

MINUTES

January 26, 2012

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

Chris Cooper, Leigh Odom 
Members Absent: 
 None
Recorder: 

Ann Green

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES____________________________________________________

Motion:

The minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of November 30, 2011 were approved as presented.
EXTERNAL REPORTS____________________________________________________________

Chancellor’s Update/David Belcher:

Dr. Belcher shared updates on the Bachelor of Science Engineering (BSE) degree, the proposed new space in Asheville, the newly commenced millennial initiative study, the selection of the next athletics representative, tuition and fees and discussed thoughts on interaction with faculty.

The BSE degree is going to be on the agenda of the Board of Governors meeting in February. It was originally submitted in 2008. We have had a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering offered jointly with UNC Charlotte. Over the last few years everything has migrated to WCU. We are teaching every course in the degree and it has been accredited as a standalone program by ABET. The request is an amicable separation from UNC Charlotte and a transition to a Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering, a more general degree. There will be concentrations of other engineering areas as needed; the first one being electrical engineering. 

This will be the only engineering program west of Charlotte and will be a great step forward.

Asheville Space: Western has been looking for better, more adequate space for the programs offered in Asheville for some time. We are currently offering programs at four locations, UNCA, AB Tech-Main, AB Tech-Enka and at MAHEC. Issues with current space are: at UNCA we can’t offer courses until 5:30 p.m., we are out of space at the Nursing program location, and there are problems with fees. 
Space has been found in South Asheville on I-26 at Biltmore Park. There is adequate space with room for expansion and a parking garage next door. It will allow us to reduce fees for our students, has restaurants nearby along with several other benefits. It will cost less than what is being paid for UNCA.
An open meeting is being held next Tuesday at 1:00 p.m. to engage anyone who is interested in talking about this. An email will go out with the meeting information.
Comment: We are in the process of recruitment. Will this be ready for the fall?

Response: That is our goal. We are planning to be there to open for fall next year. We are assured that can be done.

Comment: You said UNCA, also the space at AB Tech will be consolidated.

Response: Everything. One thing that is not moving immediately because they just signed a new lease is the Small Business Technology Center. 

Comment: There will be a library?
Response: Yes, all of that. We are paying attention to all of the SACS requirements and are very aware we will need to take care of a library. It’s not going to be a problem, but it is a legitimate issue.

Dr. Belcher asked that faculty please keep bringing up any issues to ensure that nothing falls through the cracks.

Comment: Is there going to be encouragement to move things there that aren’t operated in Asheville?
Response: That’s an excellent question… Part of the politically sensitive nature of this has been working hard to assure UNCA that we are not trying to take them over…we’re not…the way we (UNCA and WCU) are positioning this is that what we are doing is a win for Asheville. That’s our point. They have a very strong liberal arts program; a Master of Science in LS, Master of Arts in LS. We’re positioning ourselves to offer other things- professional programs, graduate programs. The MOU that is in the process of being created works hard to talk about non-duplication of efforts and programs. The Board of Governors isn’t going to allow it anyway.
Discussion continued.

Millennial Initiative: Dr. Belcher has asked a group of largely external people to meet and provide insights and guidance as we think about where the Millennial Initiative is going to go. It is an 11 person task force and is targeted to bring external opinions to bear. There are three people from the university (Clifton Metcalf, Dianne Lynch and Louis Buck) and Steve Warren, past Chair of WCU’s Board of Trustees, is chairing this committee. Joan MacNeill, current Chair of the BOT, and Ed Broadwell, Secretary of the BOT are also serving. Additionally, there are five people on the committee who are connected to broader regional issues: Jack Cecil, Teck Penland, Phil Drake, and Stick Williams. The taskforce committee is asked to consider advice about what they see as the most critical points at intersection between Western and its mission and the current most challenging needs we have in our region, advice about infrastructure, advice about processes, how we can work as an institution with external partners with dialogue about what the critical needs of the region are and how we should focus the use of money being spent at the new campus.

 Dr. Belcher and Steve Warren, chair of the Millennial Initiative task force, are also going to have similar conversations on campus with people that want to talk about the initiative to share ideas.
AJ Grube will be taking over the role on July 1 of Athletics Faculty Representative, a role being vacated by Gibbs Knotts who is leaving WCU. AJ has done it before and has an understanding of the demands of time to attend the Southern Conference conferences and most athletic events. She also has an understanding of equal opportunity, NCAA rules and regulations, APR standards and the federal regulations as they relate to Title IX. She is also shadowing Gibbs this semester.
Dr. Belcher also shared that he invited the Athletic Director to sit with him as every coach came to his office with their roster of student athletes and they went student by student how they were doing at the institution. Dr. Belcher thinks it was a good experience for all and he will do this every semester.

The Board of Trustee’s decision about tuition and fees will be made in the next two weeks. We could not request an amount of money that would put WCU out of the lowest quartile of our peer institutions. WCU sent a proposal out after an on-campus student discussion with representation from a faculty member and staff member. Dr. Belcher said he is open to including more faculty representation next year. TJ Eaves, SGA President, was co-chair along with Sam Miller. TJ came up with the plan that rather than spreading the increase out evenly over the years, to stagger it and start with a lower increase in the first years so that students would have more time to prepare. This also mirrored President Ross’ thinking. The total tuition and fee package that WCU has recommended to the President for next year is under 10%. Dr. Belcher shared that there is a good deal of handwringing on the Board of Governors about whether they are going to allow any tuition increases whatsoever. There is a lot of debate. Some of the members are appalled that there is a state requirement that we dedicate 25% of the new tuition money to financial aid. The rationale for this is because you are charging students more money so that they can pay for somebody else to go to school. There is concern for how long our out-of-state tuition is at $12,800. They are worried this is so much lower than other states.
Dr. Belcher also shared that he read the notes from the open faculty caucus and there are some issues that came up there that people are concerned about or want to know about. He is very open and if you have questions of him, he hopes that you ask in this forum or other forums. He is very open to feedback and input and welcomes it either publicly or anonymously. 
Comment: Will you be attending colleges this semester?

Response: I can if you want me to. All it takes is an invitation. Right now, I’m meeting with dept heads, program coordinators. (Dr. Belcher has met with deans.) I am open to coming to visit with you. Discussion continued.
Comment: Were you able to come up with a timeline on the salary study?

Response: I asked Mary Ann Lochner…I’ll follow up…

In closing, Dr. Belcher thanked the faculty for what they do. He talked about all the accolades he sees in emails, on the website and elsewhere. 
Faculty Assembly/Beverly Collins, Representative:
The Faculty Assembly met last Wednesday. Beverly pointed everyone to the website where a brief report can be found of the meeting and also her longer notes.
They received updates on budget and tuition from Charlie Perusse, VP for Finance, on revenue collections and budget shortfalls from President Tom Ross, and performance funding from Suzanne Ortega. They also heard from two groups: The John William Pope Center for Higher Education Policy and NC Policy Watch and NC Budget and Tax Center, with two very different perspectives on funding for education. 
Comment: The performance based funding model has been terminology we have been hearing a lot. It’s still so vague. Is there anything with a timeline when will we actually…the money we receive will actually be (unclear).

Response: I can tell you they have a group that is studying this. She reported on the progress the group has made to date. She did not tell us when they would finish or any other timeline.

Comment from Beth Lofquist: I have a CAO meeting at the end of February and I’m hoping that we’ll get more clarification at the point. Like Beverly said they are studying it and they keep saying that it’s not official, but our funding this year came in response to the metrics that are there. We did not get some funding because of our retention rate, we did not get some funding because of something else…there was an outline of why we got what we got in enrollment growth money this year. All the CAOs are saying we have got to study this more. Lots of questions are being asked. There is a lot of unknown about it.
Comment: Are we working on if they contact us and say what are your matrices for…(unclear).

Comment from Beth: They base their numbers on what general administration numbers. What Melissa Wargo does is what I understand. She sees what they put in a report and all the Melissa Wargo types at all the other campuses react and say these numbers don’t reflect or are you taking into consideration this or that. They try to reconcile the numbers.

Comment: It was clarified that the question was about that there be two campus chosen measures.
Comment from Beth: …yes, two campus chosen metrics. We don’t – I don’t know what ours is going to be at this point. Where does it come into play our engagement…how do you measure that and get funded for it? There are lots of questions.

Comment from Beverly: If I could follow up, that was her point as well, that the specific metrics would be tied to the mission or the goals of your specific campus.

Discussion continued.

Student Government/T.J Eaves, Seth Crockett, Student Government:
TJ updated the Senate on upcoming events, including things going on with SGA at the state level and on campus. There will be a White Out Game with athletics where they will try to have everyone in the stadium wear white for the Chattanooga game and they are giving away 500 t-shirts to students. They are holding mini pep rallies on campus next Wednesday and Thursday. Next Tuesday, TJ will be delivering a state of the university address live on TV 62. It will be the first time TV 62 has broadcast live. It will give the students exposure with broadcasting live and will also be good exposure for SGA. They will be interviewing students and people within SGA and TJ will speak for 10-15 minutes. TJ asked that faculty tell their students.
They are also planning for student events in the installation this semester. TJ said the focus of the SGA this semester is getting the best student experience for students whether that is working on the dining hall for better food quality, with IT to get better service or getting better events on campus. It’s all about enriching the student’s experience on campus. 
Alecia Page attended a state level SGA meeting last weekend. They are going to be meeting as a council of student body presidents in Chapel Hill this Saturday to talk about President Ross recommendations in detail. They are in favor of his recommendations thus far. The proposal from WCU is said to be adopted by President Ross. Some other campuses are not. TJ shared that other campuses want more of a tuition increase because they feel like they have been cut so much that they have to have it. TJ said the student body presidents feel like President Ross is being very sensitive to student body concerns. TJ will be at the Board of Governors meeting to represent the Association of Student Governments and WCU at the state level. A service learning corps had their first meeting this week. He will give a better update next time. They are also working on new by-laws and will have SGA elections coming up this semester.
Staff Senate/Jason Lavigne:

The Staff Senate distributed the first newsletter, December 1. The next newsletter will be ready to go February 1. 

The theme has been to inform campus of the opportunities available to them. Staff Senate is doing committee work. Jason is co-chairing a 2020 subcommittee on investing in Faculty and Staff with Vicki Szabo and the Senate is working with Erin to get a budget committee together. Additionally, they are very close on the online survey piece mentioned in past updates. Jason said they are looking at resurrecting the Shining Star Award. The Have a Heart Campaign for February previously had done food drives, but this year they considered other types of projects and have decided upon giving support to Full Spectrum Farms. They will advertise on campus regarding this project. 
IT Survey Update/Anna McFadden: 

Anna shared the outcomes of the IT Survey. The outcomes were also sent to campus in the IT weekly update a couple of weeks ago. Anna is here today to focus on what the faculty said in the survey and what faculty believe are the three top priorities for IT. IT was able to determine from the survey data that faculty are most dissatisfied with three things: 1) wireless on campus, 2) computer refresh and 3) the condition of the department labs. 
IT is responsible for wireless, but has no funding for wireless. Some of the colleges have been able to update for wireless, some more than others. Faculty computer refresh is owned by the colleges or departments. 

In addition, Anna said that IT has been to 9 different groups, including SGA, COD, Faculty Senate, Advisory Committees. From these discussions they found the top three priorities are: 1) wireless, 2) computer refresh and 3) storage or servers.

They will move forward with a budget proposal but want to reflect what the campus wants them to do.

Anna asked to hear what the Faculty wants most.

Comment: I think you hit on the main one I would have brought besides the wireless, which is storage, email storage; at least bumping us up to the same amount that our students have on their email account…

Or something that is showing people a better way to store locally on their machines with Outlook and things of that nature.

Comment: Would that increase the size of the attachment? I sometimes have to get on my yahoo account to send files to students. Or is that a different issue?

Comment: One of the committees…gave us more than 3 and they gave us the second internet connection and disaster recovery. Right now if something happens in the basement of Forsyth we have no secondary site.
Comment: …you mentioned the differential between colleges with funding and I’m not saying that needs to be changed, but if there was a or if you could lead or manage or inspire a more homogenous decision making process then though it’s not specifically budget it would aid in the budget making decision process…

Comment from Anna: …we talked about several possibilities. One thing you run into, your basic Dell or Mac may not be enough for some things faculty are doing. I think the COD is going to try to look at ways to do this more accurately. What IT can do is that we keep the database of all computers and if it isn’t a Gateway, we can go in and figure out exactly how old that computer is and tell you…
Discussion continued.

Major IT issues from Faculty Senate:

1) Wireless

2) Computer Refresh

3) Storage

4) Software site licenses

5) Problems doing things for Mac users

6) Size of attachments
7) Flexibility –looking for alternatives i.e. if storage is a problem, what are some alternatives.

It was requested that the order of the meeting be suspended to allow for Budget Committee nominations to be addressed next. The motion was made and seconded.
Budget Committee Nominations: Erin explained that there are two colleges not represented in the nominees. Erin has received nominees by email and she asked if the Senate would allow nominees to be received from the Kimmel School and Hunter Library, if they have nominees at this time. Additional nominees were received from these two locations. Five faculty, five staff and two students are requested to serve on the Committee. There are no restrictions regarding the number of faculty members from a particular college. 
Ballots were distributed and voting took place. The following faculty members were elected:
1. AJ Grube

2. Brian Gastle
3. Becky Kornegay

4. Phil Sanger

5. Mary Jane Herzog

COUNCIL REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Academic Policy and Review Council/Christopher Hoyt, Chair: 

The Health Information Administration program deletion and all curriculum items were approved.
Voice Vote on Curriculum

Yes: Unanimous

No: None
Abstain: None

All curriculum items passed.

Appendix B: Substantive Change Policy to APR 17 came to the APRC and Christopher presented it to the Senate. It needs to be in compliance with SACS. Beth explained that when a site for a distance or any program is added, notification to SACs is required six months prior to that.  At our last SACS visit, we were offering the engineering program at AB Tech’s campus. We had not done an official notification and had to ask forgiveness for not notifying them in advance. Everything is fine, but SACs challenged us to put specific procedures in our approval process for adding a site or making a substantive change. That is what is being presented today from Melissa Wargo and the Provost Office. This is putting into writing what we are already doing. 

Comment: Will the change going into the Biltmore Park also have to have notification?

Reply by Beth: Yes, we have to have notification in February with the Biltmore Park (six months prior) before we can even think about offering classes. We are in the process of developing that prospectus.

Comment: How do they interpret site, when moving from one part of Buncombe county to another or when HHS moves across the street, do we have to notify them of that too?

Reply by Beth: …the way GA looks at Asheville, is it that anywhere in Buncombe County is considered one site for us. We assumed that is the way SACS would look at it too, but they don’t. SACs looks at the actual, physical location. Regardless, of where, we have to do a separate prospectus for each location.

Comment: So, we have to do that for moving across 107?
Reply by Beth: No, that is considered part of our campus.

Comment: Question about who is the employer in the bullet stating “Initiating a certificate program at employer’s request…”
Reply by Beth: …I would say the university, if you’re initiating a certificate program at the university’s request and short notice…we would be required to notify.

Comment: I would bet that is somebody external to the university. Harrah’s wants us to come and do a certificate…

Reply by Beth: You may be right. I want to talk to Melissa about that before we start changing terminology. If you want to question that and let us research the terminology.

Comment: I have a question about the bullet that says “expanding programs at current degree level.” Is that adding new programs?

Reply by Beth: I think when you are expanding programs at the current degree level. Like if you have a bachelor’s degree and you want to make a masters in that same discipline, that is expanding the degree level.

Comment: Is that when you add a concentration to an existing program (paraphrased by recorder).

Reply by Beth: It’s my understanding that we don’t do that at the concentration level with SACS. This really is language from the SACS standards so some of that I’m not as aware of and up on as I should be. This is really SACS language in their clarification of what substantive change is. When I have a question about what substantive change is, I go to Melissa.
Comment: There are typos in there – the words affective, effective.

Reply by Beth: Yes, please let us know.

Comment: There is language about initiating online programs, but nothing about course?

Reply: Yes, my understanding is the way SACs looks at it, if 50% or more is offered online then they care. But not, a course.

Comment:  This would have to be updated annually unless you take the page numbers out of the Handbook reference.

Reply by Beth: You’re right; we need to just put sections in the reference to the Handbook.
Comment: I saw that training includes department heads, what about university level curriculum committee chairs. Would you consider to include chairs for large groups?

Reply by Beth: We could. 

Hand Vote on APR 17 Changes to add SACS Substantive Changes:
Yes: Unanimous

No: None
Abstain: None

The motion passed.
Changes to Section 14.00 of the Handbook were discussed.  Friendly amendments were agreed upon to the last sentence in the paragraph above the heading of Approval Process for Curriculum Changes, to add “in writing” and to the first sentence in the second paragraph under the heading of the Approval Process for Curriculum Changes to add “AA6.”
Hand Vote on changes to Section 14 of the Handbook with friendly amendments described above:
Yes: Unanimous

No: None
Abstain: None

The motion passed.
Changes to commencement were discussed next. Christopher explained that the Council of Deans discussed recommendations to revise commencement ceremonies on campus. Dean Railsback came to the APRC for an endorsement on the recommended changes. The APRC agreed with the goals and were comfortable with supporting the goals of the revision, but did not care to endorse the particular revisions that they presented. Although, they felt they were fine, there are many others that might be suitable in the future. The resolution presented to Senate is what was agreed upon by the APRC. 
Hand Vote on the Endorsement of the Council of Deans Intention to revise Commencement:
Yes: Unanimous

No: None
Abstain: None

The motion passed.
Comment: Did you guys discuss in the council about who will monitor students’ individualities and what is acceptable and what isn’t?  Coming from the university where the School of Dentistry was threatened with not being allowed to participate because of their individuality.

Response: It came up by way of…there was the example of allowing students to decorate their caps and the idea was that anything that wasn’t profane or offensive…
Comment from Dean Railsback (who presented the resolution to the APRC): One of the specific recommendations is:  “Allows you to celebrate and identify with the particular cultures, fraternities, honors societies, etc by policing only offensive modification of regalia, hate messages, pornographic materials, and crude language,”and the discussion of that was right now we’re in a situation that if you are from a particular fraternity and you have a stole and if it doesn’t get approved they’ll just yank it right off the line which is kind of tough. 
Collegial Review Council/Vicki Szabo, Chair:
The two resolutions on Sections 4.04 and 4.06 are being withdrawn because they have gone back to the Legal Office and the Office of the Provost. Vicki apologized for having to withdraw them, but if they had gone forward today, they would have had to come back to change the language for clarity. 
Vicki reported that the Council has met twice this term and are meeting again on February 9th. The topic of Collegiality continues. There is a bibliography on the h drive that you can read with comparative collegiality policies and some scholarly articles. It will be March or April before something is brought back to the Senate. The Council of Deans asked them to mandate the inclusion of a CV and application for 1st, 3rd and 5th year. They decided not to do that because they didn’t want to change the application process again since we just started it. Colleges are able to add things as they see fit, but it will not be mandated. The Faculty Caucus brought up two new issues for the Council: One was abstention in collegial review voting which the council is picking up next month. There are a couple of other issues from the Faculty Caucus and the notes and minutes from the caucus are on the h drive.
The resolutions that are brought forward today are corrections to the Collegial Review Process. Vicki explained that the language has to be purposefully vague enough to accommodate all the colleges, but also specific enough to meet the legal requirements. 

One of the resolutions talked about voting and one of the council members brought forth a proposal that vote counts not be released in the case of unanimous votes, either positive or negative. This elicited some discussion in the Council and the Council was split in whether to support this proposal or not. They decided to bring it forward to the attention of the Senate because it is potentially a problematic issue.  If the colleague gets all yeses we are heroes, if they get all no’s we’re not and confidentiality is breached and that person knows how everyone has voted. The Council could not find a solution and wanted to bring it up to the Senate for consideration. Vicki said they wanted Senate to be aware of this and if anyone has any feedback or suggestions they would like to hear them.
The resolution on changes to Section 4.07 was presented next. The bold, underlined language in the resolution is new language. This is already mandated in many of the college by-laws, but it was not in the Faculty Handbook. 
Comment: Is there a difference with the nominate? Is that the same as appoint? Or does that mean there is a decision to be made still later?

Response: I don’t know. We can change it to appoint. I don’t know what the current process is.

Comment: Should it be left in a broad sense? It may be different in the colleges and we’re just trying to be consistent.

Response: I think it should be left broad…in c. above there’s appointed, in e. there is making appointments and f. is appointment so maybe it should be appointed.

Comment from Beth: Right now, my understanding is the department head in consultation with the dean, appoint.

Comment: This is about what the department head does, right? 
Comment from Beth: Yes, the dept head in consultation with the dean.

Comment: Well, it’s consulting with the dean, but doesn’t the dean then make the appointment? Doesn’t it say the dept head is going to nominate?

Response: Do you want to add a clause that says will nominate tenured faculty from other depts. at the university. The dean will make the appointment –could I add that clause at the end?

Comment: In b. half committee is elected and half the committee is appointed. If you implement d. then the whole committee gets appointed. Don’t you want a provision for faculty to even though they are nominated from outside the dept to actually elect? …so the faculty at least still have a voice?

Response: Should we leave nominate? That leaves ___ for election?

Comment: Then you have to say what happens. You nominate, but then what?

Comment: I see and understand what we are doing with university rather than college, but I would interpret that as you can still go within the college, but some people may interpret that as you have to go to the broader university.

Maybe I’m wrong there, but I see there’s some wiggle room.

Response: If we added within the college or university to clarify?

Comment: Yea and again, I would interpret it like it go all from the college, but someone may read that and say I have to go outside the college.
A friendly amendment was made to add “college or” before the word “university” in paragraph d. 
Comment from Vicki: I don’t know if we need Beth or Mark or somebody – any feedback on nominate or appoint?

Comment from Beth: I think your point about half the committee is elected by the faculty and half by the dean, I think having some language that names nominated and then either elected or appointed in keeping with b. above so that you have half the committee that is appointed still and half the committee that is still elected.

Comment: So, the nominate stays. Tenured faculty from other departments that are elected after university to be 
elected or be appointed (see b. above) to serve as….

Comment: We have “in departments with no tenured faculty,” what happens if you have one?

Then you still don’t have enough.

Response: With an insufficient number of?

A friendly amendments was agreed on to replace “no” with “an insufficient number of” in paragraph d. 

Comment: Once these people are nominated, half will be elected by the faculty and half will be appointed by the dean. Do we need to put some language in here to decide what half or how that half is cut in half or who gets voted on. It’s still hazy in my mind once the department head comes up with the slate of nominees how do you figure out which half get elected and which half get appointed?
Comment: Item e. sort of addresses the appointment process, but the guidelines for the dean as the dean is appointing people when you look at considerations, seniority, rank…
Comment: Would you let the dean appoint half of the people, or enough people from the pool of nominees to make up half the committee and then leave the others to be voted on by the faculty?

Response: I think election and then the dean appoints the remainder?
Comment: From a pragmatic perspective, I think that is how it’s handled. Otherwise you don’t know if you are getting a balanced committee.
Hand Vote on the Resolution for Faculty Handbook Section 4.07:
Yes: Unanimous

No: None
Abstain: None

The motion passed.
Because of time constraints, no further reports were heard.

The Faculty Senate meeting is scheduled to continue at the Overflow Meeting on February 2, 2012.
5

