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Minutes of the Faculty Senate

March 21, 2007

Ramsey Center Hospitality Room

3-5 PM

I. Administrative Tasks
A. Roll Call

Members Present: Millicent Abel, Patricia Bailey, Richard Beam, Barbara Bell, Marilyn Chamberlin, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Brian Dinkelmeyer, Jill Ellern, Casey Hurley, Don Livingston, Marylou Matoush, Sharon Metcalfe, Nancy Newsome, Philip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Lori Seischab, Austin Spencer, Kathy Starr, Ben Tholkes, Laura Wright

Members with Proxy: Edward Case, Jill Ghnassia, Gary Jones, Kevin Lee, Frank Lockwood, Sean O’Connell

Members Absent: Lydia Aydlett, Stephen Ayers, Craig Capano, Cheryl Clark, George Mechling

B. Approval of the Minutes. 

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

II. Council Reports

A. Academic Policy and Review Council: Edward Case, Chair

The UCC was unable to meet and the APRC meets next week and will address the Curriculum Approval Process and the Service Learning notation issues. 

Comment: Can we get a calendar of when curriculum items have to be submitted in order to be considered this year?

[Secretary agrees to ask for calendar and send to senators]

B. Collegial Review Council: Kathy Starr and Casey Hurley, Co-Chairs

We present section 4.08 (on Post-Tenure Review) to the Senate for approval. We have made very few changes to this section of the Handbook. The main change to note is that we got rid of the PTR Appeals Committee, as there already exists a Hearing Committee that hears TPR appeals. The very last sentence has been changed to reflect this. 

Comment: The Hearing Committee has been busy for the past few years. No one will want to serve on this committee if we continue to increase their workload. 

Comment: We did discuss this. There are very few PTR appeals coming through the pipeline currently. We can revisit this issue if it becomes too burdensome. Also, we will talk about the Hearing Section next, and what we decide there may affect this section as well. 

Comment: PTR does not result in direct dismissal. Faculty have a three year period in which they have to improve. Even after that, it does not involve an explicit revocation of tenure. Given the nature of the decision making process, I suggest that we move this to the Grievance Committee, which has less work. 

Comment: Because the Hearing Committee dealt with TPR, we thought it seemed to fit there but that is a good point about this being a difference kind of issue. I agree that the Grievance Committee seems a better fit. 

Comment: The Hearing Committee does not hear promotion cases, but the Grievance Committee does. 

Motion: To accept amendment to change Hearing to Grievance committee in section 4.08. Second. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

Comment: The department is the primary unit that determines if it has enough people to consider Post-Tenure Review. This assumes that the department makes sense. In the College of Business, departments have changed approximately every three years. I suggest that we ask Academic Affairs to look into the matter of whether, or when, the department is the appropriate unit to evaluate a particular discipline. The issue is that within departments, there can be so many varied disciplines that faculty lack familiarity with some types of work and that might work to the disadvantage of the faculty member under review. 

Comment: I agree that that is problematic. As I read the entire draft of this document, though, it has been predicated on the assumption that the department is the unit that is most familiar with the discipline. I hate to make this an exception to the spirit of the document or, conversely, to change the entire document. 

Comment: GA is working on issuing new directives in regard to PTR. If you look at their current regulations, though, you will see that the department is the key unit. We may be stuck with this for a while. 

Comment: I request that Gary Jones raise this issue at Faculty Assembly. Let’s move this question off campus and into a broader context. We can assume that for now the Appeals Committees can handle the situation until we hear more from GA. 

Comment: It is common practice elsewhere to bring in an outside reviewer or collaborator in some cases. Are we prohibited from adding external review? [No]

Motion to approve Section 4.08 (as amended above). Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion Passes. 

Comment: There are some misconceptions out there about this process and the entire package. When will these provisions be applicable?

Comment: We have passed the four major sections. Termination and Hearings remain. The whole package will appear again before the Faculty Senate, then it must be approved by the Board of Governors. 

Comment: We did agree and vote on this process…though the sections have been passed, the entire document will come back before the Faculty Senate. 

Comment: It seems unlikely that we will pass the whole thing in a month. It will have to be a high priority for the Fall. One of the first things we should do next year is hold a forum. 

C. Faculty Affairs Council: Patricia Bailey and Barbara Bell, Co-Chairs

1. Printed On-Line Catalogue

Several departments in the College of Education and Allied Professions requested printed copies of the Fall schedule of classes. Larry Hammer agreed to print one for each faculty member. Because they can get out of date and out of step with the web version, he is interested in phasing this out and no longer printing schedules, which can cost over $500 to print. He believes that students can look up their classes on-line themselves. We would like to see printed schedules continue, particularly for advising purposes. 

Comment: This was discussed at the Council of Deans. We will continue to do printed schedules for advisors. We will simply not have mounds of them available. A printer-friendly version will be available on MyCat for students and advisors. 

2. Madison Professorship

You should see before you a proposal for the Madison Professorship. If you have comments, please e-mail the committee chairs, Jim Goodwin and Lori Seischab. We have left many decisions to a committee. 
Comment: Where does the money for these come from?

Response: The money comes from state funds. There is a pool of funds to support all faculty positions. This is still in its formative stage, but what we are talking about is a good idea. 

Comment: Do they keep their higher salaries if they step down from the position?

Response: No. It’s a matter of perspective. These are five year terms and are designed to be a reward incentive so extraordinary faculty don’t leave. It is also unique and the total number will be very limited. We will never have as many Madison Professors as, say, we have endowed chairs. In some ways, it will have greater status. The next step is if we can approve a process for the selection of the committee members. 

Comment: Where do we go next? These are suggestions. Should we do something like a formal recommendation? 

Comment: When this first came to the Senate, we were looking for Senate to support the concept. But you became pretty interested and you were invited to address some of the issues, which you have done. I think at this point if you would like to make a formal recommendation, knowing what you know now, that would be appropriate. 

Motion to adopt this report on Madison Professorship in concept by the Senate (to be send on to the Provost with recommendation that these guidelines by followed, further details to be supplied by committee) Second. 

Comment: I think faculty need to assured that this does not affect merit, salary raises, or tenure-track positions. 

Comment: We can’t make that claim because it will affect those things. What we’re saying, though, is that there will be very few Madison Professorships. So, over a total faculty pool of 600, we are talking about a very small amount of money that will be taken away. 

Comment: It is not funding a whole new position but is providing an increase to an existing position. 

Comment: It is unlikely that this will get donor funding, as donors usually want to name the position and those are endowed professorships. It is possible, but unlikely. 

Comment: How would this affect graduate assistantships? Wouldn’t this take away funding from them? How can we measure the impact of this on graduate assistantships?

Comment: I would expect that Madison Professors would be active in garnering funding for their own research in the forms of grants, etc. 

Comment: So is this primary a retention tool?

Comment: I would say that it is more of a recognition tool. We have other ways of retaining faculty: raises, etc. 
Comment: What would be the application process?

Comment: This would be worked out by the committee, but it would likely be a nomination process. 

Motion: To adopt the Madison Professor resolution as recommendation to Provost Office 

Voice vote. 1 Opposed. Motion Passes. 

3. Intellectual Property

Comment: We have been working this year on the Intellectual Property document. Conversations have been productive, but there are a few dangling issues. I want to get a sense of the Senate on some of these issues to ensure that we are faithfully representing the will of the Faculty. 

The commercialization issues seems to be resolved. 

In present policy, indicates that there would be a sharing of revenue for faculty-generated course material. There are three categories: we generate material on our own (traditional), we are directed to generate material, and a third level involves extraordinary use of University resources. There is a difference in each of these in terms of rights and ownership. The concept of shared revenue for usufruct rights is deleted. 

For example, if you make materials for an on-line course and another instructor uses these materials. We have taken the position that the university is receiving additional revenue for the use of these materials, therefore the person who generated these materials should be compensated (similar to a textbook) . University also has the situation that if the faculty member leaves, they can still use that material. How does the Senate feel about this issue? 

Second item is one of wording. At our last meeting, we discussed this and committee decided that they weren’t comfortable with the definition of a directed work. “Works that are specifically funded or created at the direction of the University.” We don’t like the word OR. When you put or in the definition, it becomes murkier. For example, what about courses that are requested by a department? Do these count? Our position has been either to change the or to an and, or some other wording that improves clarity. Perhaps adding the phrase “written agreements are encouraged.” This wording does come from the UNC System. Our position is that we don’t care whose wording it is…we need to fix it if no one else does. How does the Senate feel about this position? 
Comment: The directed works section is very vague. Do we even need the category at all? If so, the and/or is an issue which you wish to resolve through the use of mini-agreements. 

Comment: This document is also written for staff, EPA, SPA, and students. It covers all University populations. If we have an employee is IEF that is not teaching but is looking to build websites, can we tell that person we want you to develop CD’s about critical moments in Western North Carolina. That is a directed work and the University would own that. On the other hand, the Provost’s office may tell a faculty member to put together a new course. In my mind, that is a very different situation. We need to fix the language in this to make this distinction more clear. The or seems to apply more to staff, students, etc. and not to faculty. Perhaps an additional statement to cover these faculty situations might be called for. 

Comment: This is complicated by digital works. Is the written agreements encouraged statement already in the document?

Comment: Yes, but making it required met with a great deal of resistance. For staff and others, this would be written into their job descriptions. 

Comment: What are the arguments against requiring written agreements?

Comment: The feeling that it will become a burdensome bureaucracy. I don’t know, though, how often this occurs to judge how large a burden we’re talking about. 

Comment: It seems that the Senate has sympathy with the positions advanced by the Committee. You are encouraged to continue with your discussions along these lines. 

Comment: Are we close enough to hope that this might be resolved by the end of the semester?

Comment: Rich Kucharski currently has the recommendations on his desk. I think it may be possible. It will need to be presented to the council on their April 9th meeting. 
Comment: Many thanks and appreciation to the members of this sub-committee. 

III. Other
A. Old Business
1. Sustainability Resolution : Jane Nichols
Motion: Forward the resolution from the table. Second. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes.  [Copy of most recent revision distributed to Senators]

Comment: What is on the table is that we are endorsing the spirit of the Taillores declaration and we are recommending that the Chancellor create an action agenda based on the eleven principles outlined in the document. It was expressed before that the earlier version was to overtly political and we have changed the language and removed some of the more political sections. We have also added a phrase that asks the Chancellor to include the input of the wider campus community. 

Comment: Does this new sentence imply creating a kind of collaborative process for implementing these recommendations?


Comment: That is the intent. Some people expressed concerns about having items dictated to them without having a stake in the process. This was designed to address those concerns. 

Comment: There are now three slightly different variations of what is essentially the same resolution before us. 

Comment: I would be ecstatic if we add a phrase that this should be done in consultation with the UAC, which shows clearly where this lies and the line between the UAC and the Senate. I move that this be added to the phrase in the first paragraph. 

Comment: This is on their table as well. They are discussing what they want their role to be. 
Comment: Given that the UAC has not proven itself to be active or pro-active, I would not support them as having the sole input on this process. They can have some input but I don’t trust them to hold primary responsibility. 

Comment: Perhaps this issue would motivate them to action. The group does represent a broad constituency that is appropriate for this issue. I hope that they will become a more productive group. 

Comment: My concern is that what we want is these principles to be implemented. The task here is not to get the UAC to do their job, but to get these implemented. We can encourage the UAC to be active in that process, but this should be their purview exclusively. 

Comment: I suspect that whether we mandated it or not, the Chancellor would probably seek out the UAC to assist with this. 

Comment: It is not the intention of this effort to get the UAC to be more active. I have another possible suggestion. Let’s leave this open and let the Chancellor decide how he is going to get his input. I would hate to see this effort derailed because of politics surrounding the UAC. 
Comment: I don’t know if this works, but I was trying to tie this into our Senate Mission Statement and to use it as an instance to reaffirm the direction of the Senate. I am fine with the amendment to leave the input method open. My earlier amendment is withdrawn. 

Motion: To approve amendment to recommendation to include the phrase“with input from all constituencies: Second. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

Comment: Do we all agree on these eleven directives? We are discussing its implementation, but what about the spirit of this? If the Chancellor actually did these things, it would have a huge impact on this campus and would cost a great deal of money. 

Comment: My main concern is that this remains a political document. I still do not understand why we cannot endorse a broader, more neutral statement about supporting environmentally-friendly policies. 

Comment: This is really about changing the culture of this institution. With this resolution, we are having a say in this cultural change. 

Comment: As it is written, we are only recommending, not mandating directives. The Senate at UNCA has passed a sustainability resolution. I don’t know all the details, but it is based on the Taillores Declaration. 
Comment: What if we remove the adjective “fully” endorse the spirit? Does that soften the intent to reflect our sense of responsibility? 

Comment: I would also cut out the phrase ideological goals. The goals are not ideological, they are practical. You don’t have to believe in recycling, you simply recycle. 

Comment: I’m not sure that simply removing fully really changes the intent much. The next sentence says ‘recommends”, for example. 

Motion: Call the Question. Second. Voice vote. Hand vote. Motion passes by clear majority. 

Motion: To approve the Sustainability Resolution (as amended above). Hand vote. 21 in favor. Motion passes. 
B. New Business
1. Policy 39

Comment: In the planning team meeting a week ago, there was discussion precipitated by the Chancellor’s announcement about policy 39. The resolution before you is not to attack that policy, but rather the idea that it might be productive for the Senate to request that the Chancellor might announce policies to the University community as a whole and there be something like a two-week period for comments and feedback. That way, if there are implications that need clarification or revision, that could be addressed before it becomes official final policy. The Chancellor is the only one who can establish official policy, but we can request this and it is not an uncommon phenomenon at other institutions. [Copies of draft resolution distributed] He would have to establish this practice as a matter of policy. 

Motion: To adopt this resolution. Second. 

Comment: Policy 39 was received over e-mail. Have you wondered what is driving these changes in policy? If we have real faculty governance, then we need to be involved in this. This policy was about solicitation. I was concerned that it could be used to limit free speech on campus. 

Comment: There are some possible implications of this. For the past two or three seasons, the University Players sell cokes and candy bars at their productions. By a strict application of this policy, that practice would be illegal. This was not something upper administrative probably considered or wished to eradicate. If this had been discussed before hand, however, these sorts of exceptions would be caught before the policy was enacted. 

Comment: Who would receive these comments?

Comment: It would be up to the Chancellor to designate a person. It might depend on the nature of the policy under discussion. 

Comment: I would think that the Executive Council would be interested in reading and gathering this feedback. 

Comment: This resolution implies due diligence on all our parts.  We need to read and to provide this feedback. 

Comment: In certain crisis situations (such as natural disaster, etc), this may not be possible or desirable. 

Comment: Perhaps we could add the word “normal” or “usual” to the resolution to make this distinction clear. Second line, third paragraph; “as a matter of usual policy.”

Comment: It is common in industry to point out what has changed. I would like them to have to highlight where the changes have occurred in the policy announcements. 

Motion to adopt this resolution (as amended). Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

Comment: There is likely not sufficient time remaining to consider the Senate Mission Statement. The Senate is asked to look over the statement, previously circulated, and perhaps to look at the other documents, including the Faculty Constitution that cover the activities of the Senate. Is this necessary? The committee has worked hard on this and it deserves a hearing by this body. 

Senate is adjourned. 

Minutes of the Faculty Senate Overflow Session
March 28, 2007

Taft-Botner Room, Killian 104

3-5 PM

I. Administrative Procedures
A. Roll Call

Members Present: Millicent Abel, Patricia Bailey, Richard Beam, Barbara Bell, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Jill Ellern, Gary Jones, Kevin Lee, Don Livingston, Frank Lockwood, Marylou Matoush, Nancy Newsome, Sean O’Connell, Philip Sanger, Lori Seischab, Kathy Starr 
Members with Proxy: Jill Ghnassia, Sharon Metcalfe, Krista Schmidt, Laura Wright
Members Absent: Craig Capano, Marilyn Chamberlin, Cheryl Clark, Brian Dinkelmeyer, Casey Hurley, George Mechling, Austin Spencer, Ben Tholkes
B. Approval of the Minutes 

Motion: To approve minutes from February overflow session. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

II. Other

A. Old Business: Senate Mission Statement

Comment: There has been a conversation in the Senate Planning Meeting that there is not currently a formal mission statement for the Faculty Senate. We have two questions before us today. First, do we need a separate formal statement? The information on the charge of the Senate is in our current documents (copies passed out to senators) but it is scattered in several places. Secondly, should the document before us serve as that Mission Statement?

Comment: The committee thought it was important for us to have a concise statement. This year, the Senate seems to be drifting away from issues that we are supposed to be discussing. We need a cogent statement about the role of the Senate upfront because it helps us to pull back and cover our core areas effectively. We’ve been getting bogged down, especially by issues that are not defined as one of our three areas. 

Comment: Because we have this, does that mean that we won’t get bogged down? Will this make a difference?

Comment: The other statements are not as precise or as concise about the specific areas of our concern; these are implicit and this statement makes them explicit. 

Comment: It is meant to replace these other statements or to stand alone? Where will this go?

Comment: The website is the logical choice. There are approval processes for changing the other documents. 

Comment: It seems to me that the section of the Faculty Constitution provided really is what ought to be synthesized. They overlap, but it does not cover all of them. We ought to be consistent. Why do we have to be so limited in defining our scope?

Comment: It allows us to concentrate our efforts. 

Comment: We can do that by running the agenda. 

Comment: Several years ago the Senate was restructured and the UAC was created to deal with issues that were not directly related to the Senate. This mission statement reiterates what this restructuring was all about. 

Comment: In the Faculty Constitution, it seems to exclude the possibility of taking leadership in University issues. So, nothing else can occupy our energies?
Comment: There are other arenas where the Faculty have a voice. If we try to be all and do all, we wind up not covering important areas and getting bogged down in minutiae. 

Comment: Then perhaps we need to be even more specific. The term ‘faculty welfare’ is very broad. 

Comment: The faculty in the College of Business would like to talk about issues of concern to them and not to be told that it doesn’t fit into numbers 1, 2, and 3. 

Comment: The UAC was formed four or five years ago in order to capture issues that applied to all constituencies. It is advisory (as is the Senate). Its membership includes six members from the SGA, the Faculty Senate, the Staff Forum, and the Administration. They are not elected through CONECC, but appointed. They have councils and committees just as the Senate does. 

Comment: The UAC has not been functional this academic year. 

Comment: But that does not mean that we need to come in and take its place. Our focus should be on areas that are specifically our responsibility, such as curriculum. Academic Affairs bears the responsibility of making sure the UAC runs properly. 

Comment: The Senate ought to represent all faculty and should tell our representatives on the UAC to take initiative on these matters. The current proposed missions statement precludes them from doing that. 

Comment: That is not the intent. We can talk about anything we want to but the statement guides us when it is appropriate to take formal action, as opposed to sending opinions or recommendations. 

Comment: This mission statement is very narrow. The currently existing statements are broader and allow more room for action and leadership. Otherwise, we are just three councils. It disempowers this body. 

Comment: The intent is to strengthen leadership and voice. Does it do this or not?

Comment: We have a weak link with the UAC and need to look into strengthening that tie. 

Comment: We have limited time. Senators have to attend Senate and Council meetings. Service on the UAC compounds our time commitments. It will be difficult to find people willing to do it. 

Comment: Why don’t we have the UAC report to the Senate?

Comment: They are invited to every meeting. They receive copies of all Senate documents. 

Comment: I recommend that this statement be placed on the Faculty Senate website and at the end “see other documents” with links. 

Motion: Faculty Constitution section should be adopted as the Senate Mission Statement. Second. 

Comment: I understand the work that went into this mission statement, but I do belief that a mission statement should be brief, no more than three sentences. The section of the Faculty Constitution is more succinct. 

Comment: The second paragraph of the proposed mission statement talks about how the Faculty Senate is going to operate. That’s not a mission statement. 

Comment: I like the inclusion of the University identity in the Faculty Constitution piece. University identity is germane to our professional lives. 

Comment: I get asked about what the Senate does, how it operates, etc. often and I believe that there are many misconceptions about its function. This longer statement describes our main roles and related committees. The Faculty Constitution piece does not. Points 1,2, and 3 constitute the bulk of what the University does. 

Comment: What is we adopt the Faculty Constitution statement as our Mission Statement and put this proposed statement as a “Description of the Senate”…adding both to our website. 

Comment: There are numerous differences between these two statements. 2.2.1. is more powerful. I would like to see the Senate realize its implications. 

Motion: To replace proposed mission statement with 2.2.1 Section of the Faculty Constitution, to be placed on Senate website. Voice vote. 2 opposed. Motion passes. 

Comment: I would like to make a recommendation that we formulate a concise addition to the website that informs faculty about how the Senate works and add it to the homepage.
Comment: You are adding an awful lot of words to the Homepage, which is not only messy, but not allowed under current University webpage regulations. There is currently a place on the webpage, not the first page, to provide this description. 

Comment: I recommend that the Faculty Senate webmaster devise a solution that serves these goals. [Webmaster accepts]. 

IV. Reports
A. Administrative Report: Beth Lofquist
1. Searches
The College of Business Dean Search has three candidates coming to campus starting April 12th. A&S Dean Search is currently conducting telephone interviews. Hopefully, by Friday, they will have three candidates to bring on campus. In Health, there are three candidates for on-campus interviews. They will be here the same weak. The Vice-Chancellor for Student Affairs is also conducting telephone interviews. April will be a busy month. The Director for the Center for Entrepreneurship is also in the narrowing down stage, and there is a candidate here today for the IES position. 


2. SACS

This is a bittersweet relationship. It forced to address some things that needed to be addressed. They are coming next week, arriving on Sunday and leaving on Wednesday. 

If you are a part of a meeting or group, please try to put your best foot forward and to make your appointment. We will support you in this in any way that we can. The background for the SACS team is on our website if you want to do some background reading. [QEP Quick Study guide distributed]

3. Meetings
The Board of Trustees met last week and they will meet at the end of May. Others will be scheduled later. The Board of Governors will meet again on May 11 and again in July. You might want to think about this in terms of how the Faculty Handbook revisions might go through. 
B. Faculty Assembly Report: Gary Jones
1. Faculty Assembly Representation
There is a proposed change to the Faculty Assembly charter. It has to be approved by 2/3s of the campuses. Expect more information later. It has to do with changing representation from absolute numbers to percentages. It is unlikely to affect the number of delegates that WCU sends to the Faculty Assembly. 

2. Legislation Task Force
A task force has arranged for two public higher education days in the capital in May. They have asked for faculty who might be interested in being at that table (health-related or environmental) to interact with legislators. 

3. Background Checks
There was a model statement proposed for GA. They pointed out that this is not a position taken by GA. It is only for other campuses who might be interested in implementing background checks. Individual campuses may decide whether or not to implement these: credit, motor vehicles, or criminal background. This created some concerns among the representatives at the Assembly: appeals, how information was used, etc. 

4. Professional Development
There will be a survey sent around asking all campuses about professional development opportunities. They are trying to cut down on the number of surveys, so they do have to be approved. It should go out soon. 

5. Post-Tenure Review
We have been providing feedback on proposed changes to the Post-Tenure Review process. The current document is very short and rather vague. We should be careful on our own revisions as there may be system-wide mandates coming down to us. 

6. NCLIVE
We are still soliciting feedback on the maintenance of on-line course quality. April 4th is the launch date for the UNC on-live initiative. There is a big push to coordinate on-line offerings across all campuses. 

7. Administrative Appointment and Review
Matrix of accountability has been revised to include review of administrators. GA is taking another look at suggestions for incorporating this review. 

8. Textbook Rental Systems

This has come out of committee at the Board of Governors level. It is a rental/buy back system that is approved on a trial basis. It got good press even nationally. Faculty objected because it limited freedom of choice. It is for lower division courses only and exceptions can be made. 

Comment: In Engineering, book rental programs do not make sense. They need to retain these books as reference manuals. The system is good in some areas, but not all of them. 

Comment: Students already have the option to buy back books. There are also processes in place to make exceptions. 

Comment: With a rental system, though, scholarships will not cover the cost of texts. 

Comment: Under our rental system, if you are using a set of paperbacks costing, say, $12. You assign one as required and you have to have the students buy these others. They are not much more, but book rental then does not properly allocate resources to faculty who use low-course materials. 

Comment: We should also be careful about how we manage new editions and respond to new challenges and changes in dynamic fields. Students are requesting that textbooks only be adopted every five years, not every time a text is revised. 

Comment: This is not being taken seriously at the system level. Some student organizations are pushing for this but it is not really on the table. 

Comment: What does lower level mean?

Comment: It is unlikely that this means that we will scale back our rental system to lower level only. 

Comment: Some departments on this campus regard themselves as understaffed and consequently they only offer upper division electives every 2-3 years or so. If you adopt a textbook for an elective, you may be stuck with it until you have used it several times even though you only use it every 2-3 years. We should consider irregularly-offered courses when we look at our book rental system. 

Comments: Perhaps Faculty Affairs should look at this issue. 

9. Sustainability
The Taillores Declaration is being discussed on college campuses across the nation. Two others were raised at the Faculty Assembly:  Focus the Nation event in January 2008 to promote student awareness of the problem and possible solutions; the second is a commitment on the part of University presidents to global warming and climate change. 

President of UNC-Chapel Hill has signed this declaration. Progress is being made on this front. Whether this is a Faculty Senate or a UAC issue, the students who are coming out to college today are part of this movement. Bowles supports sustainability but is waiting to see how the implementation plays out on the campuses. 

C. Rules Committee Report: Jill Ellern
The Rules Committee is looking at revising the election of senators in light of both simple revision and restructuring. I had a meeting with the Provost’s office and in that meeting certain issues arose. For example, who is responsible for the Faculty Handbook? We decided that it is a joint responsibility. The Provost’s office has oversight power. 

We talked about the role of the Provost on the Senate as defined in the constitution and the by-laws. 

The committee has discussed some principle on the election of senators. There has been considerable discussion and disagreement about these. For example, we propose creating an optimum number (20-25) individual members of the Senate. We then worked backwards to determine how many we need from each college. One proposal is for each school to have two and a second proposal calls for strict proportional representation. This will need to be worked out in the committee. The Kimmel School will be treated as a college, but schools under colleges will not be treated separately. 

We also talked about the role of contingent faculty and their representation on the Senate. 

Comment: We thought it was important to have enough senators to have representation on all three councils. I believe that this is important for every college to have that voice. 
Comment: It is unlikely that this will pass this year. We will operate under current laws next year and take the year to work out these issues. 

D. SGA Report: Cody Grasty (Not present)
E. Staff Forum: William Frady (Not present)
F. Chair’s Report

i. Elections

Please encourage your colleagues to vote in these elections.

ii. On-Line Courses 

On April 18-19, there will be 48 hour web-based asynchronous discussion relating to quality in on-line education. It will be a moderated discussion but the idea is to encourage faculty to talk about what are appropriate standards and how they can be established and met. GA is strongly promoting this UNC-On Line program which is a portal to existing on-line courses. 

iii. First-Year Students

John Gardner gave a presentation/open forum where he presented some very interesting suggestions for changing the first-year experience. 

iv. Faculty Study

All senators and faculty are encouraged to participate in the Faculty Survey on Student Engagement if they were asked to do so. 

v. Faculty Handbook
We would like to ask that the Senators be willing to consider both the new sections and the full draft of the revised Faculty Handbook for the next meeting. This would facilitate adoption of the document for the next academic year. 

Meeting adjourned. 

Minutes Respectfully Submitted, 

Laura Cruz, Secretary to the Faculty Senate 

