Minutes of the Faculty Senate

Thursday April 17, 2008; 
Killian 104. Taft-Botner Room

3-5 PM

I. Administrative Tasks

A. Roll Call 

Members Present: Lydia Aydlett, Richard Beam, Wayne Billon, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Jill Ellern, Gary Jones, Frank Lockwood, Ron Mau, Erin McNelis, Sharon Metcalfe, Nancy Newsome, Sean O’Connell, Phillip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Austin Spencer, Kathy Starr, Jack Summers, Michael Thomas, Ben Tholkes, Laura Wright

Members with Proxy: Millicent Abel, Mary Kay Bauer, Jamie Davis, Terry Folger, Jill Ghnassia, Steven Ha, Don Livingston, Marylou Matoush, Lori Seischab
Members Absent: Eleanor Hilty
B. Approval of the Minutes 

Motion: To approve the minutes of March 2008. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

C. Chancellor’s Remarks
1. Admissions and Enrollment

We are using a consultant to redesign our on-line application process. They have a number of very thoughtful suggestions. We have more students registered for orientation than we have had in the pass but our number of deposits are down. Our SATs and GPAs are up quite a bit. The situation remains fluid, but we have about five applicants for every position in the freshmen class. 

2. BBT Gift

There have been some misconceptions regarding this gift. It actually came from a faculty generated request. It came out of the faculty to the Dean of Business and then to Clifton Metcalf. The rule of thumb that we use, which is not exceptional, is that we accept gifts that fits within our strategic directions and are sufficiently generic. If the strings attached seem untenable, we do not accept the gift. 
I don’t know enough to know if this professorship is problematic. In the social sciences, for example, if the faculty said we needed a professorship in Marx, then we would look at it as a legitimate approach, even if most of us disagree with his ideas. This is a similar situation. I think this is a really good opportunity to talk about and to create a set of guidelines for situations like this in the future. I would like to ask Richard Beam and Kyle Carter to convene a Task Force to recommend guidelines for this. That Task Force should include faculty, representatives from the Advancement Office, and Legal Council. I will also ask if we might be able to change some of the ‘ham-handed’ language of the existing agreement. 
[General discussion of the implications of the gift and the book/author] 

Comment: The faculty assembly has also been active in addressing these issues. Their recommendations are available on the faculty assembly website. Their recommendations focus on the principle of having faculty involved in the acceptance of such gifts (rather than the merits of this gift in particular). 

Motion: To call for such a Task Force to be convened. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

II. Council Reports
A. Academic Policy and Review Council: Sean o’Connell, Chair


1. A+ Resolution

We received three resolutions from the SGA about adding an A+ designation. The first did not address the issue of quality points. The second added an A+ as an honorary designation with no change to quality points. The third added an A+ with increased quality points. The APRC chose to endorse the second resolution. 

Comment: This does not change practice. If you don’t want to give this grade, you don’t have to. 

Comment: There should be a review process for determining when and how often this grade gets used. 

Comment: This could be a very slippery slope. When you start down the road of grade inflation, it is easy for it to keep going. We need to be intentional about how we oversee this process before it gets out of hand. 

Comment: The rationale was to help students with admission to graduate and professional schools, but this could backfire. If schools see a great deal of inflation, it will make us look bad. 

Motion to endorse APRC endorsed resolution on A+. 


Secret Ballot. 11 for. 9 against. 2 abstain. Motion passes. 

2. Graduate Dismissal and Appeals

There are changes to the graduate appeals process. It is largely about protocol for a student who has been dismissed and what and how they can appeal. This allows students to enroll in courses while their appeal is being considered. It also emphasizes that the first level should be talking to the instructor. The APRC endorses these changes. 

Comment: The only real change here appears to be that the appeals process for graduate students becomes separate from the undergraduate appeals process. 

Comment: Is the appeal done verbally? Should these steps not be done in writing? [Discussion of the meaning of verbal and how it might apply in different situations, such as distance education] 

Motion to strike the word “verbally” from the resolution and replace with “in writing”. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 
Comment: On part 5, it just says “full graduate faculty members”? Can you clarify this term? [Deals with their relationship to the graduate school]. There is also a missing calendar for the Provost’s response. I suggest an amendment between 4 and 5 that adds a thirty day time limit. 

Motion to approve amendment. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

[Discussion of differences between being dismissed from a program vs. graduate school as a whole]

Motion to approve resolution. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

3. Outdoor Classroom/Green Space
This resolution is essentially an endorsement of the concept that the University consider environmental factors, in particular areas for biological research, when planning uses of land. 

Comment: This seems to be in keeping with ideas that are already being discussed in regard to the Millennial campus. 

Motion to approve resolution. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

4. Curriculum Changes

Comment: Of the 70-odd changes here, all are fairly minor. There are two that require a vote, for example the Certificate on Substance Abuse from the department of Social Work. 

Comment: I object to HSCC 420, proposed as P6/Liberal Studies. It is a very esoteric class that only people within this program might be expected to take. 

Response: This was approved by the Liberal Studies Committee as meeting the goals of the liberal studies program. 

Motion to accept all curriculum items. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

B. Collegial Review Council: Lydia Aydlett and Nancy Newsome, Co-Chairs


No Report
C. Faculty Affairs Council: Phillip Sanger Chair


1. Parking (see below)


2. Generation of a Patent Policy

Patents and copyrights used to be together. We created a copyright policy, so the patent policy is the next logical step. Jon Snover, Frank Lockwood, and Jack Summers are members of a subcommittee who will share drafts on these issues as they take shape. We collected policies or guidelines from peer institutions to get the process started. 

III. Other

A. Old Business

1. Attendance Policy [Summary of changes to proposed policy]

Comment: I sent this around to the faculty in the COB. The replies concerned the unclear definition of some of the terms. These include “medical emergency” and “death of an immediate family member”. Who is an immediate family member, for example?
Comment: These are terms that are generally accepted in the University context. 

Comment: Individual, long term absences are handled by Student Affairs. Is this process, though, in the handbook? [A search reveals the answer is no]
Comment: Propose amendment to strike the phrase with these words and replace with simply “excused absences” (at II). 

Comment: I don’t think students know about these policies and this assumes that they understand their responsibilities. Should this be at orientation? Through their coaches? There is currently no session that acquaints the students with the Student Handbook. 

Comment: This would be appropriate for RAs to advise students on these matters. [General agreement]
Comment: The resolution could include a clause that the wish of the Senate is for the information be disseminated to students through ResLife, through Orientation, etc. as soon as possible? 

Comment: Do we want to define medical emergency further and/or provide a link or place for them to look into the term further or to follow the procedure by going through Student Affairs? Maybe we should move this to Section I. 

Comment: The University excused office policy has led to the creation of a bureaucracy and that bureaucracy can adjudicate these terms. 

Comment: Can we send this back for further refinement and consideration for next year? Clarification would be helpful to the students and we don’t want to edit here…it should be done by a committee. 

Comment: We could just cut the term medical emergency from the document. 

Comment: The Provost office has mandated that we create a workable absence policy. 

Comment: There are two versions on the floor. A strikes the phrase and adds faculty discretion. Version B makes fewer changes and simply rearranges section II. 

[More discussion of definitions]

Comment: I move that we make no changes and vote on it as it stands. 

Motion to accept the Attendance Policy with no changes. Secret ballot. 


13 for, 10 against. Motion passes. 

B. New Business

1. Transfer Credits

This allows for clarification of the process for receiving transfer credit (and appealing the awarding of transfer credit). [Clarification of transfer credit policy]

Motion to accept resolution. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

IV. Reports

A. Administrative Report: Kyle Carter
1. Parking

Tom Johnson has arranged a forum on parking issues. The main concern about parking seems to be the issue of reserved parking, a practice that is common at many other institutions. Please attend what will likely be one of many forums (April 29th, 3-5 PM)


2. UNC Tomorrow

The UNC Tomorrow forum was helpful. Further information about WCU’s response will be made available to the campus very soon. 
B. SAI Task Force Report: Phillip Sanger

This is the final resolution of the task force before you. The Task Force will dissolve after this, but one of the last remaining tasks is to establish a validation plan and to suggest that we hold off any additional changes to the system for a while in order to give us a chance to evaluate the system that is currently in place. 

We have also added two additional forms for combined lecture/lab lecture/project courses. 

We have also changed the open-ended questions. We reduced the number from 4 to 2, and changed the approach to elicit more responses from the students. 

We have also added a procedure for approving changes to the SAI process, including adding additional questions. The Faculty Affairs council will pull together a committee of experts to consider these matters. 

The Task Force is officially disbanded. Remaining issues and questions will now default to the Faculty Affairs Council of the Faculty Senate. 

We recommend that the faculty member have access to the raw data from the SAIs so that they may use them as they wish. We have listed what statistical analyses will be available on the SAI report. We also recommended that certain comparative data also be made available. Preferably, this data would be available in an EXCEL format. 
The Task Force recommends that data from the open-ended questions be available to the faculty member only (not the department heads or deans). 

Comment: What about factor analysis? Can we do this?

Response: This is not generated in the current report, but you can do it yourself. It is the direction we are headed in for this. 

Comment: What about demographic questions? 

Response: There will be a sample done for validation purposes but these kind of questions are not part of the standard SAI instrument. 

[General praise/appreciation for work of Task Force] 

Comment: Procedure for changing the forms does not include administrative approval as part of the process. I think that since this instrument is part of the promotion and tenure process, it should include administrative voice. 

Comment: I have a problem with open-ended responses not being available to department heads or deans. If you look at the literature, in the absence of a well defined rubric for interpreting open-ended questions it is easy to make mistakes in interpreting this data. Department heads need to be closely monitoring faculty in their first six years and these act as early warning/praise signs for these folks that help the department heads and deans do their jobs. [General discussion on this issue] 

Comment: How do we know department heads have the proper training to read these? 

Comment: What if we put a time limit on how long the situation with (lack of) availability of open-ended questions would be in place? 

Comment: Are the changes to the open-ended questions based on best practices/research literature? [Yes]

Comment: With large numbers of students, reading all open-ended questions properly becomes logistically difficult and very time-consuming. 

Comment: Should number 6 be changed to add that changes should go to the Provost for review? 

Comment: Can we revisit the issue of making the results available to students? 

Response: Yes, it can be revisited once the process/system has matured. 

Comment: Everyone needs to be trained to read these. Coulter Faculty Center has agreed to take on some of this training for faculty, department heads, and members of CRD committees. 

Motion: To approve SAI Task Force recommendations. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 
Comment: An additional resolution is to add the N/A option to the choices on the SAI. This came at the request of several students. Right now, their only option is to leave the question blank if it does not apply. 

Motion: To approve the N/A option. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes.  

C. Liberal Studies Report: No report
D. Faculty Assembly: Gary Jones

i. Academic Gift policy (from Faculty Assembly)

ii. Aligning programs/courses across the system 
E. SGA: Aaron Bloemsma: No report [New President is Michael Frixen] 
F. Staff Forum: Jed Tate: No report
G. Chair’s Report: Richard Beam

i. Academic Problems Committee (members selected)
ii. Council Selection: All senators will remain on their current councils. There are no new senators due to restructuring. 
iii. Recognition 

1. Senators rotating off

2. Departing secretary and vice-chair

Respectfully submitted, 

Laura Cruz

