Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting

Thursday, February 21, 2008

Taft-Botner Room Killian 104

3 – 5 p.m.
I. Adminstrative Matters

A. Roll Call 
Members Present:   Laura has roll
Members with Proxy: 

Members Absent: 

B. Minutes of the Meeting of January 23, 2007

[Request that the minutes be “spell-checked”] 

Motion: To approve the minutes after corrections. Second Voice vote. Unanimous. 

II. Council Reports

A. Academic Policy and Review Council Sean O’Connell, Chair
1. Undergraduate Research Proposal
Comment: APRC was approached by another committee (David Butcher is point person along with Carol Burton).  Their plan was to institutionalize undergraduate research to the point that there would eventually be an office on campus dedicated to undergraduate research.  A group of faculty went to a workshop at Spellman and developed a mission statement there.  Some of the goals are to try to get students involved in out-of-class experiences and to raise the visibility of undergraduate research on campus.
Comment: What differentiates this from part of QEP?
Comment:  Carol Burton’s office is trying to run this in coordination with QEP.  There are a couple of pilot programs.  

Comment:  Carol wanted a committee to help guide this process, so it wasn’t coming down from her office.  The intent is to make it more cross-representational.

Comment: Is grad research not involved?  We have the Graduate School and Research Administration.  I didn’t think research implied graduate only.
Comment: This will be/has been (sorry Laura, I missed this) brought to Scott’s attention.  Being a member of research council, it doesn’t seem that it’s more related to graduate research.
Comment: What are intended outcomes?
Comment: Perhaps grants.  This could serve to help Brian Railsback’s efforts in the Honors College.
Comment:  Undergraduate research is not just a function of the Honor’s College.

Comment:  This is in keeping with our rapid growth, we have more undergraduate research now.  The Graduate School was given a charge in the past, now this group has too.  The challenge is to integrate our efforts so we’re working in concert – this happened at a prior institution while I was there and we tried more collaborative work between undergraduate and graduate research.  We just need to make sure it’s not “us versus them”.  This is an opportunity to work together.
Comment: I have negative feelings about this.  The scope is quite broad and we’re already doing this.
Comment:  This committee is not trying to make mandates.  We want to be educated in this issue.  We want to learn from other departments that have success with undergraduate research [etc.].

Comment:  Is this to get more attention to undergraduate research?

Comment:  The aim of the committee is move undergraduate research more into the mainstream so the committee would not be needed in the future.

Comment:  I would like to speak for it.  We want to make our students competitive for graduate school or jobs.  It can be nothing but beneficial.  A lot of other schools have moved in this direction and we’re behind.
Motion: To endorse the following statement: 

The WCU Faculty Senate endorses the Committee to Institutionalize Undergraduate Research and Creative Scholarship’s efforts to formalize undergraduate involvement in research, scholarly activities, and creative activities. 
Second. Voice Vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

2. Curriculum Changes
Comment: No new programs, just some course stuff.  We will assume that all of the items were taken care of.  [No discussion]
B. Collegial Review Council-Lydia Aydlett and Nancy Newsome, Co-Chairs
Comment: We sent out a call for Madison Professor nominations and received 8 names.  Four of the nominees declined.  We can’t seem to reduce the list to three so got the “ok” from the Provost to send four names forward.  They are:  David McCord, David Westling, Roger Lirely, and Dixie McGinty
C. Faculty Affairs Council-Phillip Sanger, Chair 

1. Parking Issues 

Comment: We had a long chat with the Chief of Police regarding parking issues, but have nothing to put before the Senate now.



2. Patent Policy
Comment:  We have a Patent Policy group put together to investigate this issue further.
III. Business

A. Old Business
1. Attendance Policy (from APRC) 

Comment:  I met with folks in athletics and some students.  It looks like we’re in line with other institutions (9 of 16 have policies for excused absences).  In general we have 325 athletes, 85% of whom are on scholarship.

Comment:  What’s driving the policy – a few unreasonable faculty and a few unreasonable students?

Comment:  We tried to define what would be excessive absences.

Comment:  We tried to change language for group absences, based on Senate comments from last time.  We also removed one sentence that seemed to be a lightening rod.

Comment:  I suggest the removal of the first sentence from the first paragraph “Western Carolina University expects students to recognize the positive effect on academic success of class attendance and participation.”  I also recommend that in the second paragraph we try to combine the second and third sentence – reconstruct the statement so it has action points.

Comment:  I question the use of the word “ideally” in the second to last paragraph.

Comment:  This was based on discussion at the last Senate meeting.

Comment:  I suggest we eliminate the “athletic” in the second line of the first paragraph on group absences.

Comment:  Is doing a job interview university sanctioned?

Comment:  Can we remove the “(excluding practices and training sessions)” from the group absences portion?

Comment:  We’re trying to exclude things students can control

Comment:  We worked on this language with Jennifer brown on APRC and she was ok with it.

Comment:  We’re not taking into account what we have at our disposal – electronic notification in the calendar.  I request we include some sort of notification statement – put the onus on the organization/coach/band director, etc.

Comment:  But they’re already filling out forms.

Comment:  Is there a software that can help with this, to remove some of the red tape?

Comment:  We may not know who’s going to these events at the beginning of the semester.

Comment:  Make it retroactive.

Comment:  The main issue is who does the excusing of the absence -- the university/Provost or the instructor.

Comment:  The Provost has to deal with the extreme cases.  Look at the first paragraph, second sentence.  Does this mean you require attendance to all?  Can someone miss just one class?
Comment:  Yes, some faculty use that policy.

Comment:  In the Group Absences paragraph, the last sentence:  Does the instructor have ultimate say?

Comment:  I worry about the open endedness.

Comment:  Students have responsibilities to a team, but we see classrooms as a team.

Comment:  There’s no easy resolution – the problem is in making a blanket policy.

Comment to Provost:  How would you change this if we leave acceptance of policy to the instructor?

Comment:  If you leave it up to the instructor, we have no policy.

Comment:  I suggest we strike the “Acceptance of this request is dependent upon approval of the instructor.” In the Group Absences paragraph and insert in the second paragraph “Acceptance of the policy and its relationship to grades should reflect the norms of the department and the college.”

Comment:  I don’t believe this solves the problem.  If you take out this sentence you introduce the contradictory element.
Comment:  What if we change the “excused” in “guidelines for excused absences” in the second paragraph to “unexcused”?

Comment:  That is just watering it down.  We’re throwing out the baby with the bathwater.  The rare faculty case should be handled by the “norm” statement.  We’re still taking away the right of the instructor to contradict a university excused absence.

Comment:  The last paragraph states that the instructor “should” provide a make-up.  Does this mean a make up lecture?

Comment:  We’re thinking of classes the way they were for us – iTunes will potentially change the need for attendance.

Comment:  This is a hyperbole.

Comment:  Are on-line classes bound to these policies?

Comment:  Yes.

Comment:  I suggest we strike the second sentence from the last paragraph, “The instructor should provide a make-up if the student notifies him or her of the appropriate absence at least one class period prior to the date of the absence.”

Motion: To adopt the proposed class attendance policy.
Comment:  What are the changes so far?  Let’s take the amendments one at a time:

Motion: To amend the proposed class attendance policy by striking the word “athletic” from the paragraph on Group Absences.

Second. Hand count. (Laura, I hope you have these numbers … I have one no and the rest yes).  Motion Passes.

Motion: To amend the proposed class attendance policy by adding the following sentence to the second paragraph.  “Acceptance of the policy and its relationship to grades should reflect the norms of the department and the college.” 

Second. Hand count. (Laura, I hope you have these numbers … I have one no count.)  Motion Passes.

Motion: To amend the proposed class attendance policy by striking the following sentence from the second to the last paragraph: “Acceptance of this request is dependent upon approval of the instructor.” 

Second. Hand count. (Laura, I hope you have these numbers … I have 13 no and 10 yes).  Motion Fails.

Motion: To amend the proposed class attendance policy by changing the word “excused” to “unexcused” in the second paragraph: “Each instructor will establish the attendance requirements, make-up procedures, and guidelines for unexcused absences in each course and the effect that irregular attendance, lack of participation, and inadequate preparation will have upon a student’s grade.” 

Second. Hand count. (Laura, I hope you have these numbers … I have 6 no and 13 yes.)  Motion Passes.

Motion: To amend the proposed class attendance policy by dropping the second sentence of the last paragraph: “The instructor should provide a make-up if the student notifies him or her of the appropriate absence at least one class period prior to the date of the absence.” 

Second. Hand count. (Laura, I hope you have these numbers … I have 6 no and 13 yes).  Motion Passes.

Comment:  If this goes through with these amendments, the Provost will NOT recommend this to the Chancellor.  He sees it as non-policy.
Comment:  If this goes back to APRC, can we have Kyle come to the meeting?

Comment:  Yes.

Comment:  The last paragraph’s reference to a “make-up” doesn’t work now that we’ve struck the second sentence in that paragraph.

Motion: To send this back to committee.

Second.  Voice vote.  Unanimous.  Motion Passes.


B. New Business
1. Revised By-Laws of the Faculty Senate (from Rules Committee)
Comment:  The Rules Committee has finished revising the By-Laws and feels they are ready for a vote.
Motion: To adopt the By-Laws as presented.

Comment:  Section I.B. states we need a 2/3 majority of senators to suspend the Rules.  Is that 2/3 of all senators or 2/3 of those present?

Comment:  2/3 of those present.

Comment:  What are the major changes?

Comment:  Determining chairs of councils has been more codified.  If the Dean doesn’t supply a senator, the Senate Leadership has the right to do this.  The ordering of committees has changed to enhance the description of the FAC (which gets everything left).  We have more information on the Rules Committee now.

Comment:  According to the By-Laws we need a second reading unless we suspend the Rules.

Comment:  On page 2, Section B.2 “College” should be college or schools.

Comment:  This will be handled by how we define “College” in the Constitution, which is being updated next.

Motion: To suspend the rules so we can accept the changes to the By-Laws of the Faculty Senate.

Second.  Voice vote.  Unanimous.  Motion Passes.  Rules suspended.
Comment:  On page 4, II.C.1.b  it doesn’t say that the vacancy in the Senate is filled from the affected college.  

Comment:  We have the same issue in 2.b and 3.b.

Comment:  What if we add “from the faculty of the affected college” at the end?

Comment:  We need to change “modifying grading criteria” on page 3, II.C.1.a to be “modifying academic policies (for example, grading criteria)

Comment:  We need to add “Student Assessment of Instruction “on the issues that are the jurisdiction of the FAC
Getting back to the Motion … (Laura, I didn’t catch when the second occurred with this …)
Voice Vote.  Unanimous.  Motion Passes.
2. SAI Resolution (from Faculty Affairs)
Comment:  We have a few policy statements:

· All courses shall be evaluated

· All instructors shall be evaluated (separately)

· There will be a default tool set for all classes

· Faculty are responsible for reviewing this choice of tool (this will require some changes)

· Small enrollment classes will have a disclaimer

Motion:  To accept the resolution as presented.

Second.

Comment:  You need to change the disclaimer’s second sentence to end with “from whom the comments came” rather than “from whom your comments came”.

Comment:  Single student research repeats semester after semester.  Will these be evaluated each time?

Comment:  Yes.

Voice vote.  Unanimous.  Motion Passes.
IV. Reports
A. Adminstrative Report-Kyle Carter
· We are in the middle of the UNC Tomorrow Report.  It’s due May 5th.  We’re responding to seven major themes.  

· Rich Kucharski has reviewed the intellectual property policy.  It will be a “go”.
· Campus safety:  we will have a couple of people come and give you an update – Tom Johnson and Sam Miller (working with students)

· Please make an effort to attend with George Mahaffey on the 28th or 29th – he’s running a national program for civic engagement (look for these circulars)
B. CONNEC Election Report-Austin Spencer, Chair 

· Election results were announced by e-mail
C. Chair’s Report-Richard Beam
· UAC is sponsoring an open forum March 10th at 3 p.m in the UC Theater on revision of the smoking policy (no smoking in buildings, no smoking in dorms starting net year, the option to set a distance for smoking around a campus building)
Motion to adjourn. 
