentiousness often associated with these two sometimes
polarized groups on other university campuses.

New to the two-year contract agreed upon in 2005 were annual floor increases for faculty
based upon years in rank for each rank. Ranks included in the CBA are instructor,
assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor. Established this year is a new
faculty track labeled professional. This new track is an attempt to acknowledge a group
of teachers who up until now were insufficiently recognized and rewarded for their
importance and contributions to the university. Previously referred to as adjuncts, this
group’s main assignment was the instruction of the SOU general education curricula.
Considered to be the front line for retention, the adjunct members were not represented
by AP:SOU and thus did not receive regular raises. Those that taught at least half-time (8
credits or more) did receive health benefits and retirement contributions. The new
instructor rank offers a much better pay scheme and provides for job security; after a
length of time, participants can be promoted to senior instructor and three-year rolling
contracts. Professional track faculty are expected to maintain professional currency rather
than do traditional research. As a consequence, the professional track’s full-time teaching
equivalent requirement is 44-45 units, as opposed to 36 units for the other ranks (Exhibit
4-12).

There are additional financial benefits available for full-time faculty at the university.
The university and the AP:SOU support the principle of continuing professional
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development of faculty and the improvement of instruction. The AP:SOU CBA Atrticle 9
(Exhibit 4-18) describes this support. Section A allocated $42,000 for the purpose of
professional development in each of the years 2005-2006 and 2006—2007. Priorities exist
for the proposals regarding these monies, and they include course revision, improvement
of teaching methodology, faculty retraining, educational goal achievement, and
promoting the development of interdisciplinary courses. The proposals are analyzed and
ranked by the senate’s Professional Development Committee, which then brings its
recommendations for funding to the senate for a vote. A further professional development
account is set up for individual faculty in Section B of the CBA (Exhibit 4-18). $1250 is
allocated each year to each full-time member, though in the second year of the biannual
contract this amount was reduced to $750 in order to help meet the university’s $4
million dollar deficit. The deficit has been built over the past five years as a result of
declining student census, reduced state support, and less-than-realistic student enrollment
growth projections. The situation is discussed more fully in the addendum report to this
self-study.

The university offers sabbatical leaves for faculty. The rules and procedures are spelled
out in the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 7, 1A, 1B) and in the
CBA (Exhibit 4-18, article 12, section K). Faculty apply for sabbatical leave (Exhibit 4-
14 a, b). These applications work their way through the same review process as do
promotion and tenure applications. The Oregon University System allows for one-, two-,
and three-term sabbaticals. The university believes that longer term sabbatical leaves
better serve faculty and institutional needs and encourages longer sabbaticals whenever
possible.

Support and encouragement are also available for grants. A professional position is
funded by the university which provides advisement, workshops, and individual guidance
for faculty who are interested in attaining grants for research and scholarship.

Standard Four — Faculty Table 1 Institutional Faculty Profile

All Faculty — Full Time
Number Number of . )
Rank or Class Terminal Salary, 9 month Years at Institution Total Years Teaching Prewouls:::dll Credit
Degrees

Full Part . . . . . . . .

Time Time Dr M B Min Median Max Min Median | Max | Min | Median | Max | Min Median | Max
Prof 66 5 66 5 1 55.5 61.8 69.6 5 18 40 10 24 48 0 12 14

Assoc 57 7 52 12 0 43.1 49.7 54.5 1 8 22 4 13.5 38 0 12 13

Asst 41 7 20 27 1 38.3 42.5 52.7 1 4 21 1 7 24 0 12 13
Instr 6 3 1 7 1 32.0 33.5 375 1 6 23 1 9 31 12 12 16
Lect 13 152
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Standard Four — Faculty Table 2
Number & Source of Terminal Degrees of Faculty
(for Faculty Ranked at Instructor or Higher)

Number of Degrees

Institution Granting Terminal Degree Doctorate Master’s Bachelor’s

University of Oregon 22 4

Southern Oregon University 14 2
Oregon State University 7

University of California — Berkeley 7

University of California — Davis 5 2

Stanford University 5 1

University of California — Los Angeles 5

Faculty also hold degrees from nine out of ten of the other Pacific Ten schools (exception
is University of Arizona), many other UC schools, Idaho, Brigham Young, Utah, New
Mexico, Hawalii, Alaska-Fairbanks, Harvard, Michigan, Ohio State, Wisconsin, lowa,
Missouri, Indiana, Cornell, Colorado, Nebraska, Chicago, Vanderbilt, Virginia
Commonwealth, Alabama, Florida, Boston College, Penn State, Texas, Rice, Kent State,
Southern Illinois, South Carolina, Kentucky, Rutgers, and Bangalore University (India).

Evaluation

Southern Oregon University provides for regular and systematic evaluation of faculty
performance in order to ensure teaching effectiveness and the fulfillment of instructional
and other faculty responsibilities. SOU departments follow the SOU constitution’s
bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 5) for evaluating all tenure track and professional track
faculty. See Exhibit 4-12 for the most recent agreements. This includes both provision for
student evaluation of teaching effectiveness (Exhibit 4-19, Bylaws, section 5.2.F) and for
peer evaluation of faculty (Exhibit 4-19, Bylaws, section 5.3). In addition, many
departments practice both student and peer evaluation of courses taught by adjunct
instructors. Each full-time faculty member is required to engage in self-evaluation
through the submission of a Faculty Professional Activity Plan for the ensuing academic
year and a Faculty Professional Activity Report upon completion of the academic year.
Examples of individual faculty plans and reports are available in the
departmental/program self-studies. These activity items are reviewed by both the
department chair and the school dean and are referred to by parties engaged in decisions
regarding faculty members.

Student Evaluation of Teaching: Tenure Track and Professional Track Faculty

The SOU Faculty Constitution and Bylaws require tenure track faculty members to have
at least two-thirds of their courses evaluated by students each year. A typical student
evaluation form may be observed in Exhibit 4-15 a and b. Most faculty members select
the courses to be evaluated at the beginning of each academic year. In the event that a
faculty member does not choose a representative sample of courses for evaluation, the

107




chair will intervene to ensure that the sample is truly a representative mix of, for
example, lower and upper division/graduate level and small/large lecture formats. The
student evaluation consists of the all-campus question: “Based on your experience, how
do you rate this instructor’s teaching effectiveness?”” The inclusion of additional
questions is at the option of the faculty member and the department. Each question is
scored on a scale which ranges from 1 (worst) to 7 (best). The back of the form allows
students to give written feedback about the instructor and the course. This often provides
the faculty member the best indication of how students perceive their courses. The results
of the all-campus question are used by all departments and programs to rate an
instructor’s teaching effectiveness as outstanding, very good, competent, or incompetent.
These ratings are critical to decisions regarding retention of untenured faculty and to
promotion, tenure, and satisfactory service decisions for tenured faculty. The chair
receives a summary of each instructor’s evaluations for each course, as well as the actual
individual student responses. These are read by the chair and then returned to the faculty
(a requirement of Oregon law). The vast majority of teaching faculty members receive an
overall rating of outstanding or very good for their courses. When a rating of competent
or lower is earned, the chair discusses the evaluations with the faculty member. The chair
will also counsel a faculty member if certain written comments warrant further
consideration.

Student Evaluation of Teaching: Adjunct Instructors

Departments on campus are encouraged to, and most do, adopt a policy that all courses
taught by adjunct instructors are evaluated by students. The results of these evaluations
are initially given to the chair, who then uses them to decide whether to hire the part-time
person in the future. Fortunately, the majority of adjunct instructors who teach earn
outstanding or very good in their student evaluations. A rating of competent or lower
initially triggers a meeting with the chair. When improvement is not seen over the next
one or two terms, the adjunct instructor is generally not rehired.

Faculty Evaluation: Tenure Track and Professional Track Faculty

The SOU Constitution and Bylaws require that each tenure track faculty member receives
peer evaluation at least every three years, with an added requirement that a faculty
member going up for promotion or tenure have on file a peer evaluation no older than
two years prior to application. Peer evaluation consists of four parts:

(1) Chair evaluation. All untenured and nontenure track faculty members receive
an annual evaluation by the chair. This evaluation is based on class visits by the
chair (and at times by personnel committee members), examination of student
teaching evaluations, examination of handouts and exams used by the instructor
for their courses, and a careful reading of the faculty member’s own written
Faculty Professional Activity Plan (mandated in the collective bargaining
agreement). The chair’s evaluation is read by the personnel committee, shared
with the faculty member, and then forwarded to the dean. It serves as the basis for
renewing the faculty member for the subsequent year.
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(2) Colleague evaluation. This is required of all faculty members at least every six
years and also within two years of a tenure and/or promotion decision. The
department chair and the faculty member to be evaluated negotiate a three-person
committee to complete the colleague evaluation. Generally, the department chair
serves as one member of the three-person committee, the chair chooses a second
member, and the faculty member to be evaluated chooses the third member. The
faculty member submits materials to be evaluated (Exhibit 4-19, section 5, part
C). The evaluation consists of a substantial look at the teaching materials,
teaching evaluations, professional activities reports, and any recent peer
evaluations. It may also consist of classroom visits. The committee then writes a
report, including proposed goals, and then meets with the faculty member being
evaluated to share the evaluation. During this meeting, goals are finalized in
consultation with the faculty member.

(3) Interim colleague evaluation. These are conducted alternating with the regular
colleague evaluations. Led by the department chair and the personnel committee,
they closely resemble in form and output the chair evaluation described above in
the paragraph on chair evaluation.

(4) Promotion and/or tenure application. When faculty members apply for tenure
and/or promotion, they create an extensive document describing their
achievements (Exhibit 4-17). This includes a summary of all teaching evaluations
in the relevant period, all Faculty Professional Activity Plans and Reports, all
other peer evaluations, as well as extensive narrative pieces in which they reflect
on their teaching, research, advising, and service. This application is then read by
the department’s personnel committee, the chair, and then forwarded to the school
personnel committee, the dean of the school, the (university-wide) Faculty
Personnel Committee, the provost, and the president. At each level, a decision is
made to approve or deny the requested action(s), with a copy of the decision
being sent to the faculty member.

In data pooled from departmental/program self-studies (Exhibit 4-1), over 95 percent of
the full-time faculty ranked instructor or higher have had evaluations within the last five
years.

Faculty Evaluation: Adjunct Instructors

The majority of departments regularly conduct some version of a peer evaluation for its
part-time faculty. The chair (or designee) visits at least one class per year for each part-
time member, and all classes of any new part-time faculty. The classroom visit is
followed up with a one-on-one discussion. In addition, most classes taught by part-time
faculty are in multiple section courses, which are typically coordinated by a full-time
faculty member. The coordinator occasionally calls meetings, and frequently meets with
the part-time faculty, to offer guidance on content and methods.
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Academic Freedom

Faculty members are entrusted with broad individual academic freedom to pursue and
teach truth according to best practices in their discipline. Faculty and students alike are
free to discuss a variety of ideas in the context of learning and scholarship. Academic
freedom is protected for all SOU faculty under OAR 580-022-0005 Section 2: “[A]s a
matter of policy the Board neither attempts to control, sway nor limit the personal
opinion or expression of that opinion of any person on the faculty or otherwise on the
Department payroll.” Additionally, faculty are entitled to freedom in the classroom as put
forth in OAR 580-022-0005: “All teachers in Department institutions are entitled to
freedom in the classroom in discussing subjects. . . .” When speaking, acting, or writing
as a private citizen, a faculty member is free from institutional censorship or discipline
(Exhibit 4-18, article 1, sections C & E).

Faculty members are aware that the concept of academic freedom is accompanied by the
equally demanding concept of academic responsibility and maintaining appropriate
standards of scholarship and instruction. In support of academic freedom, the
Communications Department has sponsored a First Amendment Forum each winter
quarter for over fifteen years. Each forum focuses on a specific issue related to the First
Amendment. Topics of past forums include television news, libraries, talk radio, and
photography. Finally, grievances of alleged violations of academic freedom are allowed
under the bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 7.312) and under CBA grievance procedures
(Exhibit 4-18, article 17).

Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Creation

The faculty produce a wealth of scholarship, research, and artistic creation. A sample of
significant faculty work is outlined in Exhibit 4-13. A more comprehensive view of the
faculty effort in scholarship, research, and artistic creation is possible by examining
departmental/program self-studies on Standard Four or individual Faculty Professional
Activity Reports (also found in departmental/program self-studies). One area in which
SOU particularly prides itself is the engagement of students through senior capstone
projects. In many cases, capstones provide a rich opportunity for students to be involved
in research projects in the faculty’s areas of expertise. These efforts have resulted in joint
publications, student speaking opportunities at conferences, and almost invariably a
substantial writing and presentation-to-peers experience to complete the capstone.

Information about institutional policies and procedures is disseminated in a variety of
ways. Format (e.g., electronic, print, live presentation) and frequency of delivery are
determined based on the target audience, schedules for systematic updates or reminders,
and relative importance of the information to the areas addressed. For example,
expectations for faculty scholarship are included in the bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 5),
which are accessible electronically and in print. There are numerous resources available
online and in print format to guide faculty through the Institutional Review Board process
and to obtain external funding. New faculty learn about Grants Administration at fall
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orientation sessions that included a panel with three faculty members from diverse

disciplines who have received federal grants. They discuss the process and provide their
perspective on balancing teaching, research, and the pursuit of external funding.
Supplementary handouts describe the proposal submission process and contact

information for the grants office.

With all institutional policies and procedures, the objective is to use a variety of means to
present necessary information and help faculty and staff understand what they need to
know, where the information is located, when additional information should be sought,
and who is available to provide guidance and clarification. Information pertaining to

scholarship, research, and artistic creation resides in Academic Affairs, Finance and

Administration, the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment, AP:SOU, Faculty
Senate, and Grants Administration is summarized in Table 3 below.

Table 3
Policy and Procedures Governing Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Creation

Title Unit Responsible/
Location
Faculty Bylaws AP:SOU
Chair Handbook Academic Affairs

Roles, Responsibilities, Faculty Senate
and Rewards

Carpenter 1 Academic Affairs

Development Grant Faculty Development
Committee

Grant & Research Grants Administration

Development

Project Director’s Grants Administration

Handbook

Research & Human Grants Administration

Subjects Clearance

Institutional Animal Grants Administration
Care & Use Committee

Intellectual Property/ Financial Services
Copyright

Intellectual Property Rights

Format

Provost’s Web site
(also available in paper file copy)

Center for Teaching, Learning &
Assessment Web site
(also available in paper file copy)

Faculty Senate Web site

Provost’s Web site
(also available in paper file copy)
All campus e-notification

Grant Office Web site
Grant Office Web site

IRB Web site

(also available in paper file copy
in Grants Office)

Paper file copy: Grants Office
Science Bldg 368

Individual consultation and
referral

Frequency of
Delivery
Ongoing

New faculty,
Ongoing

Biannual

Ongoing
Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

OUS policy, based on Oregon statutes, clearly states that OUS owns any works created
by faculty members. However, textbooks written by faculty appear to be the property of
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the faculty member and are handled differently. Currently, there is no separate policy
established by SOU regarding this issue.

Because SOU is expanding its online offerings, the university is in the process of
developing a memorandum of understanding to use for online course developers and the
institution. Among other issues, it attributes intellectual property rights to the university
for material associated with online courses. This document is currently being reviewed by
legal counsel.

Expectations for Scholarship

Expectations relevant to hiring, promotion, and tenure are presented broadly in the
Faculty Constitution and Bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 5). The format and process for
faculty evaluations (annual Faculty Professional Activity Plan and Faculty Professional
Activity Report); annual evaluations by chair for nontenured faculty; evaluation by chair
or colleagues for tenured faculty (every three years) include a component involving
review of faculty scholarship, research, or artistic creation with criteria that distinguish
different ranks. Guidelines for these reports and processes are electronically disseminated
by Academic Affairs on an annual basis and will be included the forthcoming Chair’s
Handbook. It is the department chair’s responsibility to provide a copy of the department
personnel guidelines and Faculty Constitution and Bylaws at the time of hire or as soon
as the new faculty member comes to campus.

In 2006, the Faculty Senate and campus wide personnel committee encouraged each
department to articulate discipline-specific scholarship criteria (Exhibit 4-11). The intent
of this initiative is to “recognize a broader, richer definition of scholarship that includes
(using Boyer's model) the scholarship of discovery, application, integration, and
teaching.” Although this work has been temporarily delayed due to the current focus on
accreditation and fiscal downsizing, it is anticipated that these efforts will be resumed in
the 2007-2008 academic year and result in increased clarity about scholarship, research,
and artistic creation.

External Funding Policies and Procedures

Southern Oregon University recognizes the value of sponsored research and programs.
Through external support, faculty are able to conduct research and develop programs that
improve the quality of education for students, provide information and services that
benefit our community and state, and contribute to the body of knowledge that can be
used for the benefit of humanity.

Sponsored research and programs are coordinated through the office of Grants and
Sponsored Projects Administration (GA). GA is located in Academic Affairs, thus
emphasizing the role played by extramural funding in supporting the institution’s
teaching, research, and service functions. Providing pre-award services, the office
identifies and disseminates information on grant opportunities, assists in proposal
development, manages proposal submission, and provides oversight for regulatory
compliance.
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Communication about SOU policy and procedure is available in several formats.
Procedures for proposal submission are described on the Grants and Sponsored Programs
Web site and the electronic version of the Project Director’s Handbook. Supplemental
templates, supporting documents, and internal routing forms are also available online.
Internal routing forms are required for all grant and contract proposals and are titled
“Intent to Submit” and “Proposal Clearance.” Each form includes a summary of
institutional policy and requires signatures from the principal investigator, department
chair, dean or nonacademic vice president, grants administrator, and executive vice
president. The Intent to Submit is also cleared through the SOU Foundation to alert
Institutional Advancement and Marketing to projects that may be of regional or national
relevance, that might appeal to specific donors’ interest, that could require additional
development or fundraising activity—and to prevent multiple submissions to sponsors
who limit the number of proposals from a single organization.

The policy of requiring signatures at the beginning and end of proposal development is
designed to
» establish early and ongoing discussion between faculty and administration
regarding project development, contribution to scholarship or community,
alignment with institutional mission, and promotion of strategic initiatives
» facilitate peer engagement and review in proposal articulation;
* involve post-award and contracts areas to ensure compliance with fiscal and
statutory requirements;
» anticipate compliance or institutional areas of concern, e.g., use of human
subjects, animals, biosafety, impact on facilities
» disseminate information on projects to identify potential interdisciplinary
partnerships; and
» identify current programs and activities that demonstrate institutional commitment
and success in specific areas, e.g., Native American summer residential program’s
support of the School of Education’s Office of Indian Education Professional
Development proposal.

If the grant or contract is awarded, original signed forms are retained with the audit-ready
file in Financial Services. If declined, they remain in Grants Administration.

Ethical Policies and Procedures

SOU is dedicated to fostering an environment that promotes ethical research practice and
academic integrity. Areas of ethical compliance managed by Grants Administration are
human subject protection and animal care. Both the Institutional Review Board and the
Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee are registered and in compliance with their
cognizant federal agencies—the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the
U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Policy, procedure, and applicable forms are available on the Research and Human

Subjects Clearance Web site. Hotlinks on the site include overview and training
resources.
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Other compliance areas and the overseeing department are shown below in Table 4.
Grants Administration provides general information about policy and uses the proposal
clearance and review process to identify projects subject to regulation.

Table 4
Regulatory and Ethical Compliance

Compliance Area Administrative Unit
Animal Care & Use (Laboratory) Academic Affairs
Biosafety Facilities Management & Planning
Conflict of Interest Academic Affairs
Data Ownership Fiscal Affairs
Hazardous Materials Facilities Management & Planning
Human Subjects Protection Academic Affairs
Misconduct in Research Academic Affairs

The primary means of communicating policy and procedure is through the SOU Web
site. However, that does not mean the campus community always knows when, where,
and why to seek it. Therefore, faculty and staff are reminded about the type and relevance
of resources through a number of modalities. To identify needs for training and
information, GA works closely with Fiscal Affairs and the Center for Teaching,
Learning, and Assessment (CTLA). Workshops are conducted through the CTLA in
weekly brown bag sessions and stand-alone seminars throughout the academic year. The
grants administrator offers school-specific presentations for chair and department
meetings. She regularly participates as a guest lecturer in research and grant-writing
classes, and works one-on-one with students conducting research for capstone projects.
Grants tips are sent quarterly to all faculty and staff and include information on
institutional policy. GA conducts a daily review of requests for proposals and forwards
announcements to appropriate faculty based on their research interests, discipline, and
school or department strategic initiatives. When an Intent to Submit is completed, GA
participates as a member of the proposal development team to provide direction and
ensure adherence to institutional standards.

GA is also represented on the Academic Planning and Development Management
Council, whose membership includes deans, directors, academic and nonacademic vice
presidents, the executive vice president, and university president. Monthly meetings
provide a venue for review of grant and research activity, identification of areas needing
additional resources or training, discussion about interdisciplinary project opportunities,
and recognition of faculty actively seeking extramural support. GA also presents at
benchmark faculty events including new faculty orientation, fall and spring faculty
breakfasts, Business Services Workshops, and the annual principal investigator
recognition reception.
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The SOU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committee (IACUC) are presidential committees mandated by federal guidelines and
university accrediting bodies. Responsibility for oversight has been delegated to the
executive vice president and provost. The IRB adheres to policy outlined in the Code of
Federal Regulations Title 45, Part 46 governing protection of human subjects. The
IACUC adheres to the Public Health and Safety Policy on Humane Care and Use of
Laboratory Animals. The IRB and IACUC review research conducted by SOU students,
employees, faculty members, and independent contractors that involves human subjects
or live vertebrate animals. The boards also develop and recommend policy and procedure
specific to SOU.

Committee members are appointed by the executive vice president (EVP). Following an
annual, campus wide call for applications, board members review applications, vote on a
slate of nominees, and submit recommendations for appointment. Nominees are selected
to comply with federal guidelines and maintain a diverse representation of disciplines. In
addition to faculty members with expertise in scientific areas, boards include at
least one member whose primary concerns are in a nonscientific area, at least
one member from the community who is not affiliated with the university, and
one doctor of veterinary medicine.

Board members play a substantive role in development and administration of research
policies and practice. After appointment of members by the EVP, boards operate
autonomously. Their review process is not influenced by nor can decisions be altered or
reversed by institutional officials. Permanent agenda items include ongoing review of
institutional policy pertaining to research involving humans and/or animals. When the
determination is made that current policy should be modified or new policy developed,
the board submits a formal recommendation to the Executive Council and Faculty Senate.
The process thus ensures active participation of faculty at many levels.

AP:SOU Collective Bargaining Agreement

SOU’s commitment to support faculty scholarship and artistic creation is evident in
funding priorities and policy, space and equipment utilization, administrative
infrastructure, and information resources. Article 9 of the AP:SOU Collective Bargaining
Agreement (Exhibit 4-18) articulates the general fund resources provided to support
professional development activities. Over the past ten years there has been an increased
emphasis on financial resources to support faculty scholarship and research, with more
faculty control of those funds. The professional development fund (Section A) currently
includes $42,000 (an amount that has remained consistent for at least ten years) that is
distributed by the Faculty Development Committee; these resources are partially
earmarked for curriculum development and partially for faculty activity in professional
organizations.

Previously the school deans administered funds to support research activities, including
release time, summer stipends, travel, or equipment related to research. A major shift
occurred with the 2003-2005 CBA when Avrticle 9, Section B (Exhibit 4-18) established
the Personal Professional Development Account (PPDA). This clause provides $1,250
annually for each full-time faculty member to be used for a broad range of professional
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activities, services, or materials necessary for scholarly activity. Faculty must
demonstrate that funds will support those activities proposed in the Faculty Professional
Activity Plan, and they must include a report documenting expenditures as intended in
their annual Faculty Professional Activity Report. In 2004-2005, $1,250 (prorated by
FTE for regular part-time members) was allocated to each faculty member, and a total of
$236,505 was distributed to departments. In 2005-2006, a total of $233,474 was
allocated. Faculty have the option of carrying forward funds over two years in order to
consolidate resources, and $92,930 (39 percent) was carried forward from 2005-2006 to
2006-2007. In 2006-2007, the PPDA funds were reduced to $750 annually because the
agreed-upon rate was tied to enrollment growth.

A third fund provides a discretionary account for the provost’s use in faculty recruitment
and retention efforts (Exhibit 4-18, section C). Recruitment funds usually are distributed
as start-up and moving allowances provided for new faculty and are part of the negotiated
contract upon employment. Retention funds involve additional support provided to
faculty active in scholarship and travel; there is a limit of $4,000 per individual per year.
A current faculty member initiates a request for support through the chair of the
department, through the dean, and on to the provost, who decides if and how much will
be awarded. In 2004-2005, the allocation of $60,650 was distributed with 67 percent for
recruitment and 32 percent for retention. In 20052006, the provost provided an
additional $34,851 to the $60,650 allocation and distributed 139 percent for recruitment
and 18 percent for retention.

Carpenter Grants

The Carpenter Foundation, a regional organization, has a longstanding agreement to
make an annual donation to SOU for the express purpose of supporting faculty
professional development (currently $25,000 per year). Each year the provost’s office
and Faculty Development Committee (a Faculty Senate committee) issue a request for
proposals for each of two categories. Carpenter Category | funds are designated for
extended study at a college, university, or accredited academic institution to pursue a
terminal degree, to update or extend academic skills, or to participate in new scholarship.
Grants vary from $1,250 for summer study up to a maximum of $5,000 for a full
academic year. Carpenter Il Grants are designated for travel to academic conferences,
workshops, and symposia, for both participants and presenters. Proposals are reviewed
and grants recommended by the Faculty Development Committee to the Faculty Senate
and then approved by the provost.

Indirect Cost Recovery Funds

When faculty members successfully obtain external funding for research and other
scholarly activity, SOU frequently receives indirect cost recovery (ICR) to compensate
for administrative, facilities, and other expenses. The current federally negotiated ICR
rate is 24 percent of total modified direct costs. These funds are distributed with 4 percent
to the OUS Chancellor’s Office, 5 percent to the SOU building reserve, and the
remaining 91 percent to the general fund to reimburse overhead cost. Of this 91 percent,
half goes to the SOU central general fund and half goes to the school dean or vice
president in the unit where the staff or faculty member is assigned. There is currently no
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institutional policy on the use of these funds, and most academic deans tend to support
ongoing researchers for additional supplies, travel expenses, or equipment. Sometimes
the funds are used for computer equipment for faculty throughout the school.
Occasionally, they are used as incentives to encourage faculty to apply for other external
funding. For example, in the School of Social Sciences, a request for proposals went out
to all faculty members in the School in May 2006. Proposals were evaluated by the Social
Sciences Chairs’ Council and dean; those selected who completed a grant proposal within
the year were awarded a $500 stipend.

Physical Resources

The adequacy of physical resources to support scholarship, research, and artistic creation
varies greatly across the institution. Following are several specific examples that
demonstrate the possible range of adequacy:

Arts and Letters

Because the Center for Visual Arts (CVA) is a fairly recent capital project, the Art
Department has ample working space for student instruction. Some areas require repair
because of emerging construction problems. The lack of technical assistance to maintain
studio space places these responsibilities on the shoulders of the faculty, which reduces
the time and energy available for their own work. Some art faculty members use the
university facilities for their own work; however, the majority supply their own studio
spaces at additional expense in order to have sufficient autonomy and security.

The English Department has adequate faculty space and support facilities. The
department used a substantial donation to create the William Decker Writing Studio,
which provides a place where students and faculty can work on individual projects, use
an extensive writing resource library, and hold readings, presentations, and workshops
designed to enhance writing. They have also developed the Multicultural Library,
providing a broad selection of African American, Asian American, Chicano, Gay and
Lesbian, Jewish American, and Native American literature. In fall 2006 this collection
was moved to the Stevenson Union to become part of the Multicultural Resource Center,
with the English Department retaining literary control.

The Theatre Department is functioning considerably beyond capacity. As the program
grows, faculty and staff experience a lack of adequate office and rehearsal space. Since
faculty scholarship often takes the form of play production in SOU facilities, these
limitations have considerable impact on the ability to implement the creative process.
They are hopeful that the theatre expansion will provide adequate space for instruction
and faculty creative activities.

Sciences

Many of the science departments experience a shortage of space for faculty research and
a lack of funds to maintain or replace equipment. They are also hopeful that the plans for
a new building (Science I11) would go a long way toward mitigating many of the
constraints.
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Biology faculty members experience a shortage of space and funds that impacts teaching
and research activities. There are shared research laboratories that are barely adequate for
storage of research supplies and equipment for two researchers. A greenhouse that is used
for teaching and research is definitely showing its age; parts of the original structures are
literally rotting away. In the insect museum, vertebrate museum, and herbarium, shelves
are full, cabinets are overcrowded, and work space is limited. Both museum and research
space are sorely lacking, as are temperature and humidity control and proper ventilation.
The animal rooms were constructed about eight years ago and are well designed and
constructed within the constraints of the remodel; however, there is inadequate storage
room for food, bedding, and other materials.

Many faculty members have gone to great efforts to acquire equipment funds from
sources such as the National Science Foundation, the Murdock Charitable Trust, and
SOU’s professional development fund. Equipment is used both for teaching and research
in biotechnology and ecology. However, much of the equipment is antiquated or
insufficient despite external funding. Because there is a limited services and supplies
budget, adequate maintenance and upgrades are very difficult.

Geology is very short on faculty research space. There is a scanning electron
microscope/x-ray diffraction room, but it is a commons are and not suitable for
storing/maintaining personal faculty research materials. Adequate sample storage space is
also lacking.

By contrast, the Physics and Engineering Department finds the physical resources for
instructional and research laboratories, equipment, and storage spaces to be adequate.

Two new opportunities are greatly expanding research and scholarship possibilities,
especially for the sciences. SOU is closely involved with the Science and Learning
Center at Crater Lake National Park in collaboration with the Oregon Institute of
Technology. The facilities provide access to research laboratories and environmental
education programs for scholarship and teaching activities. The Deer Creek Center for
Field Research and Education near Selma, Oregon is the result of a partnership between
the SOU Foundation and the Siskiyou Field Station. This 850-acre site provides a
diversity of learning environments: at-risk plant communities, serpentine geology, fire-
affected forest, and miles of frontage on salmon-bearing streams. There will be extensive
opportunities for research as well as teaching venues.

Social Sciences

Health and Physical Education experiences a lack of space for a physiology lab and some
of its equipment, such as the hydrostatic weight tank. Equipment in the Fitness Center is
in poor repair and limits the possibilities of exercise science research. There is adequate
space for dance, aerobics, and musical theatre.

The Political Science Department has a small office converted into a survey lab with a

bank of computers and phones. Although not currently functioning, the space would be
adequate for its intended purpose.
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The Psychology Department has been functioning satisfactorily for the past ten years
with minor lab space. An animal room has become a small groups/counseling supervision
room; the learning lab has become a seminar classroom; the perception lab is rarely used
but needed for a few students collecting data for capstone research or for perception
course demonstrations; and the physiology lab is now used as a small storage area. There
is still a grounded room intact but unused. However, as faculty retire and new ones are
hired, their research needs will most likely require more dedicated lab space. For
example, the new social psychologist is looking for space for a social lab. Optimistically,
some of the unused spaces can be converted into appropriate research spaces that might
serve several functions.

For the Sociology-Anthropology Department, one key physical space for faculty research
is the anthropology laboratory. This is used for artifact analysis, both temporary and
permanent storage of artifacts, field equipment, teaching materials, archive/library of
reports and other documents, office space, and computer workstations. There is the
possibility that additional storage area will eventually be needed but is adequate for
current needs.

Administrative Support: Grants Administration

Recognizing the contribution sponsored programs make to curriculum enhancement,
quality of instruction, research, and community service, SOU began incremental
increases in the level of support for the Grants Administration office in July 2002. Prior
to that, the office was staffed part time with loosely defined functions and limited
responsibilities. The physical location was in an isolated building relatively distant from
any hub of campus activity. In 2001, the grants coordinator recommended elimination of
the position citing the fact that during fiscal year 2000-2001, only 19 grants were
submitted to Grants Administration (GA). This should be contrasted with 75 proposals
submitted in academic year 2004-2005, 67 in 2005-2006 and 34 year to date (January)
2006-2007.

In 2002, the vice president’s Office for Research and Communication was established,
and GA took on a more defined role. Expanded responsibilities included policy and
procedure development, proposal development and submission, budget review, and
formalization of the Human Subjects Review Committee. Facilitating grant activity and
ensuring regulatory compliance, however, remained peripheral. The Institutional Animal
Care and Use Committee, formally recognized in 1998, operated under the aegis of the
vice president for Administration and Finance while the Human Subjects Review
Committee functioned primarily to review protocols from the Oregon Health Sciences
University School of Nursing located on SOU’s campus.

With the redistribution of responsibilities of the research office in 2003, the grants
administrator was moved to the Provost’s Office. The position was .5 FTE until January
2004 when it was increased to .8 FTE; it became full time for the 2004—2005 academic
year. Under the guidance of Executive Vice President Potter, GA facilitates pre-award
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functions (discussed above) and publicity, recognition, resource development, training,
and compliance (Table 4).

Despite the relatively flat levels of research and development expenditures during the
past three years, SOU compares favorably with other sponsored programs offices in
predominantly undergraduate institutions. SOU is below the median in faculty FTE,
grants office FTE, and grants office annual, nonsalary budget but is above the median in
number of proposals submitted annually, percentage of submissions resulting in awards,
and dollar amount of annual external support obtained. In addition, while 80 percent of
sponsored programs offices responding had responsibility for administration of human
subjects protection, only 44 percent had laboratory animal care and use oversight.

GA at SOU is effective in stimulating submissions to the degree it provides the necessary
direction regarding institutional procedure, regulatory compliance, and grant seeking and
development. However, the most effective incentives are release time for grant writing
and grant writing stipends; these options are sparse at SOU and do not fall under the
purview of GA.

As mentioned above, there is only one school-sponsored incentive program (School of
Social Sciences). Release time is provided primarily when the grant writer is already
working under a sponsored program and is precluded from grant writing by the policy
governing allowable/allocable time and effort. With so few incentives, no clear value or
reward is communicated to potential grant writers. Even so, it is common for those who
do write grants to dedicate vacation, weekend, and summer hours to that effort.

Administrative Support: Finance and Administration

Once a faculty member obtains external funding for research, scholarship, or artistic
endeavors, the Business Services office facilitates contract oversight and fiscal
management. The latter is also accomplished with direct help from the school dean’s
office where invoices and reimbursements are initiated. These processes and procedures
are at times tedious and confusing; on numerous occasions faculty members experience
more red tape than support in managing the fiscal end of grants in the post-award stage. It
falls on the faculty member to create an adequate fiscal infrastructure that allows
effective working relationships with the financial administration.

Increasing the level of administrative support for the Grants Administration office,
Finance and Administration, and faculty rewards and incentives would have an
immediate and significant impact on obtaining external funding. This is an especially
important strategic investment when one considers the decreasing and tenuous nature of
public support for higher education, the competition for federal funding, and the
declining levels of private foundation funding. Enabling this activity requires responsive
service centers, resources for proposal development, and support for pre- and post-award
administration.
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Information Resources

As documented above, there are extensive information resources to support scholarship
and research. This is particularly the case in activities involving external funding or
human subject policies and clearance protocol. In addition, the office of Grants
Management regularly reviews potential resources for funding and sends electronic
summaries and links to likely faculty and staff members. Academic Affairs provides
policy information.

Another significant resource is the Hannon Library facilities and services available for
faculty scholarship. Although the book and journal acquisition fund is limited, the library
does have access to many scholarly information databases—in some instances, the
premier resources in the field. Unfortunately, the sciences databases available campus
wide are somewhat marginal because of expense or lack of user-friendly interfaces. In
such instances, librarians work directly with faculty to identify needs, and then the
librarian conducts the search for the faculty member. Librarians also frequently offer
instruction and guidance about accessing information resources. Instruction may take the
form of a workshop presented through the Center for Teaching, Learning, and
Assessment. Guidance is provided when an individual faculty member initiates contact
with a librarian to ask for assistance. Because the library has established a system of
assigning a specific librarian to each department, this individual liaison is often known to
the faculty and is frequently the first point of contact for scholarship activities involving
retrieval of information.

Southern Oregon University communicates the research and scholarship expectations of
its faculty through the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 5), the
AP:SOU CBA (Exhibit 4-18), and the individual contracts (Exhibits 4-16a, b). An
important context for scholarship expectation is SOU’s mission as a regional
comprehensive institution and its teaching load, which is 12 credit hours per quarter, 36
credit hours per academic year (Exhibit 4-18, article 19; exhibit 4-2). New faculty
members participate in an orientation that includes a session with the provost, who
articulates the university’s expectations. These expectations are affirmed by department
chairs and deans, along with departmental colleagues. All tenure track faculty are
evaluated regularly, and this includes evaluation of their scholarship. Colleague
evaluation and chair evaluation serve a fundamental role in assuring progress in career
and toward promaotion. Self-evaluation occurs through an annual Faculty Professional
Activity Plan (for a coming year) and a Faculty Professional Activity Report (of a
completed year), as mandated by the AP:SOU CBA. Criteria for promotion and tenure
are laid out in the Faculty Constitution and Bylaws in Section 5 (Exhibit 4-19). When
applying for promotion and/or tenure, faculty must address all the criteria in their
applications (see Exhibit 4-17).

The Faculty Senate has been spearheading an effort to refine and communicate promotion
expectations to the faculty. While the criteria in the bylaws have served the institution
well, there is a general perception that the variability in interpretation and application of
those criteria is too wide. The senate commissioned the Faculty Roles, Responsibilities,
and Rewards Task Force in 2005-2006 to make some recommendations on this and
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related issues (see Exhibit 4-11). One of their key recommendations was a “cube model”
for promotion criteria. In short, the “faceplate” of the cube would resemble a table with
generic/philosophical expectations for scholarship, teaching, and service at each
professorial rank. Each “internal slice” of the cube would represent a department or
program’s discipline-specific expectations for its faculty. Because this model requires
time for development and evaluation by various parties (president, provost, deans,
personnel committees), the plan is to have this functioning at some point in the next three
years. The Faculty Personnel Committee is working this academic year (2006—2007) on
translating the current bylaws governing tenure and promotion into the faceplate of the
cube.

SOU has a well-established tradition of granting sabbatical leaves to its tenure track
faculty. Procedures and guidelines for sabbaticals are laid out in the Oregon
Administrative Rules (580-021-0200 through 580-021-0245). Further clarification of
sabbatical procedures for faculty is provided in the bylaws (Exhibit 4-19, section 7), the
CBA (Exhibit 4-18, article 12, section K), and in Exhibits 4-14 a and b. Faculty can take
a one-, two-, or three-quarter leave, and the compensation rates vary accordingly. To take
a sabbatical leave, a faculty member must apply during fall of the previous academic year
(Exhibit 4-14 a, b). This application is then reviewed by the department/program, the
school, the Faculty Personnel Committee, and the provost. If the application is successful,
the faculty member must then write a report on his or her accomplishments after
returning from the sabbatical leave.

All proposals for sponsored research and externally funded programs come under the
direction of Grants Administration, the SOU Foundation, and/or the SOU contracts
officer. Established procedures create mechanisms for grant proposal review by the
provost, president, and director of Institutional Advancement at the pre-application stage
to verify alignment with the institution’s mission and goals and the promotion of strategic
initiatives. Likewise, contracts must be vetted with the contracts officer, who not only
follows established state and federal guidelines but also seeks approval throughout the
institution.

The SOU Foundation works closely with SOU administration to establish priorities and
parameters for fundraising campaigns and unsolicited gifts. The affiliate programs
(Chamber Music Concerts, Friends of the Hannon Library, Schneider Museum of Art,
Raider Athletics Association) work under the auspices of the SOU Foundation, and their
efforts are reviewed regularly to ensure consistency with SOU’s mission and goals.
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Standard Four Exhibits

Table 4-1: and Table 4-2: Faculty profile and terminal degrees.

Exhibit 4-1: APSOU faculty data spreadsheet.

Exhibit 4-2: Faculty workload policy.

Exhibit 4-3: OUS salary and compensation comparator data.

Exhibit 4-4: AAUP salary data for comprehensive I1-A universities.

Exhibit 4-5: OUS data on failed and diminished searches.

Exhibit 4-6 a: OUS data on faculty departures.

Exhibit 4-6 b: OUS data on faculty turnover.

Exhibit 4-7: Adjunct faculty data spreadsheet.

Exhibit 4-8: Adjunct faculty orientation luncheon agenda.

Exhibit 4-9: SOU adjunct faculty handbook.

Exhibit 4-10: Adjunct faculty notice of appointment.

Exhibit 4-11: Faculty Roles, Responsibilities, & Rewards Task Force report.
Exhibit 4-12: APSOU memorandum of understanding on professional track
faculty.

Exhibit 4-13: Examples of faculty scholarship.

Exhibit 4-14 a: Sabbatical leave application.

Exhibit 4-14 b: Supplemental information for sabbatical leaves.

Exhibit 4-15: Student teaching evaluation form.

Exhibit 4-16 a: Faculty contract (renewable).

Exhibit 4-16 b: Faculty contract (fixed term).

Exhibit 4-17: Faculty application for promotion and/or tenure.

Exhibit 4-18: AP:SOU Collective Bargaining Agreement

Exhibit 4-19: Faculty Constitution and Bylaws

Exhibit 4-20: Administrative rules, defining Southern Oregon University - section
573
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Standard Five: Library Resources

Purpose and Scope

Hannon Library lies at the intellectual and physical heart of Southern Oregon University,
providing the necessary information and knowledge resources vital to any university’s
teaching and learning mission. In its mission statement, Hannon Library states its core
mission, “The library supports the research and curricular needs of students and faculty.”
The library’s vision statement clarifies and expands the core mission: “As a cultural and
intellectual center of the university, Hannon Library inspires a passion for learning.” This
vision emphasizes teaching information literacy and providing diverse collections that
“balance traditional and digital formats to enhance student scholarship and academic
inquiry” (Exhibit 5Lib-2 c). The library also identifies six core values in its values
statement: excellent services, innovation, access to information, teaching and learning,
collegiality, and the library as a cultural center.

Current Status of Hannon Library
The decade since the last self-study has been a period of major changes for Hannon
Library that fall into four categories:

Library as place. The expansion and renovation of the university’s library nearly doubled
the size of the building and was named the Lenn and Dixie Hannon Library. The goal of
the project was not only to build a bigger building but also to create an intellectual center
that would draw in students to its study and research spaces. Judging by student and
faculty comments in the past several years, this goal has been reached. Students flock to
the library, bringing books, study groups, research projects, laptops, and coffee to all
corners of the building.

Library as information services. Hannon Library staff continued to provide traditional
services such as reference and instruction, while expanding their scope and methods.
Reference is provided online as well as in person, with increasing emphasis on individual
appointments with librarians to provide in-depth assistance. Information literacy became
a university goal, infusing this vision into the University Studies general education
requirements. Within the library, instruction has placed an increasing emphasis on
teaching upper division students in courses for majors. Other information service changes
in the library include adding a music audio collection, expanding the video and DVD
collections, vastly expanding the Information Technology Center student computer lab,
moving from print to electronic resources (particularly for journal literature), and
increasing reliance on the Web to deliver these services.

Library as intellectual center. The library has distinguished itself nationally in several
areas. The Government Publications Department received the second annual Depository
Library of the Year award from the Government Printing Office. The library’s Southern
Oregon Digital Archives (SODA) Project, begun with a federal grant, also earned
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national recognition for the scope and quality of its digital collections. This project is an
example of how a small regional university can contribute to the growth and preservation
of intellectual resources for the whole country. At the same time, however, with the
reductions in the materials budget over the past five years, the library has taken several
steps backward in providing intellectual resources for SOU’s students and faculty. This
budget lost 40 percent of its buying power from the 2000-2001 budget, necessitating the
cancellation of many print journals, the loss of a few databases, and the elimination of
nearly all book purchases during fiscal year 2007. The outlook for the library’s future
provision of intellectual resources appears bleak.

Library as cultural center. A bright spot for Hannon Library is its emergence as a cultural
center on campus and in the region. Cultural contributions range from the art in the
building itself, to a wide variety of cultural programs, to the gallery space on the third
floor. Speakers, discussions, presentations, and musical groups have been sponsored by
Hannon Library, the Friends of the Hannon Library, campus organizations, and outside
groups. The future challenge will be to sustain and support these activities.

During the past decade, Hannon Library generally has been able to meet the university’s
need for information resources and services sufficient to support its mission and
curriculum. However, the steady pressure on the library budget has begun to undercut the
ability to support the instructional and outreach programs. Staff reductions and, most
particularly, reductions in the materials budget have compromised access to information
in such a way that students and faculty have begun to take notice.

Library Information Resources and Services

Hannon Library’s collections and instructional services are a central component of the
university’s provision of “access to opportunities for personal, intellectual, and
professional growth” (SOU Mission Statement). Library materials — print, digital,
electronic, audio, and visual — are a gateway for students to experience the university’s
values of “learning, truth and disciplined inquiry, open-mindedness and informed
criticism, and cross-cultural understanding.” In Hannon Library’s collections, both print
and digital, students find articles from core journals in their majors, the writings of
scholars in the disciplines, government publications on world issues, data to support
theses in research papers, and practical information for applying learning in chosen
disciplines. All of these are an important part of the university’s vision of scholarship that
“supports the creation, synthesis, and application of knowledge.”

Resources and Services to Support Teaching and Learning

Library materials are selected to meet the instructional, informational, and research needs
of the university. The highest priority is given to materials which enrich undergraduate
instructional programs. Resources are selected to provide a balanced collection which
represents the diversity of human experience. As of June 30, 2006, Hannon Library
collections included 324,262 books (print); 2,931 e-books; 2,300 full-text documents in

125



the Southern Oregon Digital Archives; 970 print paid journal subscriptions; 147 e-journal
subscriptions (increased to 820 on 1/1/2007); 85 licensed databases, many with full-text
of articles; 297,678 state and federal government publications; 16,545 microfilm reels;
784,110 microfiche; 9.779 maps; 3,968 prints; 942 audio recordings; and 7,155 video
recordings (Exhibit 5Lib-3 a).

Special resources in the Hannon Library include the 8,000 volume Margery Bailey
Collection of Shakespeare and English Renaissance materials, significant collections in
Native American studies and viticulture/enology, and a local history and bioregion
collection covering the six counties of southern Oregon and the counties of northern
California. The secure Special Collections area houses Southern Oregon University
Archives, as well as rare, valuable, and historically significant books and manuscripts,
including the second and fourth folios of Shakespeare, dated 1632 and 1685 respectively,
the Workes of Benjamin Jonson (1616), and Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587).

Exemplary digitization initiatives, funded by the Institute for Museum and Library
Services and the Library Services and Technology Act, created the Southern Oregon
Digital Archives (SODA). This nationally recognized digital repository provides
enhanced access to important, difficult-to-locate documents about this unique region.
Over 2,500 full-text, searchable monographs, articles, government publications, and
manuscripts have been added to SODA’s three collections: the Bioregion Collection, the
Southern Oregon History Collection, and the First Nations Collection.

Providing access to government publications is a priority in Hannon Library, and these
efforts have not gone unnoticed by the federal government. As a depository for Oregon’s
large second congressional district, Hannon Library serves a multicounty rural
constituency. In 2004, the U. S. Government Printing Office named the Lenn and Dixie
Hannon Library as the recipient of its second annual, prestigious Federal Depository
Library of the Year Award. The library was recognized for efforts to provide government
information in a variety of formats (including the creation of SODA) and for providing
exemplary instruction and training in the use of government information to students and
the public. In presenting the award on October 17, 2004 in Washington, D.C., Public
Printer Bruce James stated that "the library is public-service driven, committed to creative
and innovative programs and dedicated to providing access to government information to
the citizens of Oregon through its partnership with the GPO." Other efforts to enhance
access to government information include cataloging of print and electronic documents,
harvesting born-digital documents about the region from agency Web sites, and
collaboration with regional agencies to capture documents.

Hannon Library faces the challenge of a shrinking materials budget. Between fiscal years
2001 and 2006, Hannon Library’s materials budget decreased from $595,117 to
$464,692, a 22 percent decrease. Factoring in inflation of 7 percent annually, the library’s
ability to purchase materials is further undermined. In fiscal year 2006, Hannon Library
would have needed $775,458 to exercise the buying power of fiscal year 2001. During
this time period, money was carved out of this same budget to purchase new e-resources,
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such as databases and e-journal packages. Unfortunately, the fiscal year 2007 materials
budget was reduced once again by $50,000, which is not reflected in the following graph.
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In terms of expenditures for library materials per FTE, Hannon Library does not compare
well with other libraries in the Orbis Cascade Alliance. Every year the Orbis Cascade
Alliance collects data on materials budgets and FTE of member libraries. Of the schools
in the alliance that have between 2,000 and 6,000 FTE, SOU spends the least per student
at $102 per FTE on library materials. Even the other two state regional schools, Western
Oregon University ($127/FTE) and Eastern Oregon University ($189/FTE), far exceed
SOU in expenditures per FTE for library materials.
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Since fiscal year 2001, the number of books purchased per year has decreased by 60
percent. The $50,000 reduction that the library is taking in fiscal year 2007 has resulted
in the near elimination of monograph purchases by the library. This is not reflected in the

graph below.
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Number of Books Purchased by FY
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Hannon Library is relying increasingly on gift books to supplement the collection, but
gifts, while welcome, cannot substitute for careful selection and purchasing. The library
benefits from the many writers, scholars, and emeritus faculty who relocate to the
Ashland area and subsequently donate books. While these unique materials add to the
diversity of the Orbis Cascade union catalog, they may not directly meet the needs of
students for current materials that support the university’s instructional programs.
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SOU purchases deeply discounted e-resources through the Orbis Cascade Alliance.
According to Greg Doyle, Electronic Resources Program Manager for Orbis Cascade, in
2006 the average savings for databases negotiated by the consortium is 63.8 percent off
of list price. The library provides access to 85 licensed databases; recent additions include
WestLaw, Wiley InterScience, and SAGE Journals Online.

Hannon Library’s SFX link resolver software, utilizing the OpenURL standard, makes it
easy for users to quickly bring up full text from more than 18,000 journals available in
the library’s licensed databases. SFX is linked to the Online Public Access Catalog
(OPAC) and to all databases, so that users browsing a list of results in one database can
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easily determine if Hannon Library provides access to an journal in electronic or print
format—and then link to full text if available in any database or print holdings
information in the OPAC.

Some of the databases that faculty have requested and which the library is unable to
provide include BioOne, Contemporary Authors, Ethnic NewsWatch, GenderWatch,
Historical Abstracts, and JSTOR. Students are clamoring for more online access. In
spring 2004, 1,191 students responded to a campus student technology survey. When
asked to rate the importance of various technologies for future university investment,
SOU students gave digitized library collections the highest importance rating with 58
percent--4 or 5 on a scale of 1 to 5 (Exhibit 51T-4 b).

To optimize access to cataloged materials, Technical Services and Government
Publications staff create links in bibliographic records to the digital version of items
when available, enrich subject headings, use subject headings that are congruent with
curriculum and regional focus, add searchable contents notes, and add uniform local
subject headings for Internet resources and feature films. Subject headings are kept
current with monthly updates to recently cataloged materials and annual updates to the
entire catalog. Sound recordings, music scores, e-books, selected academic and quality
Web sites, sound recordings, and a growing range of electronic materials are fully
cataloged. The Innovative Interfaces catalog search interface is being revised at this time
to allow users to search more easily by location and material type.

Instruction and Reference

Hannon Library provides a proactive Instruction and Information Literacy Program that
supports the teaching and learning mission of the university. All library faculty provide
reference service and teach information literacy in their liaison areas. Over the past six
years, librarians taught an average of 157 classes for 2,870 students per year. Of those
classes, an average of 78 classes for 1,525 students was upper division or graduate level.
In recent years, library instruction has focused on teaching discipline-based research and
information literacy skills for upper division and graduate courses.

Library instruction is provided in several ways, most frequently in the electronic
classroom equipped with 31 workstations, an instructor workstation, and an LCD
projector. Sessions are geared toward a specific assignment or project and are active in
nature, providing hands-on opportunities. Classroom instruction is often augmented with
Blackboard course management software and individual consultations. Other venues for
instruction include online, self-paced library tutorials, a virtual tour, and podcasts. The
library’s 30 circulating laptops can be utilized in a variety of spaces within the building to
create classroom-in-a-box experiences.

The library is challenged to enhance the instruction provided throughout the first-year
experience of the revamped three-term University Seminar course sequence required of
all freshmen. Currently, in addition to online tutorials and a virtual tour, the library
utilizes a train-the-trainer model to provide University Seminar faculty with tools for
incorporating information literacy into their class sessions. Direct instruction sessions for
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University Seminar are provided when requested. There is a shared sentiment among
librarians and University Seminar faculty that the library should work toward providing
more direct information literacy instruction in the future.

A significant accomplishment is the integration of information literacy goals and
proficiencies into University Studies requirements (previously named General Education)
as one of four foundational strands. The information literacy requirement articulates five
goals and the proficiencies within each goal. As a foundational strand, these proficiencies
are structured within the entire university experience from the first-year University
Seminar to the senior capstone.

Accomplishing the integration of information literacy goals and proficiencies into the
curriculum aligns Hannon Library with the Association of College and Research
Libraries’ (ACRL) “Characteristics of Programs of Information Literacy that Illustrate
Best Practices: A Guideline.” A few of the other shared characteristics include a defined
mission statement and definition of information literacy, close collaboration with faculty
in the disciplines, and methods for assessing effectiveness of information literacy
instruction. For a full listing of the ACRL best practices and the ways in which Hannon
Library fully aligns with these, see Exhibit 5Lib-6 d.

Library faculty are well positioned in campus committees such as University Assessment,
University Studies, Curriculum, University Planning, Senate, and Personnel that offer
advocacy opportunities. The instruction and information literacy librarian has facilitated
the Center for Teaching, Learning, and Assessment (CTLA) initiatives, including a
twelve-session faculty workshop on teaching with technology and Blackboard. The
CTLA is housed in the library and offers professional development training for faculty.

Hannon Library utilizes three assessment processes to measure the effectiveness of
library instruction. Anonymous evaluation forms are filled out by students following
library instruction sessions and sent directly to the library department chair for
compilation. Reflective peer coaching is a process for formative assessment; instructors
articulate intentions to a peer coach prior to a teaching session and reflect about the
session after the class. Lastly, the information literacy survey, a self-developed twenty-
question, multiple-choice pretest and posttest, is delivered and compiled using
Blackboard. In the 2005-2006 trial, 100 students took the online survey. This year, 2006—
2007, the pretest was administered to 300 freshman University Seminar students; the
posttest will be given in May. The survey is also being piloted to students in specific 300-
level, research-in-the-discipline courses and some graduate action research classes.

Librarians also teach valuable skills in finding and evaluating information at the reference
desk. The reference desk is staffed 63 hours a week during the regular terms. Reference
librarians answered 350 questions during a typical week in fall term, comparing
favorably with libraries in SOU’s comparator group and in the state (according to the
2004 NCES report). Subject librarians frequently provide one-on-one training in
individual appointments with students, giving them longer, more focused help with
research projects. Although statistics for annual reference contacts have declined over the
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past six years, with a total of 7,635 questions answered in the 2005-2006 academic year,
librarians note that over the years questions have become more complex and diverse
(Exhibit 5Lib-3 b). In addition, with the proliferation of student log-in computers in the
reference area, reference librarians find themselves providing technical assistance as well
as traditional reference assistance and instruction.

Hannon Library also provides reference access from its Web site. The Ask a Librarian
page provides a phone number for telephone assistance during regular reference hours as
well as an email reference service. Librarians are being trained to participate in L-Net, a
statewide collaborative program that offers a 24/7 virtual reference service.

In the recent LibQual+ survey, information and research services were given high marks
by students, faculty, and staff. In the questions about various services provided, students
ranked reference provision as the best service, both in absolute terms and in comparison
to expectations. Faculty evaluated information services similarly (Exhibits 5Lib-13 a, b).

Policies

The Lenn and Dixie Hannon Library Collection Development Policy (Exhibit 5Lib-2 a)
clearly states the principles, policies, and guidelines governing the selection, acquisition,
processing, organization, preservation, and eventual weeding of materials or information
resources in all formats in the library's collections. The policy promotes consistency among
those who have responsibility for developing the collections and helps communicate the
library's collecting policies and goals to faculty, staff, students, and other members of the
university community. The recently updated 42-page document includes narrative
statements for types of materials in Hannon Library collections, selection criteria,
information on relationships with other libraries and consortia (to enhance collaborative
collection development), descriptions of preservation and collection maintenance
activities, and information about collecting levels. A newly added section, “Collection
Assessments for New Curricula,” details the process for evaluating strengths and
deficiencies in specific subject areas in response to campus proposals for new programs
and courses. Additional policies (Exhibit 5Lib-2 f) complement the Collection
Development Policy (Exhibit 5Lib-2 a), including a Serials Review Policy that outlines
the process for evaluating requests for new journals and cancellations.

Library Resources and Services: Campus Involvement

Responsibility for collection development follows a distributed model involving
librarians and faculty in the other departments. Faculty within each department channel
monograph, video, journal, and other requests to their library liaison, who then works
with the appropriate subject librarian. Subject librarians then submit requests for books to
the acquisitions technician. Subject librarians meet regularly with departments and stay in
close contact with the library liaisons. Students are able to make online requests for
library materials (as well as suggestions about library services). There are two links in the
SOU library catalog, “Suggestions | have for the library” and “Books | would like the
library to acquire.”

During fall and winter terms of 2005-2006, subject librarians visited academic
departments and elicited comments with a series of open-ended questions, providing
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useful qualitative data about faculty perceptions of library services and resources. The
desire for larger allocations to select library resources was voiced strongly and
frequently. Six departments expressed a need for specialized electronic resources. More
money for print monographs was important to ten departments. Surprisingly, faculty in
some science departments were as adamant as faculty in other schools about the need for
more money for books. There were subject-specific needs: the Music Department would
like more scores and access to audio scores and the Theatre Department believes that
more scripts and monologues are needed for students. Librarians were not surprised by
the request for more videos, which are used heavily in instruction. Four departments
noted the lack of essential journals, while other departments felt that electronic resources
have somewhat ameliorated the journal cancellations of recent years (Exhibit 5Lib-6 b).

In spring 2006, the LibQual+ survey was administered to all students, faculty, and staff at
Southern Oregon University. LibQual+ is a standardized instrument made available by
the Association for Research Libraries and is widely used among North American
academic libraries to gather data for library evaluation and planning. The 603
respondents included 417 undergraduates, 43 graduate students, 79 faculty, and 64 staff.
The survey questions fall into three categories: affect [sic] of service, information control,
and library as place. The information control section contains elicits data about
satisfaction with access to print and electronic information resources. Despite positive
responses to library as place and affect [sic] of service, respondents expressed
dissatisfaction with information control. Dissatisfaction with resources increased from
undergraduates to graduate students and was the most pronounced among faculty
(Exhibit 5Lib-13 a).

The written comments of LibQual+ respondents echo this dissatisfaction with print and
electronic resources (Exhibit 5Lib-13 b). A faculty member from English wrote:
“Electronic journal and reference resources must be improved.” A communications
faculty member submitted: “I hope some day the budget for books and other materials
such as instructional videos can come back for our department.” An undergraduate
sociology major claimed: “The books are outdated and for my research, | usually cannot
use any of the books in the library!” An undergraduate geology student suggests: “We
could use some field guides to plants and updated biology books, some are very old and
outdated.” A faculty member from Art provides similar feedback: “I would like the
library to acquire new print materials in my field. There are books from the past but all
are at least 20 years old. | end up using interlibrary loan a lot.” An anthropology
professor would like more films: “Would love to have more academic videos available,
especially recent ones.” A sociology faculty member notes: “It would be wonderful if the
library could subscribe to the widely used online electronic journal services. Colleagues
alert me to items, but SOU’s nonsubscriber status is frustrating.” While there are many
other comments about the need to provide for resources, a statement by a faculty member
from an unidentified department stands out: “We need more journals, electronic
resources, and a much larger book budget!!!”

The Faculty Senate Library Committee (composed of six department faculty members)
meets at least once per quarter with the library director or her representative to review
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and propose policies and practices regarding library operations and materials. Concerns
can be aired and addressed at these meetings. Recent agenda items have included the
library budget, approval of the Hannon Library’s vision and values statement, and
accreditation issues.

Having a librarian serve on the university-wide Curriculum Committee ensures that
Hannon Library stays abreast of new directions in campus instruction. The course
proposal form and proposal form for new programs both require a statement from the
library about adequacy of holdings and need for resources to support the new class or
program. Librarians regularly write assessments of holdings in specific disciplines areas
as part of this process (Exhibit 5Lib-6 a). In 2006-2007, the collection development
librarian is serving as chair of the Curriculum Committee.

Many collection development and organization activities also occur within library teams.
The Electronic Resources Team evaluates and trials e-resources, ensuring that the
allocation for e-resources is most effectively utilized to support curricula. The Serials
Review Team evaluates requests for journal subscriptions and cancellations, looking at
subject coverage in print and electronic formats. The Collection Development Team
responds to issues in acquisitions, preservation, weeding, and issues such as materials
allocations formulas. In determining allocations, the team considers past usage of
materials by subject area, the average price of library materials by discipline, student
credit hours by program, and total expenditures for print and electronic serials and
monographs by program. The Technical Services Team ensures that the library provides
optimal access to resources with the Innovative Interfaces Integrated Library System.

Facilities and Access

The recently expanded and renovated Lenn and Dixie Hannon Library is the jewel of the
SOU campus and has become its heart and meeting place. The welcoming building with
its soaring, light-filled rotunda houses a wide variety of study spaces and gathering
spaces from study rooms and study tables to fireplace alcoves and secluded, inviting
reading areas. In the LibQual+ survey one student noted, “It is beautiful and I now enjoy
going to the library and spending time there” (Exhibit 5Lib-13 b). The Hannon Library
increased in size from 64,380 square feet to 122,830 square feet, doubling its space for
collections and adding new kinds of spaces that were previously missing. It now houses
22 group study rooms, four meeting and seminar rooms, a secure Special Collections and
University Archives room, three electronic classrooms, an attractive current periodicals
reading area, an art gallery, and a coffee shop. “Coffee Shop rocks,” commented one
student. The building is enhanced by an award-winning mosaic (the creation of artists
Robert Stout and Stephanie Jurs) and other works by local and regional artists.

Hannon Library is increasingly popular as a meeting space for student and faculty groups.

The group study rooms and seminar rooms can be booked in advance on the Web. A
nursing student noted that “the study rooms have been invaluable this year to my study
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partners and myself in surviving and succeeding in anatomy and physiology.” The
classrooms (when not used by scheduled classes) and the DeBoer and Meese meeting
rooms can be reserved by on-campus and off-campus groups; there is no fee for on-
campus groups. The two meeting rooms are prized meeting spaces and kept very busy.
During the 2005-2006 year, the rooms were reserved for some 1,730 hours. The two
general classrooms had 2,523 hours reserved, while the three conference/seminar rooms
were booked for 2,352 hours. In addition, these rooms are often used spur-of-the-moment
by groups that drop in (Exhibit 5Lib-3 c). There are also numerous informal meetings in
the fireplace alcoves, around study tables, and in the many informal seating areas that are
scattered throughout the building. Visitors will often see students gathered around laptops
working on class assignments or in study rooms practicing presentations.

With the opening of the new building, Hannon Library has taken on an expanding role as
a cultural center of the campus, a role now documented in the library’s vision and values
statements. The year 2005 was the “Year of the Library,” with a multitude of musical,
literary, and other presenta