


MINUTES

April 25, 2012

3:00 -5:00 p.m.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES________________________________________________
ROLL CALL
Present: 
David Belcher, Heidi Buchanan, Beverly Collins, Chris Cooper, Cheryl Daly, Elizabeth Heffelfinger, Christopher Hoyt, David Hudson,  Luther Jones,  Leroy Kauffman, Rebecca Lasher, Beth Lofquist, David McCord, Erin McNelis, Malcolm Powell, Elizabeth McRae, Ron Michaelis, Steve Miller, Justin Menickelli, Leigh Odom, Kadie Otto,  Philip Sanger, Kathy Starr, Wes Stone, Vicki Szabo, Erin Tapley,  Ben Tholkes, Chuck Tucker, Cheryl Waters-Tormey

Members with Proxies:
None
Members Absent: 
None
Recorder: 

Ann Green
Before starting the meeting, Rebecca recognized Erin McNelis for her service as Faculty Senate chair. This is Erin’s last meeting as Faculty Senate chair.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES____________________________________________________

Motion:

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of March 22, 2012 were approved as presented.
EXTERNAL REPORTS____________________________________________________________

Chancellor’s Update/David Belcher:

Dr. Belcher acknowledges Erin’s service for the faculty as well.  Dr. Belcher provides an update prompted by the History department. The Board of Governors subcommittee of Educational Planning Program and Policy conducted several studies.  One of which was to streamline curriculum processes at the GA level.  Dr. Belcher stated that this was an advantageous study.  The second study was on the faculty workload.  This involved several members of the Board of Governors and reached out to several campuses across the state.  This study was very complimentary of the faculty across the system and outlined the hours of preparation, grading, meeting the literature review, the review of curriculum as well as what it takes to do research.  This was a positive study.  Also, Dr. Belcher and Dr. Lofquist spent the past two to three weeks visiting various colleges, Hunter Library, Educational Outreach and Graduate Research.  They engaged in forums and discussions that gave insight into helpful perspectives.  Dr. Belcher said that visits on a regular basis would be very helpful.  Dr. Belcher gives an update on the developments in the budget.  The Chancellor Leadership Council and Budget Advisory Committee met to discuss the budget.  On March 12th, priorities were presented and March 19th the group met to figure out what the priorities would be.  These ideas were posted online.  These are ongoing requests.  Four days after this meeting they found out that they had $1.7 million in one-time money to be spent by June 30th due to lapsed salaries.  We lost 95 positions from this time last year.  Most of the positions that were wiped out were vacant positions, therefore there may not have been much lapsed salary.  Dr. Belcher created a list of what could use the money before June 30th and compared it with the list put together by the CLC and the BAC.  The lists were very similar.  Ongoing funding will be unknown until this summer.  Reversions and budget cuts have not been heard of yet.  (I could not catch what the names were of the types of money that will come in August.  Around minute 22)  One thing that will evolve over the summer will be the program for performance funding.  He is working with general administration to make sure that process is one that works.  The last part is a year in review.  Dr. Belcher is pleased with this past year.  The Chancellor’s Leadership Council has been very effective and it has been a good start.  The budget process has been good start as well.  $4.85 million in expenses that were covered by one time funds has come down to $2.3 million level.  This has occurred in part to “tightening belts”.  Dr. Belcher is pleased with the changes in athletics, especially the director.  The director has priorities to help the athletics department and pay back through athletics.  After three and a half years of trying, the school has gotten the Bachelor of Science and Engineering.  The programs in Asheville are a major step forward.  Two big processes are going on- the strategic planning processes are ongoing.  It needs more focus and clarity.  It has been a positive process.  The other process is the Provost search.  There are two candidates that will be here next week.  The participation of the faculty is what prompted Dr. Belcher to not choose a candidate and move the search forward.  Dr. Belcher notes that there is a strong Millennial Taskforce, although there is no report yet.  Dr. Belcher lists examples of WCU’s successes in the past year.  Dr. Belcher acknowledges the work of Faculty Senate.
There was question as to whether Dr. Belcher should stay in the Faculty Senate meetings.  Dr. Belcher has agreed to stay at the meetings, given the faculty will ask him to leave if he should not be in during a discussion.

Comment: The link that you had posted for the workload… it was just shocking to read what it said as opposed to what you were just talking about in terms of the pieces of the workload and I hope that changes.  Is that the tone or feeling that you got as well?
Comment: (difficult to understand response)

Comment: I will tell you that the conversation at the CAO meeting and I know we already talked with the associate deans about this and we’ll be talking to the Council of Deans is standardizing a process- they want each campus to standardize a process for (?) course release.  Not all campuses have an institutional process so that’s something that has come out of that that they want campuses to do.  And the theory is if we don’t they will.

Dr. Belcher: Yeah, we need to own our own.  Our decision making.  I will just say, from my perspective, when I say that it was a positive report you mean you may disagree with some of the recommendations they came up with and so forth, but the fact that people who a year ago thought that we taught research was some vague thing at least have a broad appreciation of what we do.  That to me was a real step forward and a far better outcome I think than a lot of us feared might have been the case. 
COUNCIL REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Academic Policy and Review Council/Christopher Hoyt, Chair: 

There is the proposal of the deletion of two minors- (the Race, Ethnic and Gender Minor and the Social Change Minor).  They are being deleted because they have been on the books for years and the department no longer has the faculty to support them.  They have not been supported in practice.
The next item mentioned a program change regarding Nutrition and Dietetics that did not receive a unanimous vote from the UCC.  This is in regards to program hours.  The proposal is to change the number from 82 to 83 hours.  The question was risen that the same program at UNC was 63 hours, so why was this one so much larger.
There was controversy over Marketing 200.  This was approved by the Liberal Studies Committee with a vote of 4-3.  An email was read regarding this.  In summary, this contained an argument for the proposal as it fits the liberal studies requirements, yet it does not meet the broader goals of the category it would fall under, which is C3.

Motion to approve deletion of the two minors.

Motion was seconded.

Vote on removal of the two minors:
Unanimous

Motion to discuss MKT 200.

Motion was seconded.
People from Marketing and Communications are present to answer questions as necessary.
Comment: We spent so much time debating and arguing among ourselves about the composition of the Liberal Studies Committee that in this particular instance we have a huge change moving forward with four positive votes out of the twelve members of that committee.  So my first thought, the significant complexity and that’s why we have the full debate at the university level curriculum committee (unclear) this is unwieldy group (unclear) to think of the nuances of this.  But with a four vote I’m really uncomfortable just… Would it be possible to send it back to Liberal Studies committee?
Response: Yes, that is a possibility for the group to decide.

Comment: Can you clarify the vote again?

Response: The 4 to 3 voting were present, the others were not there at the time of the vote. 

Comment: Five absent, three against.

Comment: I didn’t realize that David was going to finish with that suggestion, but that was what I was going to suggest too.  That I would like to see us send this back to the LSC because there’s been not enough communication Marketing and the Communication folks that there should have been.  Of course, it was very controversial with respect to duplication of things that Communications already offers and given that the LSC only had four votes in favor and only seven members attending, you see (unclear) the emails that asking the folks that weren’t attending to voice their opinions, which I don’t think was appropriate.

Response: That was my fault that that was done.

Comment: I’d like to suggest that we send it back to LSC.  Let Marketing and Communications talk together and let the full LSC do their jobs. 

Comment: Is that a motion?

Response: Yes, I’d like to propose a motion that we send this back to the LSC.

Motion was seconded.

Comment: The requirement for a committee to take an action is to have a quorum, which they did have.  And they took an action to support the proposal and now we’re saying that those rules aren’t good enough.  How many people do we think need to be in attendance in order for the committee to take an action that would stand?
Comment: But we have to approve this as a body, right?

Response: No, we don’t have to.

Comment: We don’t have to, but it has been brought to the floor for discussion and debate, which means that you can choose to approve, disapprove or move back to committee or other parliamentary procedural accepted.

Comment: It sounds like they themselves didn’t have enough time.  They had a couple days.

Response: A week and a half.

Response: The 11th to the 20th.  They received it on the 11th, the meeting was the 20th.

Comment: Am I wrong?  Did it sound like they didn’t have enough time?

Comment: No, according to their standards, they did.  They had a little more.

Comment: I guess my concern in this is that somebody, usually we get these lists and we all just go “What the hell, that’s fine”, but somebody brought this one to attention.  I’m not sure who brought this one to attention, to Christopher to raise, so that gives me pause and there’s clearly controversy over it and I understand the idea of a quorum, but that’s one person over half.  That gives me the same discomfort that it gave to X.
Comment: I think that we have a sort of obligation to the Faculty Senate to address some of these issues, like what’s a sound alternative?  Like a sound alternative to communications class?  

Comment: In this era of budget cuts, for a course that sounds like it’s a duplication.  Were there questions about duplication?
Comment: Why would we be offering a sound alternative?  What’s a sound alternative to communications course?

Response: I’ll address it.  I only have a few minutes. I have class at 4:00.  Number one, here’s a dilemma- we’re told we have to meet the criteria that’s been established.  Which we did.

Comment: What criteria?

Response: That was established by the Communications department for the C3 category.  So obviously they’re asking for some duplication or you can’t meet your criteria.  The class is not the same class, it’s absolutely meeting all the criteria that’s been established in a different format giving students choices.  I thought that was the purpose of the university, to offer students opportunity for choices.  So when you say duplication, there’s a backlog of over 650 students waiting to take a communications class. (Cannot understand at 50:56) because in the past if you look at the general education program there have been many other courses offered in that category, Communications, including Business.  So we came up with a proposal we thought was an excellent proposal that gives students an option and the committee met, I’ve served on the LSC before, I will be there again next year, I’m sorry some people didn’t come, they haven’t come in the past.  We met every criteria, we did what we did in 11 days notice and it was a vote pass.  So when I hear X say “We don’t want any (unclear) which way you want to look at it.  That’s all I’m trying to say. 
Comment: Was the consultation given?

Comment: There was a consultation that was sent to Communications and they said no.  And we proceeded forward.  I mean we can go back to me.
Comment: What’s the difference between a 100 level group Communications class in Business and the 300/400 group communication class offered in Communications. I guess I was just curious where the crossover is.

Response: unclear
Comment: Somebody said there is a group communications class offered in Communications, but that is not a liberal studies.  Does it meet C3?  Is that right?  

Response: Comm 312

Response: There’s a huge difference between the group communication course that we offer and the marketing course that they are proposing.  The group communication course that we offer is for our majors in Communication in the program.  There is a prerequisite of Universal Communication for that course.  The Marketing course is very narrowly focused.  We don’t offer group communication for the C3 Liberal Studies requirement because of the narrow focus.  The Introduction to Speech and Communication course we offer for general studies includes group communication and then all of those dimensions that Chris Hoyt identified early, in terms of public speaking skills, in terms of interpersonal communication skills, so the course that we offer is aligned with National Communication Association guidelines for the course for general education requirements.

Comment: So it’s my understanding that the Communications department did not agree that this syllabi for this course meets the criteria for a liberal studies for that communications class.  Is that correct?  If that is so, then the new Gen Ed document that has just come out, which we have not discussed yet, but it’s specifically in there, “Oral Communication (3 hrs.). Courses in this category will help develop proficiency in various forms of oral presentation. Proficiency will be demonstrated by a series of recorded presentations that represent the various forms of oral communication identified as essential by the Communications faculty (for an adapted version of the Oral Communication outcomes, see Appendix F).”
Response: We can’t run by that one, because it has not been approved.

Comment: I understand.  What I’m saying though is that it then goes on to say “Major programs that wish to offer an oral communications course in the major must demonstrate the fulfillment of the outcomes and artifacts mandated by COMM 201.”
Does what you propose meet that criteria of what’s in that?

Comment: It’s not approved criteria so we cannot consider it as criteria.  We have only the criteria that currently exists for Liberal Studies that we are allowed to use until the liberal studies program changes. 
Comment: I’m just saying- does it meet that criteria?

Comment: Do we have a motion on the floor?

Comment: My question was not answered.  Was there the quorum?

Response: Yes, there was the quorum.  Yes it is still the right of this body to choose to send it back.  But yes, that was a quorum and that was their vote.
Comment: Question has been called.

Vote on Calling the Question:

Yes: 20

No: 3

Abstain: 0

Motion was passed to end discussion.

Vote on sending MKT 200 back to LSC:

Yes: 18

No: 7

Abstain: 0

Motion passed to send back to LSC.

Nutrition and Dietetics 
Motion to discuss.
Motion was seconded.

Comment: I just want to point out that, you know, we’re responsible for protecting the curriculum, defining it, protecting it, and enforcing our rules, and we have rules that we regularly do not enforce.  It’s become kind of a joke to even consider enforcing this rule, even though the consequences are not a joke.  I mean, this means that we have many students who cannot easily change majors, can’t study a foreign language and graduate on time, can’t do a year abroad and at the same time that those things are true, we just pass these things through.  Now with this small redefinition of the program we might have received an application to diminish the hours.  But instead, we received an application to increase the hours required.  If we were to send this back, it would be a step towards actually enforcing policy that is not bad policy.  And again, the counterargument to actually enforcing our policies is that our policies are bad, but in this case the fact that we have within the UNC system a comparable program that would actually be within our policy shows us that our policy isn’t so bad.  It’s not an unworkable policy in this case.  But we continue as a senate to laugh off this fact, that we have these huge programs, some of which may be justified, others of which probably are not.  And I think that we should enforce our policies or have the nerve to change our policies- I think that it should be one way or the other.  At present we have a policy that’s not an unreasonable one and the proposed program violates it in a couple of ways.  I mean, one it goes over the maximum major, two it allows students only six hours of general electives.  We have a policy that all students should have twelve hours of general electives, so we violated that policy as well.  Those are the reasons we might choose to enforce this policy.
Comment: Can you give us some idea on why they increased this?  Why it was increased?

Response: It is an increase of just one hour, so 82 to 83 total.  It’s a hard application to read, to tell you the truth.  They’ve rearranged classes, so they went from having some four hour classes to having some three hour plus one hour classes.  So we just have to ask them for why they thought this particular mix of three plus ones would be better, but they changed quite a few.

Comment: My gut is, I haven’t looked at the application or whatever, but Nutrition and Dietetics is a very, very highly regulated from external forces area of study and so forth, at least that’s my impression.  Without knowing those external forces that we need to be careful.
Response: It didn’t come to me with any explanation of that kind and I’m also suspicious because the UNC program presumably is a good program and it is 20 hours smaller.
Comment: I had a two part: one of them we just asked.  The other one was I would like to us revisit that policy, but that’s not what we’re here to discuss.

Comment: I think one of the things: we don’t have enough information about this right now is that nutrition and dietetics has several different facets to it that are kind of different professions almost within them.  There’s registered dieteticians, there’s nutritionist and there’s other things and they always (couldn’t understand 1:06) different things.  So a comparison.  I don’t know if a comparison was made with another program at UNC, but it may be a totally different thing. (Couldn’t understand 1:06:07)  So we don’t have someone here to clarify that. To validate…

Comment: Is there anyone from Nutrition and Dietetics here?

Comment: When we had this question with AJ she was informed that this was coming up.
Comment: What was the vote again?

Comment: It was one dissenting vote, it was like 10 to 1 or 9 to 1.  I’m sorry, I don’t recall the exact number.

Comment: What was the motion?  The motion was to not pass or was it to…

Comment: It was to have discussion.  If you want to motion to…

Response: Well if we close, if we move to do something I need to know what…

Comment: To deny it.

Comment: That was the tone of the discussion, but I didn’t hear that.  So it was a motion to call the question.

Question is called.

Motion to call the question:

Yes: 24

No: 0

Abstain: 0

Motion to Deny:

Yes: 11

No: 13

Abstain: 0

Motion does not pass.
The curriculum moves forward from the Faculty Senate to the Provost’s Office.

Would anybody like to bring anything forward?

Comment: I think when we work at these things that we need to be very careful that we’re keeping the students of North Carolina in mind and you heard the report: there are 650 students in the queue for that Comm [201] course.  And we deny them…

Comment: 664.

Comment: 664 backlogged for Comm 201 and we’re extending…

Comment: So the question, though, can it not still be going on in the spring if it is passed this fall?  Because it goes in the electronic catalog.  But it is not on the fall schedule, it was not going to be on the fall schedule.

Comment: Right.
Comment: Spring schedules are made in the Fall in September.

Comment: But it could be potentially added.  I encourage the groups to meet and have this thing in ASAP.  It’s not been sent back all the way to the department- it’s one council.

Collegial Review Council/Vicki Szabo, Chair:
The CRC met on April 12th and discussed applications and dossiers.  The CRC gave feedback to the Provost’s Office and minimally corrected and clarified.  These will be coming out of the Provost’s office in the next month or two.  An AA12 was looked at: all committee members at the levels of the college and university will be included.  DHs will sign and candidates will sign.  They were present an anonymous resolution, this was tabled to ask for more information.  The collegiality resolution was researched, worked on, and discussed from December through April. Deferred to (? 1:15:48).  It is emphasized that the CRC did not want to create a “laundry list” because collegiality means different things to different people.  This was unanimous from the council 12-0.  The CRC discussed removing congeniality, but insisted that it stay in.
Comment: From the Kimmel school, the feedback that I got: there were 7 people that were supportive of the resolution, one who was opposed to it, (could not understand last part about congeniality 1:18:23).
Comment: [College of Education had several people send emails in support of collegiality]

Comment: X was concerned about the concept of collegiality and how it may be judged and she felt like the definition of collegiality and it’s differentiation from congeniality addressed her concerns about including this.

Comment: A couple of people in my area were concerned about the last sentence, sort of the opposite of what you just said.  They felt that it sort of muddied the definition rather than clarify it.

Comment: One of the major concerns voiced by faculty is that the fear that the… it’s not really clear.  There’s a murkiness about what collegiality really comes to and that as much as that the document has said doesn’t entail a fourth leg (couldn’t understand 1:20:20) Since you can be denied for it and since it’s murky, it’s a bit startling.  It seems to leave room for abuse.  A second point that I want to make along with the lack or potential lack of clarity in that concept is to remind you of the process that we have in place for the (tenure? 1:20:42) application and to say that it seems to me and some other faculty I’ve talked to, that it would be better to address the concerns of collegiality in another… through another mechanism, through another forum.  When an applicant comes up for tenure you submit a file and then the system is closed from that time until the Provost’s decision.  The candidate has no opportunity to respond.  And so, if there are any accusations of uncollegial behavior, that might affect the decision of the committees, of the Dean, of the Provost.  The candidate has no opportunity to respond to those, what so ever until the process has been completed.  And we do have the opportunity to consider this a personnel issue and if somebody behaves in a way that is uncollegial we could treat it as a personnel issue the same way we might drug abuse, abuse of professional conduct in any other context in which case we would ask for confirmation.  The candidate, the person in charge, would have the opportunity to address the charges against him or her in a forum in which there would be the request for evidence.  But the way the tenure application works, since you have cloistered discussions based on evidence that in this case we don’t even have clear standards of what that would be.  I mean, compared to when we look at our current process we know that you submit a particular file, we got the AA-12 and the documents that support it, that go into the tenure application.  And we know what the standards are.  We have a DCRD to tell us the standards of good professional progress are.  And we have nothing like that to tell us really what collegial.  It’s not clear what the documents would be.  And it’s not clear that the candidate would have any opportunity to redress of any accusations that are false.
Comment:  I would just like to point out that that’s the case anyway.  Whether or not there is a statement in the document, candidates will be denied tenure or promotion over collegiality concerns in that same cloistered environment under that same process.  Right now you can be denied those personnel actions for any reason that isn’t illegal or forbidden on the forbidden list of actions, such as race, gender, etc.  So I don’t see how this actually changes anything except that this explains, clarifies (couldn’t understand 1:23:22) isn’t about congeniality, friendliness, being a good pal or anything like that.  This is about something a little deeper and that comes out in the case history that the CRC went through and put up on (couldn’t understand 1:23:39).  What I fear is that not enough people actually got exposed to it and got to see it.
Comment: Isn’t there some sort of a, if you’re denied tenure, some sort of post tenure appeal where they can present evidence?

Response: May I say that you have the chance to rebut (couldn’t understand 1:24:04) and then there grievances hearing as well. And then there’s always, there’s a couple of levels of appeal as well.

Comment: I guess in some response you still have the TPR process, right, that demonstrate that collegiality has somehow gotten in the way of quality teaching, scholarship, and services or that’s somehow impeded others from being able to do that.  So there is some structure within that, so I don’t know that saying that there’s no guidelines for that is not strictly true.  And it’s also my understanding that, and I’m not sure where this would be listed, but you have to document that this has been an ongoing problem, whatever the problem maybe.  So it’s not like it would be, by my understanding, admitted as part of the TPR process.  It’s just kind of out of the blue (?).  But maybe that’s part of the confusion, but that’s just a couple of comments about that.
Comment: By and large, the contacts which I had in the College of Fine and Performing Arts were not in favor of it.  The reason is because it was not a definition of what collegiality was, and like the idea of the definition of differentiation.  The problem with it was, for example, it would appear that there are no university standards, departments have no guidelines to establish their specific criteria and that was the concern is that allowing individual departments to develop their own criteria on this then the criteria changes and that it should be a university wide criteria and it should be within that framework.

Comment: By and large the faculty that I spoke to opposed the resolution and I put together a few words for the senate, so I would like to read this.  The faculty constitution, article 2, section 2.1, the senate shall represent the general faculty as their principal voice.  And the sense of the general faculty and the development of the university’s identity and mission.  Fellow senators, I speak in opposition of this resolution.  During the subcommittees initial presentation of this resolution we took an active role, stating our concerns, both of which were numerous and subsident (? 1:26:38).  Primary concerns centered on one, whether this resolution should have been considered in the first place, two, concerns regarding vague and ambiguous language, and three, the absence of any protections for the faculty members.  As a result of our concerns, the subcommittee was charged with revising and resubmitting this resolution.  Let us now examine the results of the subcommittee’s revisions.  Regarding concern number one, clearly our request for dropping the resolution was not accepted.  Regarding concern number two, our request for substantial revision concerning vague and ambiguous language was not heeded as evidenced by comparing this resolution to its original draft.  And three, we recommended that at minimum this resolution be revised to reflect clarity of definition, as well as built in protections for the faculty member.  Suggested modified language called for the inclusion for phrases such as “Non-collegial behavior must be documented over time and be shown to persist after repeated notification of the faculty member” as well as “Faculty member shall have proper notification and have opportunities to correct the deficiency.”   As this plainly states, none of our concerns have been addressed in this revised proposal.  One, the resolution was not dropped, two, vague and ambiguous language has not been clarified, and three, the resolution doesn’t include any protections for the faculty member.  This is puzzling to me, but most importantly, it is troubling to me.  Why didn’t the subcommittee take into account our concerns, such that this resolution clearly reflects them?  Is the voice of the faculty being heard?  I hold in my hand over 50 pages worth of documents, emails, concerns of faculty on this resolution.  The faculty has spoken.  Was not the subcommittee listening?  Senators, as stated in section 2.1 of our faculty constitution, we have a duty and obligation to listen to our faculty, such that their voice is not only heard, but their recommendations are heeded.  I will tell you that I still have a great deal of optimism left in me similar to Mr. Smith who went to Washington, but I tell you this day, as faculty it is our solemn duty to ensure that the voice of our faculty is our primary concern.  Even our great Constitution and its Bill of Rights affords protections for the right to petition, the right of defiance, and the freedom of speech.  Our fourteenth amendment assures of the people to due process.  With such protections granted by our own government, I submit to you that it cannot be the case that those of us who have been deemed the wisest of society’s members can do anything but justifiably oppose this resolution.  Why?  Because at minimum, none of the three major concerns have been reflected in this revised document.  And fundamentally and philosophically this resolution is apathetical (?) to our values.  I wore this sweatshirt today for a reason.  What does this symbol represent?  It represents what we stand for.  It represents what we value.  What happens when leading in a collegial fashion runs headlong into conflict, but doing what is right.  Does one act collegially or does one do what is right?  In good conscious and in full consideration of the values that we exposed in the academy I cannot support this resolution.  This evening I will go home knowing that as an individual I did the right thing.  It is my hope that days from now I will be able to put this sweatshirt on again and in good conscious be able to say that we as the voice of the faculty also did the right thing.  If this be the case, then I can honestly say that I am proud to be a Catamount.  Thank you. 
Comment: A point- this is about the resolution.  This is not about the council or the people.  This is about the resolution.  There will be no more about individuals or groups of individuals about it.  Discussion with respect to the resolution.
Response: I want to make it clear: I appreciate your statement.  Our council was charged with revisiting this.  It was not dropped.  The senate voted, and I actually might have voted to drop it because I did not want to revisit it, but we were charged with revisiting it.  And I think that is reflected in the minutes of 3 November.  With respect to your third concern about protections- Protections are built in with the handbook.  And this is not the place to address that.  So I appreciate your concerns, absolutely.  And we read the minutes of the meeting.  Everyone was aware of emails that were sent out in other forums.  I really hope that you don’t feel, or that anyone here feels that they were ignored.  The Council chose differently.  

Comment: Representing the College of Education and Allied Professions, I’d say that probably 70% of the emails that I received were opposed to this.  I think I can sum them up.  Basically, there appears to be a flaw, what I view as a flaw, which is that collegiality is not a separate criteria upon which faculty are assessed.  Oh by the way, unless otherwise dictated by departmental CDRCs or by-laws.  So, you know, Leroy may act uncollegial, but I can’t because my college says that collegiality is important- that’s ludicrous.  Also, I want to point out that I’m not a card carrying member, I do like the statement, many of us have read it, the AAUP American Association (?) of University Professors, their statement of collegiality discourages collegiality as a forced (?) criteria, yet in this statement we seem to encourage the departments and the colleges to use it as a forced (or fourth?) criteria, but not the university, so it’s at the very least I think a confusing statement.
Comment: I agree with the point you’re trying to raise because people brought that up and we’ve discussed that in our department- our college is huge so I wouldn’t want to say that I speak for our college as a whole.  The whole point of allowing departments to write their own DCRDs is kind of like we’re the ones evaluating ourselves, and what we do, so I think that has to be built in and that has to be put in there, so it’s like we can’t separate out the functionality of being able to say what scholarship is and these other things, so unfortunately that’s just my opinion.  I’m asked to report that…I can see why people would be concerned, especially if in their college or their department that’s come up.  I’ve had that exact conversation and then discussed it with some of my colleagues and I can see where that’s coming from.
Comment: I’d like to reaffirm some of the things that have been said, but add some continuity.  I do concur with Chris that the process we have- it goes all the way through tenure and promotion, has no entry for refuting or discussion or anything- except at the end.  And it’s said there’s lots of ways that we can appeal.  I would like to kind of put a little bit of correction to that.  The appeal processes are very limiting.  They only allow us to look at the process, not the content.  And so it’s not the same.  You’re not appealing.  The judgment of any one of the committees, you can only appeal that the process has not been docked (?) and it’s not the same as a personnel action.  The other thing I would like to say is that the code has very succinct aspects into it and our statements really don’t say those things.  Such as unclear “…in a necessarily collegial environment.”  Which really says what is that environment in which you really need to be collegial in.  And potential for other issues that are not within a necessarily collegial environment are very large and I fear and have seen that this is brought into the equation and it muddies the water, it really does make these ambiguous criteria very dangerous.  My final statement would be- if the, if this body thinks this needs to happen, adopt the code language which we all have to abide by and drop it to the departmental level.  Those are the people that have to live with the individual.  Very few of us at the university level have to live with the individual, or even know them.  Sometimes that’s even true at the college level, so if it belongs anywhere reiterate the code language to be at the department level.

Comment: Several points- one was answering a point that Justin had and that was that the language about the department, the unless statement, was definitely for us to make sure that we defer to the departments autonomy in terms of determining the DCRD process.  It was not intended to either/or on the fourth leg and in fact, I don’t see any language that’s encouraging departments a fourth leg.  It’s just to make sure that they know their autonomy is maintained.  And then I want to go back to a point made back last fall and that was that none of this was ever intended to generate another avenue by which somebody can be denied tenure. It’s actually an effort to say that we want to call to the attention of the faculty members that this is out there and they are responsible for their collegiality in their day to day interactions with others on campus.  
Comment: I want to amend something I said earlier and then add to it.  I think when clearly there is a difference in faculty voice and so the fact that someone might support collegiality on the council is not reflective that that person has not listened to faculty voice.  Teaching and Learning did not send emails saying that they supported collegiality.  They have a collegiality statement as do six other departments (couldn’t understand 1:38:49) already approved in three different colleges.  And so, the School of Teaching and Learning is one of the six departments that written in collegiality into their departmental CRDs and those statements have been approved.

Comment: There’s a comment Steve made and I’ve heard it a number of times that we already do this anyway, we need to document it and without being… I’m with Phil that the UNC code has clarity to it that this proposal doesn’t and what worries me about saying “Well, we’re sort of documenting what we already do” is that we’re in some sense documenting a system that’s been very frightening for junior faculty, which doesn’t need to be.  We as a faculty put a lot of work into making DCRDs clear and the idea was supposed to be to make it very clear what it takes to get tenure so that junior faculty feel comfortable- they know where they stand, the process is considered open and just.  And in this moment we have a chance to continue to try to clarify, to try to make our process open and just.  And that was my worry that I was trying to articulate otherwise before is to say if somebody is behaving in a way that is really uncollegial to a degree that they should not be here as a member of our faculty, everyone should feel comfortable that the judgment has been made well.  That member of our community, if they are junior faculty or not, they are still amongst us.  They have been treated fairly.  Their case has been treated fairly and I don’t see that here and I don’t see how our current tenure process really does that.  But the fact that we’ve been doing it isn’t a good reason to continue, I think we should move in the direction of having a clear process that is fair.  And we could move either, really genuinely clarify what it takes to be on collegial so it’s dead clear for some candidate if they have behaved in a way that will lose them their job and probably their career or move it to another process that makes it that clear so that there is no ambiguity for any of us.  Or very little, as little as possible.  So rather than documenting a case for ambiguity I think we should try to eliminate it.  So that we all feel good so if somebody has to be turned down, which is a painful thing- ending someone’s career, removing them from our community of faculty, should be something we do with great reservation.  And I think it should be clear to all us why it’s been done.  

Comment: I just wanted to reiterate- the area of concern from the (unclear) summary of the 2008 code survey and if there’s a more recent one then I didn’t know it , so I’m sorry, our three top areas of concern were tenure practices, tenure expectations, clarity of, and clarity of tenure expectations reasonableness of, clarity of tenure process, tenure criteria, clarity of tenure body of evidence, consistent messages about tenure from tenured colleagues, upper limit on committee assignments, which we all would like and I don’t know if it’s been done.  Tenure expectations clarity, expectations of scholarship, expectations of collegiality- of being a colleague in a department and that is one thing that we are trying to do.  I hesitate to say, but I think in a council there’s no way we could define this in a way that would satisfy everyone, nor do we feel it is appropriate to offer a long, bullet pointed definition.  That’s up to departments or colleges, many of whom are doing this already.  So we did choose to not define it in more explicit terms.  
Comment: I just wanted to say to X- that was very beautiful.  You took a lot of time and incentive and I was very proud of that statement.  So I am glad that you stood up for what you believe.

Vote on calling the question:

Yes: 16

No: 8

Abstain: 1

Motion passed.

Vote on Adding Collegiality Language to 4.04:

Yes: 14

No: 11

Abstain: 1

Motion passed.
Faculty Affairs Council/Heidi Buchanan, Chair:

The workload policy was completed by the Provost’s office and posted.  There is now an addendum to fixed term contracts so that faculty are not immediately cut off from IT access.  
Childcare Resolution

Comment: My only question is- All these actions?  Who’s going to do them?

Response: That was our big question too- that’s why we suggested passing it on to executive council who has authority to make assignments.
Comment: We talked about forming another committee.  Some of these things will happen very quickly, some of them will have to be basically written into somebody’s job description probably.

Comment: As a member of the CLC this year, we did discuss that this was kind of like a test, right?  The CLC took something that would really reach across to all parts of campus.  It’s not just faculty, it’s everybody.  And so we’ll see, it’s our job to keep track of it.

Comment: This seems to tie in with the 2020 stuff.

Vote on Childcare Resolution: 

Yes: 21

No: 2

Abstain: 1

Motion passes
Rules Committee/Cheryl Waters-Tormey, Chair:
There is an effort to streamline, but things have been tabled for this meeting.
OTHER REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Old Business:
Resolution of Liberal Studies and General Education Taskforce

This new document acknowledges a somewhat different change, not drastic.  There are connections made to the QEP.  The face of the faculty could change through recommendations.  The two recommendations are to develop a group that will walk this through and the other is that there needs to be an assessment.
The resolution is in line with a letter sent that is on the webpage.

Motion to discuss and debate.  Motion seconded.

Comment: I’d like to clarify a little bit, it’s my understanding that based on the processes that are laid out already that this is not… we’re accepting full on the recommendations, that now it’s just going to go to the LSC and UCC to basically look at as recommendations.  We’re not accepting this as a new Gen Ed program.  It’s just that the data’s been collected, people have thought about it, this is how they are interpreting it and now they are handing it off to these curriculum bodies.

Comment: That’s not the intent of the original resolution.  The resolution said it comes from the senate for approval and then to the LSC and UCC.
Comment: The resolution didn’t say anything about…  

Response: Yes it does.

Comment: The one I sent you this afternoon?

Response: Yes, it does.  It says “Be it resolved, that once the taskforce has collected comments and has finalized report and present a recommendation to the senate for action, not debate…”

Comment: Well, the action is passing it on, as the constitution states.

Comment: For recommendation, not for further study.  I mean, that was the whole intent of this article back three years ago- we did want to go through another cycle of general study for another three years, but a lot of effort is being put into this and it says “Once the report has been accepted by the senate, the president of the senate will forward through the Provost and the Chancellor for final approval.  It didn’t say “Go back and study it some more.”  Which is what this resolution up here says.

Comment: The document that I have from April 2 years ago- this is about the guidelines for the constitution admission (? 2:01:35) of Liberal Studies Taskforce.

Response: Yes, that’s what I’m looking at.

Comment: So then it said that a document would be submitted to the LSC, APRC, and Faculty Senate for approval, that doesn’t seem to be like a sequence of steps.
Response: The one that Erin sent to me, which is right here if you want to read it.

Comment: No, I’m just trying to clarify.

Response: Your intent when we did this resolution , try to construct this, was to avoid a prolonged process, now go back and restudy and relook at it and redo and then come back.  It was given the authority to the taskforce to come up with a proposal this senate debate that and say yes or no, and then Liberal Studies and the UCC then figure out how to implement it in the best way.

Comment: I guess that’s not how I’m interpreting it, but…

Response: We’re reading two different documents.

Comment: I think so, yeah, maybe.  I’m just saying what we did 2 years ago when we set this group up.

Comment: Which the constitution is what we are referring back to.

Comment: So the question is, whether we’re voting to accept this report for modification, which was Cheryl’s understanding, or yours, which is when we vote, to accept it, that we’re accepting the General Ed proposal, is that right?

Comment: Going back to the original resolution.

Comment: Right, but that’s what we have to figure out what we’re voting on, either A or B.

Comment: The resolution is what you’re voting on, so according to what Phil’s saying, the resolution should be a no because that’s not how he believes the original impetuous for this stated.  That it is not the case that it go back to APRC, or LSC or UCC.

Comment: Because it specifically says, you have to have these open forum and you have to talk to everybody so all the input is there that you would normally have and it’s prepared for the senate to make a decision and go forward as opposed to send it back and regurgitate it.  
Comment: I can say that my reading of for senate for action was that senate’s action could be to follow the constitution which says any major change to liberal studies has to be bedded through and then once it’s ready and suggestions have been made it goes to the Liberal Studies Committee in conjunction with the UCC.

Comment: It’s section 10 of article 2 number 2 in the event that the Liberal Studies program is reviewed as a whole, the chair of LSC will work in conjunction with the chair of UCC to ensure that all colleges formally consulted by the curriculum committees, if a major liberal studies change is recommended the joint LSC/UCC will then bring formal resolution to Faculty Senate for action.  It’s on page 59.

Comment: The question is- the resolution says the committee brings their report to the faculty senate for action, I interpret the action is to follow the constitution and then we come back and make our decision, which is a recommendation from this group has to come.  It does not say immediately upon receipt of the report.  I was taking that to follow this process and they bring that recommendation.  When the recommendation is made by the senate, it goes forward as indicated to the Provost and the Chancellor.
Comment: So Phil, are you saying that…

Comment: I’m just saying that…

Comment: I’m just trying to figure out what we should do.  My feelings, like it’s the end of the semester, do we really want to say we’ve approved a curriculum.  I think everyone would say no at this point, right?

Comment: We can, but the resolution would be this body, it’s the decision making body.

Comment: Ultimately we do.

Comment: If we haven’t read and studied it, this body then needs to defer next time to either approve it or not approve it.  As opposed to send it back into the office again.  

Comment: The resolution you’re talking about is two and a half years old?  

Response: That’s right.  That’s what all the members of the taskforce have been working on for two and a half years.

Comment: Were they aware when they sent that resolution to us that that’s what they’re…

Comment: I told them that based on their request and I sent it to the committee.

Comment: There are issues of implementation going forward and someone has to address that implementation.  Not to regurgitate it and come up with a third plan.

Comment: Well, implementation implies acceptance first.

Response: Yes.

Comment: We’re not there yet.

Comment: We’ve had a lot of taskforce including Childcare, we’ve had other ones, where there’s been a report and they’ve done a lot of work and I think that works going to be done over again.  And in fact, I would see that as, and this is just me speaking for me, the LSC and the UCC would be using the recommendations from the taskforce and saying “This is what we think we’re gonna do” and again, how’s this going to affect you as a college, you as a faculty body and I think us trying to sort those things out as a faculty senate we would be kind of unwieldly as it’s been said before.  
Comment: Why did we authorize a taskforce to do this?

Comment: To do the work that’s been done.  The work that’s been done here, and there is a specific recommendation, which we have.  It’s something for this committee to take to the colleges to get that feedback.

Comment: I asked Bruce about it and he very appropriately joked with me “Well, you don’t know the process” and of course I didn’t, but my recollection is Bruce’s read was closer to Erin and Cheryl’s read, am I right?  I’m curious, we thought about this a lot, you’re the head of the taskforce, what’s your take on this?

Comment: Our take was that once we came back and we had done what the senate has asked us to do two and a half years ago, and we had done that and we brought it to the senate, and then (couldn’t understand 2:08:28).  So we didn’t know what was going to happen in the since that what I had suggested to Erin, that what you needed to do today was to accept the report as a report and then make a decision as to how you want to process the report next year.  I don’t think you can do it in a meeting.  And I don’t think we ever thought that you could do it in a meeting.  However, I don’t think we ever conceived that it would go back through the Liberal Studies committee as another process.  That would probably be another two to three years and I don’t think that we ever conceived that it would be like that.  I also knew, having many years experience with this body, anything the body decided to do, they could do.

Comment: If the chair of the committee taskforce’s understanding and the chair of the Faculty Senate’s understanding is that we just accept it and say yes, we’re acknowledging that there is this thing called rapport, you will figure this out next year, that if the chair of the senate and the chair of the taskforce agree, that that’s what we’re voting on.  
Comment: I will say I asked the planning team how to proceed with the report and the planning team suggested that we follow the constitution and this would be like when the Honors College Liberal Studies proposal came up, that it go through the curriculum committee, those curriculum committees respond with their votes or concerns in favor of or against the proposed.  Anybody who wants to speak from the planning team, if I am misrepresenting them, please.

Comment: Yeah, I don’t think we ever envisioned it.  I mean, we have to have a plan.  If we accept the report, I think it would be silly not to have a plan of what to do with it.  So no one wants another two or three year process.  So what we were trying to do was try and find three groups of people that were smaller than the senate to basically figure out what to do with this next year so that in theory the next academic year could be started.  And whatever changes could happen.  I mean we have to have an action plan.  And I just don’t think that having a detailed curriculum discussion for X number of credits, you know, is going to be very efficient with this body in a senate meeting.  So that’s kind of where we came from, it’s like “Okay, based on the constitution these people are supposed to do it, so let’s make them do it.  To figure out an implementation plan.”

Comment: Ah, key word.  But that’s not what your resolution says.  What came up was an implementation plan, great, then say that.
Response: It says in the constitution, actually.

Comment: I propose that we accept it as written.
Vote on calling the question:

Yes: 22

No: 3

Abstain: 0

Motion passed.

Vote on Liberal Studies Task Force Follow Up Resolution

Yes: 19

No: 5

Abstain: 0

The motion passed.

2nd Motion: Committee asked that we consider an assessment process, whether it is new Gen Ed, or Liberal Studies.  They ask that we look further into it, the planning team recommended that we ask APRC to work on this as a priority next year in conjunction with the people already charged with it.  

Motion to accept.  Motion seconded.

Vote of General Education / Liberal Studies Assessment Resolution

Vote:

Yes: 23

No: 2

Abstain: 0
The motion passed.
New Business:

Faculty Senate Appoinments:

Information Technology Council: Cheryl Waters-Tormey (2012-2014)
Infrastructure Technology Committee: Paul Johnson (2012-2013)
Admin Tech Advisory Committee: Barbara Jo White (2012-2014)
Paul A. Reid Awards Committee: Gael Graham (2012-2013)
Athletics Committee: Todd Collins (2012-2015)
Congratulations to Beth Lofquist on her retirement and her many years of service.

SENATE REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Administrative Report/Interim Provost Beth Lofquist:

There is an update on the interim searches.  There are three interim dean searches.  The Business dean is soon to have a decision, Education dean just closed, and Graduate dean is about to close.  There is no news on Performance funding.  The roll up funds are ongoing as the budget gets finalized.
There will be an election in the fall for a chair for Faculty Senate.

There may be further nominations for committee chairs.

There is a thank you to everybody for who this is their last meeting.

The meeting was adjourned.
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