
Minutes of the Augusta State University Faculty

               November 15, 2000

President Bloodworth called the meeting to order at 3:02 P.M.   Eighty five members were
present.  The minutes of the September 27, 2000, faculty meeting were approved as
posted on the ASU web site.

1. Report of the President
President Bloodworth announced that he had just returned from a BOR meeting at which
the board approved a faculty recommendation naming the “Phase 1" building Allgood
Hall.  He also noted that Allgood Hall came in under budget and is currently ahead of
the construction schedule.  He remarked that the BOR and members of the chancellor’s
staff are beginning to give attention to the distribution of operating funds based on the
current FTE funding formula, which has created problems for ASU and other institutions
with a high percentage of part-time students.  

The President reported that the Faculty Policies Committee report on declining
enrollment has been favorably received in Atlanta.  He discussed the challenges
addressed in this report that we face as a metropolitan, non-resident institution in a
community that has no two year university system school.  The President will be talking
to the chancellor about a special funding initiative to help ASU meet these challenges.
(The complete text of the president’s report is attached.)

The President noted that this is the last faculty meeting for Marya DuBose and Marian
Cheek, who are retiring this year, and turned the meeting over to Vice President
Bompart.  Dr. Bompart recognized Dr. Charlotte Price, chair of the Faculty Policies
Committee.

2. Faculty Policies Committee
a. Dr. Price presented a proposal to increase the membership of the Teacher

Education Council by adding an education specialist from the College of Education
and an additional at-large member from the Pamplin College of Arts and Sciences
and moved that it be approved.  (The complete text of this proposal and its rationale
are included in the agenda for this meeting.)   The faculty approved the proposal
without discussion.

b. Dr. Price next presented a proposal to incorporate the Alternative Dispute
Resolution  (ADR) Policy into the grievance procedure sections of the ASU Catalog,
Faculty Manual, and Jaguar Student Handbook and moved that it be approved.
(The complete text of this proposal, including specific locations and wording are
included in the agenda for this meeting.)  
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Dr. Lillie Johnson asked if an ADR policy had ever been approved by the faculty.
Dr. Lieghtner replied that having such a policy has been mandated by the BOR, and
that the current proposal is simply putting into place a procedure that the BOR
requires. [The faculty approved an ADR procedure in principle in the May 1997
faculty meeting by voting to include  reference to the use of an ADR Committee in
Section 802.1 (Grievance Procedure) of the Faculty Manual.]  The faculty approved
the proposal.

3. Academic Policies Committee

Dr. Todd Schultz presented the following item as information:
a. New admission standards as of Summer 2001 (see attached chart).  Note that the

new requirements will add a new category–limited admission, which has been added
at four-year institutions statewide.  Limited admission may be granted to students
who do not meet the criteria for regular admission, but who have credentials that
exceed the criteria for regular admission at a two-year school.

Dr. Schultz presented the following proposals for a vote and moved that they be
approved.
b. Proposal for a change in Augusta State University’s Collegiate Placement

Examination mathematics placement score.  Currently, students must post an 80
to exempt Learning Support mathematics; we propose changing that score to 83.

c. Proposal for a change in the SAT scores we currently use for regular
admission.  Augusta State University requires an SATV of 430 and an SATM of 400
for regular admission.  A student who scores below either of these scores is
currently required to sit for the entire CPE (English, mathematics, and reading).  Our
current set-up often requires students who have strong scores in one area to take
the placement test(s) in that area.  The students rarely place in that area of Learning
Support, so we are testing these students needlessly.

On the other hand, a student who meets both the 430/400 scores exempts the
Collegiate Placement Examination, but may not fare well in his or her first college-
level course(s).

This fall, we investigated the relationship between SAT and CPE scores for all
students who were required to take the CPE.  A linear regression analysis indicated
that an SATV of 450 predicted a passing score on the English and reading CPE’s;
an SATM of 450 predicted a passing score of 83 on the mathematics placement test,
assuming we adopt an 83 cut-off score.

Thus, we recommend that our SAT cut-offs be raised to 450 on each section
of the SAT.  Students who score below 450 on either section will be required to take
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the placement tests in the appropriate area–English and reading for SATV and
mathematics for SATM.

d. Proposal for a change in our current transfer policy for non-freshmen.  
Our current policy is:
Students with at least 30 transferable semester hours but not 24 semester hours of
transferable core curriculum credit (Areas A-E), including College Composition I and
either College Algebra or Introduction to Mathematical Modeling must meet
freshmen requirements or take the Collegiate Placement Examination.

When we wrote this policy several years ago, we were attempting to strengthen the
Board of Regents policy which required 30 transferable hours, none of which had to
be core.  Frankly, requiring students to take the entire Collegiate Placement
Examination has produced problems similar to those we encounter by having
students take the entire test if they have a low SAT score in either area.

We propose changing our current policy to read:
Students with at least 30 transferable semester hours but who do not have credit for
College Composition I and either College Algebra or Introduction to Mathematical
Modeling must meet freshmen requirements or take the appropriate sections of the
Collegiate Placement Examination.

The faculty approved proposals b, c, and d unanimously.

4. Report on New Army ROTC Scholarship Opportunities 
Major Anthony Laterza described criteria and benefits for Army Scholarships now
available to ASU students and encouraged the faculty to make their students aware of
these opportunities.  He also distributed a fact sheet with this information.  Copies can
be obtained from the Military Science Department (667-4647).

5. SACS Update
Bob Johnston announced that the SACS Report will be on-line in the next two to three
weeks for faculty review and thanked all faculty and staff who contributed to the report
for their hard work.

Following several announcements, the meeting adjourned at 3:43 PM.

Russ Stullken
Faculty Secretary
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President’s Report
Augusta State University Faculty Meeting

November 15, 2000

My report today is somewhat less fully prepared than usual because I took time today
to attend the November meeting of the Board of Regents, at which the board approved
your recommendation that what heretofore has been known as our “Phase 1" building be
named Allgood Hall.  

Let me tell you that your recommendation was very well received by the board–and so
was the reminder, delivered by Regent Shelnut, that Allgood Hall came in under budget
and is now actually ahead of the construction schedule.  These are not things that the
board is used to hearing.

Let me tell you also that the regents are beginning to entertain some questions about
how operating funds are distributed to and within the system.  Regent Shelnut, you will be
pleased to know, especially in light of the enrollment report from the Faculty Policies
Committee, is asking questions about FTE-based funding.  (That is, funding based on the
generation of credit hours, with no consideration given to actual number of students.)
Regent Shelnut is aware not only of our relatively low–and historically low–per FTE
funding but also of our relatively high percentage of part-time students.

I mention this to you–again, in the light of the Faculty Policies Committee
report–because it needs to be kept in front of the Regents and the General Assembly.  An
FTE-based funding formula makes sense as far as basic instructional costs are concerned,
but it clearly lacks rationale for the funding of student services and other support areas.
Moreover, this is not an issue limited to this institution.  It’s of great interest to all schools
with large numbers of part-time students.

I wish I could tell you that we’ll receive some immediate relief from the double financial
bind created, first, by our low per-FTE funding and, second, by our high percentage of
part-time students.  I can’t promise immediate relief.  But I can promise to constantly
articulate and re-articulate the issue.  And it’s good to know that the issue is alive in
meetings of the Board of Regents and among members of the chancellor’s staff.

While in Atlanta this morning I heard two additional comments–beyond those I had
heard in and from Atlanta before today–about the Faculty Policies Committee report.  The
report seems to have been widely read in Atlanta and to be perceived–accurately, I
think–as an excellent and careful study.  Taking a hard look at ourselves–which is what
the Faculty Policies Committee did–has convinced the chancellor and his staff that this
institution is serious about improving itself.  And that’s good.  

It’s also good, I think, that the report recognizes that we operate in a changing and ever
more competitive marketplace for students.  The HOPE scholarship has made it easier
than it used to be for many Augusta high school graduates to go off to college in other
places.  Meanwhile, the semester calendar has created some difficulties for part-time and
non-traditional students who can’t go off to other places.  There’s some evidence that the
new admission standards for the system are not completely understood by some potential
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students.  Meanwhile, some institutions with admission standards lower than ours have
expanded their operations in Augusta.  And distance education is showing signs of
becoming another fact of competition for students.  (Please note the local advertisements
for the on-line master’s program in computer science from Columbus State University.)

All of this means that we have some work–and some new work–ahead of us.   We need
to make a more effective case for Augusta State University among a variety of potential
students.  We need to improve what is so often referred to these days as “customer
service.”  We need to counter what very well may be some inaccurate but powerful
negative perceptions of this institution among some segments of our potential students and
supporters.

Also–and very importantly–the Faculty Policies Committee report suggests that we have
to take the lead in increasing the total number of people in this community–traditional
students and nontraditional students–who choose to seek a college education.  To a larger
extent than ever before, we have to help create a market for our services from families and
within socioeconomic sectors where the act of going to college in general and to this
university in particular is not as common as it is elsewhere.

We’ve already expanded our advertising efforts, and I’ve asked a group to devise ways
to understand better the perceptions of this university among potential and enrolled
students.  I’ve been having discussions to learn how we might provide better services to
our students.  I’ve been talking with the chancellor, with Regent Shelnut, and with
members of our legislative delegation about our level of operational funding.  And I will be
talking to the chancellor about a special funding initiative to help this university meet the
special challenges of a metropolitan, non-residential institution in a community where there
is no two-year university system school.
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Summer 2001 Admissions Criteria

Traditional and Transfer Freshman

CPC FI SATV SATM ACTE/M
Not Admitted <13 or <1640 or <330 or <310 (<12/<14)

Admitted to UC >13 and >1640 and >330 and >310 (>12/<14)

Admitted to ASU-Limited >16 and >1790 and >430 and >400 (>17/>17)

Admitted to ASU-Regular >16+2 and >1940 and >430 and >400 (>17/>17)

Transfer Non-Freshman With 30-59 Semester Transfer Hours

GPA
Admitted to UC Eligible to return to sending institution.

Admitted to ASU >2.0 & LS & CPC requirements met if from System institution.

Transfer Non-Freshman With 60+ Semester Transfer Hours

GPA
Admitted to UC Eligible to return to sending institution.

Admitted to ASU >2.0


