WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY

FACULTY SENATE MEETING MINUTES

Date: September 30,2004

Killian 104, Taft Botner Room

I. ANNOUNCEMENTS

A. Minutes of meeting were approved as printed. ( Proffit &Spencer)

B.
Roll Call

Members present: Abel,M; Abel,M,Bailey,P; Beam, R.;Carland, J.;Chamberlin,M.; Clark, C.; Ellern, J. Henderson, B.; Kolenbrander, N.; Harrison, K.; Lockwood, F.; Mallory, J.;Mechling,G.; Norris, N.; Philyaw, S.; Proffitt, A.; Scott, D.; Sims, B.; Smith, N.; Spencer, A.; Starr, K.; Tholkes, B. Faircloth, V.; Elliott, D.; Dickinson, J.; Martin, T.

Members absent: Adams, M.; Addison,J. Bardo, J.; Brown-Strauss,S.; Graham, G,; 

Members with proxies: Don Connelly

C.Vice Chancellor Vartebedian


The new provost, Kyle Carter, will begin his duties November 1.


Many renovation projects underway.  Rising costs have delayed the Stillwell renovation.

Salary increase letters have been sent out.  Department heads will receive a supplement.

Questions/Discussion:

1.  Are the market adjustment salary increase ranges available somewhere?


A chart is available.  No one received more than 15% increase.

2. Has a contractor been identified for Stillwell?


Not yet, it is still under negotiation.

3.  Does the university system have any kind of a policy to deal with this type of situation?


Not really.  The project will go on, but may have to be scaled back. There is some “rainy day” money available.

4. What is the latest on the Fine Arts Center?


The visual arts wing is scheduled to open in the spring.

D.Mary Adams, Senior Faculty Assembly Delegate, 


No Report

E.  SGA President, Heather List.

1.  There will be a voter registration campaign beginning Monday 10/6.  A shuttle bus will run to polling place on election day.

2. The Association of Student Governments at the state level will send a resolution concerning employee benefits to the State Legislature.

3.  A state level meeting with President broad is planned for 10/8

4   Heather List is the chair of the UAC committee on morale on campus.  Volunteers are needed to serve on this committee.

5.  If you are an advisor for a student organization please check to be sure your organization is registered.

F. Staff Forum Chair, Keith Ashe. No Report.

G.  University Advisory Council Chair, Keith Styles, No Report.

H.  Scott Philyaw, Vice Chair of the Faculty

I.  Newt Smith, Chair of the Faculty


 


1.  A moment of silence for loss of students’ lives.


2.  Kyle Carter, our new Provost


3.Salaries


4.  Bob Orr, new Associate CIO 


5.  Strategic Ed Tech Plan


8.  SACS

.
9.  At the last Board meeting I summarized what the Senate had accomplished and spoke about some of the concerns of the faculty. Today I’d like to address what I hope to undertake this year and inform you about what I see as the key issues for the faculty. 

1. The impact of our growth: we are all excited about the new students, the resources they bring to the university, the new buildings and renovations, and the infusion of new faculty. But growth and change are not always easy. Incorporating these changes will require a re-examination of our mission statement in order to develop or reaffirm our culture as a university. I want our mission statement to be as exciting and challenging as it can be, something to stretch us all and make us stand out.

2. Engagement has to become something other than a buzzword. This will be a learning process for us all. Most of us received our degrees at research one institutions where the values were on pure research and where practical applications were disdained. If we are to be engaged we will have to work out how we evaluate practical research, practical teaching, and service to the region. Our documents now do not properly value engagement in any of these areas, and we will face resistance and will have to work through that in some heated dialogue. But we must have that conversation. Adjusting our AFE/ TPR process to reflect these changes will mean that we are once again revising our Faculty Handbook, and you know how hard that has been for us to do in the past.

3. Leadership is changing along with everything else. We have a Provost search underway and should we invite a Provost to our campus we will see a shift in administrative management that all of us will have to adjust to.

4. Resources are another issue. Thankfully we are now seeing a growth in resources available to us. That is a welcome change, but how those are allocated will become a serious concern as all of us are bursting at the seams. We need to develop a process that is transparent and understandable by all even when they do not get what they want.

5. Intellectual property I believe will become one of the most contested areas of higher education. It will require developing policies that protect and reward faculty whose instruction has traditionally been their best asset but their own. Universities also want to develop and profit by intellectual properties created with university resources. What part of a faculty member’s mind does the university own? Does the use of WebCT by a faculty member mean that the university can tell a Jane Hall, “Thank you. We don’t need you anymore. With your materials all we need is a grad student to teach your class.” That is a huge worry for faculty. I also worry about the way we go about using the developments and procedures in our labs and classrooms. If we hold out for big money at the start we will often end up with a patent no one uses. I want to encourage the development of relationships with industry to be paid off in participation rewards as stock or license fees or whatever. We have to re examine how we are proceeding. 

6. Finally, there is the curriculum issue. For the first time we have a university-wide curriculum committee. First time anythings mean you are in for the unexpected. So what happens I cannot predict. 

Those are the issues I see on our horizon for this year. I think it will be exciting no matter what we do. 



Questions/Discussion


None

II. COUNCIL REPORTS

A.  Faculty Affairs Council, Austin Spencer Chair

The council met on Tuesday September 7, 2004 and authorized the creation of two study groups: one involves impaneling a task force to study different models used across the state to deal with the issues of intellectual property and to come up with a model appropriate to WCU.  The task force was instructed to pay special attention to the model used by NC State.  A draft statement is to be presented to the council at its December meeting/

The second group was charged with studying how faculty should be rewarded for regional service.  They were asked to come up with a problem statement for presentation at the November senate meeting.

B. Council Academic Policy and Review, Malcolm Abel, Chair

The web page for the Academic Policy and Review Council will be located at http://www3.wcu.edu/~mabel/aprc.html 

The web page will link all the meeting dates, agenda, minutes, and list of the members. 

Procedures will be developed as needed and posted on the web page. 

It was determined that the number of members was proscribed in the faculty handbook, and that number was 17. 

Positions will continue to be filled as listed on the membership list on the web page. 

A discussion was had concerning the new procedures for approving courses and course changes. 

Reference was made to the flow charts in the Faculty Handbook. 

The handling of AA-4s may be insufficient to allow informed decision making by the University Curriculum Committee. 

The Chair of the Academic Policy and Review Council will contact the Chair of the Faculty to clarify both membership 

and the processing of curricular issues. 

Brad Sims was selected as Chair of the University Curriculum Committee. 

The web page for the University Curriculum Committee will be located at http://www3.wcu.edu/~mabel/ucurc.html 

Procedures will be developed as needed and posted on the web page. 

The committee will consist of representatives of all four colleges and the graduate school. 

A member of the respective college curriculum committees may sit either on the APRC or the UCC.  

C. Collegial Review Council, Al Proffit Chair  

The Council will meet for the first time on October 6, 2004.  The membership is still incomplete.

III. OTHER BUSINESS

A. Old Business

1.  Academic problems Committee

Serve from now until July.  Reviews grade appeals and reentry applications.

Mickey Randolph and Greg Capano were nominated for the committee.

Judy Mallory and Greg Ackinson alternates

2.  Paul A. Reid Award Committee

Patsy Smythe and MaryLee Troy were nominated.

3.  Faculty Evaluation instrument Brian Gastle

Committee on Teaching Evaluations, a Sub-Committee of Curriculum and Instruction

Summary of Activities, 2003-2004

Charge
A March 4, 2001, memo from Gretchen Batille, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs of the UNC system, to Dr. John Bardo, stated: 

How is teaching effectiveness evaluated [at WCU]?  Are there mandated teaching evaluations that are used in faculty reviews for both tenure-track and part-time faculty?  If you have a standard teaching evaluation, would you send me a copy?  This is an area I expect Betsy Brown will be considering as she evaluates various processes related to faculty development.

Dr. Scott Philyaw, Chair of the Curriculum and Instruction Committee (CIC), used these questions as his charge to this committee.

Activities
Building on a very thorough report (which was approved by the Faculty Senate, October 9, 1999) submitted by Anita Oser and her committee, this current committee responded to the charge in the following ways:

1) Collected teaching evaluations from each College in the University;

2) Analyzed teaching evaluations from exemplary universities and colleges both in as well as outside the UNC system;

3) Gathered data from acknowledged experts in the area of teaching evaluations;

4) Held a  workshop conducted by Dr. Peter Seldin - "Successful Use of Student Ratings and Teaching Portfolios," February 3, 2004, Ramsey Center Hospitality Room;

5) Organized two open forums for faculty input on teaching evaluations; 

6) Prepared a summary of recommendations.


Although the committee is aware that student evaluations can be used in varied ways and for various reasons, for the purposes of this report and the work of this committee, we focused on two particular purposes of student evaluation of teaching. Student evaluations are used both for making personnel decisions as well as for improving instruction. Our review of the research indicates that most campuses use variations of the same form for both purposes.  Evaluation forms aimed at improving instruction usually have more questions than those instruments whose major purpose is informing personnel decisions. The research further indicates that student ratings, in general, tend to be statistically reliable and to provide important input into the consideration of teaching effectiveness.  However, without exception, the research emphasizes that only multiple sources of data - no single source - provide sufficient information to make a valid judgment about overall teaching effectiveness. There are areas that students simply are unable to assess.  Thus, the committee strongly recommends that departments, colleges, and the University consider several other aspects of teaching effectiveness before making any assessment of teaching, either formative or summative. 

Recommendations

On-going Process of Evaluating Teaching

The committee recommends that the Senate appoint a permanent committee or sub-committee to oversee the process of evaluating teaching as an important and ongoing aspect of academic life. This process should be evaluated periodically. 

Format of the Student Evaluation Form
The committee recommends that the instrument(s) for student evaluation consist of two (2) parts: 

Part 1.  

General Questions to be used by all Colleges. 

The committee's recommended model accompanies this report as Appendix A.

Part 2.  

Program/Departmental Questions.  

Departments and programs are responsible for devising their own supplemental evaluation instruments which should include, but need not be limited to, open ended (discursive) element(s).  The committee has included some sample items in Appendix B.

Administering the Student Evaluation Form
The committee recommends that evaluations be administered not less than two weeks before the end of the term.  

· Someone other than the instructor will distribute, monitor, collect, and deliver the completed evaluations; a student from the class is acceptable.

· Evaluations will be administered at the beginning of the class session to allow students sufficient time to complete the questionnaire.

· The instructor will not be present while the students complete the evaluations.

· The administrator will ensure that the completed evaluations are submitted as soon as possible to the department or program office appropriate to the course.

Every class section will be evaluated every term and the results of the evaluation will be reported as outlined in the following section.

Reporting Results of the Student Evaluation
Departments/Programs are responsible for compiling the results of the completed forms.

· This report must include percentages of responses (percent rating “strongly agree,” percent rating “agree,” percent rating “disagree,” percent rating “strongly disagree) and will not include an average of responses.

· A copy of the report will be sent to the faculty member and to the appropriate supervisory entity (department head, program director, AFE Chair, etc.)

Faculty will submit results of the core evaluations as part of his or her departmental or program AFE process.

Concluding Comments and Concerns

· The committee has reservations about the potential administrative use of the data gathered in the university-wide section of the evaluation instrument. In the university-wide open forums faculty also expressed this concern.  The committee recommends continued discussion about the way this data will be used and limitations of its use.

· A review of the research finds that Teaching Portfolios are the unanimous recommendation for evaluating teaching.  Teaching Portfolios would eliminate the potential for relying too heavily on any one instrument for evaluating teaching, especially on the student evaluation form.  However, the committee feels that such a process will succeed only with University-wide commitment and support. 

· The committee points out that we have kept summative and formative evaluations separate, as our research has suggested.  The committee feels very strongly that departments have the final voice in constructing their own evaluation forms, specific to their program(s).  See Appendix B for samples derived from the committee’s research

 
There are three things that can be done with the recommendations:


1.  Accept with/out changes


2.  Reject.  


3.  Hire an outside company to handle process of evaluation.


Questions/Discussion:


1.  Is a new evaluation a mandate?



Yes


2.  Why 7 questions?

Based on the 7 dimensions of teaching.  Tried to come up with a reasonable number of questions.

3.  How many committee members were from studio based courses? The instrument needs to be flexible for those courses. Also suggest that faculty not be ranked.

4.  There are no recommendations on how to use data produced.

5.  Does the 4 choice scale for answers apply to department questions?


Assume the same scale.

6.  we need to make a decision today.

Motion:  Accept as printed.  (Mechling & Spencer)

Discussion:

1. IDEA outsource group didn’t work well.

2.  If we aren’t sure how to use the data, we shouldn’t use the evaluation at all

3. Will the data become part of the AFE?

4. Will the data be used by the Office of the President?


They want an instrument on file.

5.  There are three parts to the instrument.  The part I 7 questions are common to everyone. Parts II and III may be selected by the department from the database or their own questions.  http://paws.wcu.edu/bgastle/TeachEval    

6.  Concerned about what will happen with the data.  Eventually someone will turn it into a number.  Questions need to be defensible.  We must take responsibility for how it is used.  Needs a broader context.  Suggest the evaluation form be sent to the Collegial review Council.

7.  Numbers are easy and convenient  to use  It will become summative if no controls built in.

8.  Use concerns are shared by others.  We could build in controls.  Department heads provide a summary for AFE, they can make sure a number is not used.

9.  Evaluation  (7 questions) is instructor orientated.  What about textbook evaluation?  How will data be used? Not all questions equally weighted.

10.  Hope the student evaluation is important but it is just one aspect  of evaluation.

11.  Students could get together and slant an evaluation.

12. If a number is generated, we must have control.

13.  The hardware and software currently in use is old and fragile.  We must replace it soon.  It is unreliable.

14.  Numbers can be squewed by an unhappy student.

15.  If this is passed will the document sit until implemented.

16. The department can add more questions before it is used.

17.  it is up to the Senate to decide what to do with it.

18.  Can’t criticize the instrument because it doesn’t answer questions.

19.  We need to put al the pieces together.  The 7 questions are not valid.  If we reject the questions will make a motion to accept the report.

20.  The report has already been accepted.

21.  We must accept, reject or hire someone to do evaluation..

22.  This will be misused.  One question can’t evaluate an idea.  If we pass we will be stuck with it for a long time.

23The committee recognizes the concerns about reliability.

24.  How do students react to long forms?

25.  Research shows when and when not to do evaluation. For  a strong statistical evaluation we need to do it on the 1st day  and somewhere near the end,

26. If students see that evaluation is taken seriously they will complete it accurately..

27.  If we reject will we start over or work with what we have?

28.  Need a theory of effective instruction to put evaluation into context  it is a piece of a larger picture.

29. If we reject what do we do next?

30. Remain convinced that students recognize quality instruction.

31.  Students give their perspective on the instruction.

32.  What will we use now?

33.  Evaluations are read and taken seriously.

CALL the Question
Motion:  The vote to be taken by paper ballot. (Proffit & Abel)

This motion passed.

Comments.

The work of the committee is acknowledged by the Senate.  Evaluation of teaching is important to the Senate.

Vote on the motion to accept as printed  18 against acceptance 11 in favor of acceptance.  THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT HAS BEEN REJECTED>

Motion to send the document to the Collegial Review Council  to amend and implement.( Henderson & Proffit)

Amendment: work to be finished by August 2005.

Vote passed.

Some departments will have to come up for an evaluation instrument to be used this year.  May borrow one.  Should the Senate make a recommendation.  Can the bubble form be used?  The scantron is not available.  Some colleges hand process the form.

Other Business:

1.  Master of Public Administration program.

 Ad 609 Administrative law was rejected.  This course is needed for accreditation and is a foundation course.

Motion to reconsider at the course at the next Senate meeting. ( Kane & Kolenbrander)

Questions/Discussion:

1.  Need to resolve the issue of courses taught on topics outside the department.

2. It should be resubmitted.

3.  The business course similar was taught as a special topics course.

The chair of the Faculty ruled that the course proposal must go to the Curriculum Committee and then brought forward.

Above motion withdrawn.

Motion to adjourn at 5:05PM

Respectfully submitted

Elizabeth Vihnanek

Secretary of the Faculty Senate

