Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting

November , 2007

Multi-Purpose Room, University Center
3-5 PM
I. Adminstrative Matters

A. Roll Call 
Members Present: Millicent Abel, Lydia Aydlett, Mary Kay Bauer, Richard Beam, Wayne Billon, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Jamie Davis, Jill Ellern, Terry Folger, Eleanor Hilty, Gary Jones, Don Livingston, Frank Lockwood, Marylou Matoush, Ron Mau, Erin McNelis, Sharon Metcalfe, Sean, O’Connell, Phillip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Lori Seischab, Austin Spencer, Kathy Starr, Jack Summers, Ben Tholkes, Michael Thomas, Laura Wright
Members with Proxy: Jill Ghnassia, Steven Ha, Don Livingston, Nancy Newsome 

Members Absent: Myron Leonard, Jack Sholder 

B. Minutes of the Meeting of October 4, 2007


[Correction Christa is correct first name for award] 

Motion: To approve the minutes as corrected. Second Voice vote. Unanimous. 

II. Council Reports

A. Academic Policy and Review Council Sean O’Connell, Chair
1. Laptop Policy

Comment: Bil Stahl came to the APRC meeting in October to discuss the proposed laptop requirement for students. A number of technical issues arose, but in the end we endorsed the statement that is before you, which includes a list of reasons for our support. 

The overarching goal is that a student would have a computer with everything that they need. Recommended would be a dual-platform Mac. Instructors would have the confidence that students would have the tools they need to do their work. IT’s commitment to cradle to grave service was also a selling point. This would also make the computer requirement eligible for financial aid and would help to supplement our current set of electronic classrooms. Another perk was that after renting a laptop, students would able to buy back their machine should they wish to do so. We discussed a voluntary pilot program next semester. The program would begin for freshmen in the Fall. 

Comment: The IT view of this is that this switch would help support our pedagogical efforts. This is not top-down, vendor driven, or anything like that. The literature strongly suggests that laptops are the future of education. If we do not think we could do this well, we would not be suggesting that it be done. 
There are two parts to this. There is the laptop requirement. There is also the issue of standardizing on the Apple platform, which allows for both Mac and Windows capabilities, and would help with the cradle-to-grave support. 

Comment: How does this affect computer labs on campus? 

Comment: It will replace most but I don’t think it will ever replace all. Thin client technology makes this possible as well as the laptop requirement. We will gradually phase out many, but not all, of the labs. 

Comment: Does the $1600 price include the necessary software? 

Comment: It includes a standard software package (Office, etc.)

Comment: With the thin client, I am concerned about availability and access. Before we take away computer labs, I hope that we can keep them running until the thin client system is stabilized. 

Comment: We have too much invested in labs. We will keep them rolling as long as they are working well. The phase out will be gradual. 

[General discussion about thin client technology and software availability]

Comment: What’s been planned for enforcement?
Comment: We don’t really have a plan in place for this. Faculty who ask students to bring a laptop to class will give us a better idea about enforcement issues, certainly better than we have now with the desktop requirement. 

[General discussions about Mac and Windows platforms] 

Motion: To endorse the following statement: 

The faculty senate endorses the requirement for all students to have a laptop computer for academic purposes. Second. 
Comment: I think we should give students an educated choice as to which computer they buy, knowing that the support is limited for those beyond certain machines. 

Comment: The charge to the Senate was whether or not we think pedagogically this is a good idea. Do we? 
Comment: What about part-time and graduate students? Do we want to give some timelines? When will it start? What about current juniors and seniors, they count as “all student”? What if we say “all incoming full-time undergraduate” students? 

Comment: If we were to leave the statement as it is, it does gives the administration the freedom to work through these issues. Also, if the graduate council comes through with a recommendation then they could be covered. We could take it incrementally if the wording is more broadly stated. 

Comment: Could this come back to us negatively, though? Depending on what these later decisions are? 

Comment:  Friendly amendment. Strike “for all” and substitute “that”. 

Comment: We do not want this to become a barrier to entrance into the university. 

Comment: Any student that qualifies for student financial aid can buy this computer if it is a requirement. If we do not make it mandatory, we create a barrier for entry. 

Voice Vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

2. Academic Honesty Policy

Comment: We have representatives from Student Judicial affairs present if you have questions. The APRC considered a wording issue with the student academic honesty policy. It is a simple fix, i.e. to remove intention, intentionally, or with knowledge from the document. It would give that office a little bit more flexibility to work with students on these issues. This would make it in keeping with most other UNC schools. 

Motion: To adopt the proposed statement of the Academic Honesty policy. Second. 

Comment: Are there any ramifications to this that we might not be aware of? 

Comment: The word intent is not included in any of the other student judicial affairs policies. Proving intent is rather difficult. The infraction itself is more concrete. 

Comment: This brings us to student education. There are many websites out there that help faculty communicate and students to learn about these issues. There is even a mention of ‘plagiarism school’ that would work like traffic school. 
Comment: Will intent be taken into consideration in the discussion of sanctions? 

Comment: Intent was the main defense of the 50+ cases we tried last year. 
Comment: This document is not the entire policy covering academic honesty. This is the definitions section. [Discussion of the processes currently in place, including appeals and sanctions] 

Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

3. Curriculum Review Process 
Comment: The APRC asks for the Senate’s backing to allow the UCC to deal with the curriculum issues in order to leave the APRC free to deal with an increasing number of policy issues. [See handout flowchart] 

Motion: To support the APRC’s motion regarding changes to the curriculum review process. Second. 

Comment: This is in the handbook but not the constitution or by-laws so we can pass this now without further action necessary. [Discussion of composition of UCC] 
Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 
4. Curriculum Items

None of the curriculum items require a vote from the Senate. If there is not discussion, we will assume that all of the items on the circulated list have been approved. [No discusssion] 

B. Collegial Review Council-Lydia Aydlett and Nancy Newsome, Co-Chairs
Comment: We were requested to make an endorsement of the Faculty Fellows programs. We have requested further information and we intend to take action at our next meeting. 
C. Faculty Affairs Council-Phillip Sanger, Chair 

1. Intellectual Property 

We will have this before our council at our next meeting. It is very close, most of the issues have been resolved to the satisfaction of all parties. 



2. Hiring Non-Citizens

We had a presentation on hiring practices for faculty who are foreign citizens. She agreed to make a package available at HR that explains the policies, procedures, and guidelines for doing this. It is not overwhelming, but there are several crucial steps that are absolutely necessary. For example, you have to advertise in print (not electronic) for faculty positions. It’s an old rule, but it is still in place. 



3. Student Evaluations

In his forum, the Provost asked for the Senate to take on the task of establishing a set of policies regarding on-line course evaluations. The council thought it best to create a taskforce to include broader representation from the campus as a whole. 

Motion: That a 10 person, fixed term task force be created to create policies regarding the implementation and exercise of course evaluations. After the Spring semester, maintenance of the system would revert to the Faculty Affairs Council. Second. 

Comment: Members of the task force will be chosen by nomination or self-nomination. The secretary will send out an e-mail asking for volunteers. 

Comment: These issues have also come up in other councils and in other forums as well. What will the senate representation on this task force look like? 
Comment: I think we should try to have a representative from every college on the task force. [Discussion of proportional representation] 


4. VA Tech Recommendations

Comment: There is a real need for more information on this issue. Two of our members are attending an upcoming summit and we are strategizing how we can gather the information we need. We decided that these issues go beyond the Senate in many ways and should be taken up by the UAC (at a minimum). 

Comment: It is on the agenda for the UAC meeting next week. 

Comment: There are a number of recent recommendations about campus safety coming from GA. It might be fruitful to link up with their efforts. 

Comment: Our recommendations should include people outside of the campus as well. For example, it should include the citizens of Sylva. 
Comment: There are a lot of discussions going on about these issues that have not yet been made public because they are not finalized. We are looking at cell phone systems, sirens, and other means of communications and emergency preparedness. 

III. Business


A. Old Business

Comment: In the last meeting, we had this document from GA before us. I ask that the Senate adopt this resolution so that I can send it to the executive committee of the Faculty Assembly. Similar resolutions have been adopted on at least 11 of the UNC campuses. They would like support from the campuses for these changes. 

Motion: To adopt/endorse as presented. Second. 

Comment: What would be the possible objections to this? 

Comment: The GA committee has further modified the language of this document. It is still important to do this…but the changes were surrounding the level of evidence required for discharge of a tenured faculty. 

Comment: This issue came up at GA last summer. They put a lot of thought into this but faculty were not as well represented as they might have been. Faculty Assembly made about 20 recommendations, including this one. GA supported a ‘preponderance’ of evidence where faculty preferred ‘clear and convincing’ evidence.  We normally have a good working relationship with GA, but this one proved to be sticky and resulted in the compromise that you see before you. 

Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 


B. New Business
IV. Reports
A. Chancellor’s Report-John Bardo
· Richard Florida calls our region “Chatlanta”. My name is “Culanta”. If it were a country, its economy would be the eighth largest in the world. We’ve been asked by the state chamber of commerce to lead a program in Raleigh about economic issues. 

· This has been getting us a great deal of national attention. Our name is out there in many circles outside of the University. Our Boyer model/QEP is so far ahead that is generating attention and questions. 

· Erskine Bowles’ visit went very well. He is putting a great deal of emphasis on the UNC Tomorrow series that will have impact on us. We are at the forefront of many of its recommendations, so this should get us strong recognition from the system. It does mean that we will probably have a branch in Hendersonville. 

· Bowles has also opened up the discussion on the peers to which we are compared. Funding and faculty salaries are based on these choices. The difficulty I had with the previous peer process was that it wasn’t transparent and seem to be based on pre-defined outcomes. We want to develop peers that share similar mission and goals to this institution. The data actually puts us with more in common with small private universities. There are some states that are pushing this with all their universities and there are other states that don’t do it all. Rural universities tend to lag behind urban universities in making these changes. 
· Health care, applied technology, education, fine and performing arts, and entrepreneurship are our core areas right now and we have to spend the money and effort to make sure that we have thriving programs in these areas. We are going to be held accountable for these programs from external constituencies. This will effect searches, faculty positions, and salaries. 

· GA has given us the green light to work on improving the quality of our students. We are perceived downstate as people who are trying to do the right thing, even if our growth numbers are slightly down. 

· Congratulations to everyone that had anything to do with the NCATE review. 
B. Adminstrative Report-Kyle Carter 

· Round of applause for CEAP. NCATE gave an outstanding report. 

· The university has received a great deal of positive press in US Today whose rankings are based on NSSE data. We are the only institution with pictures and we are in the lead-off paragraph. 

· There has been a great deal of discussion about the CourseEval system. It is in its evolutionary stages. Right now it is the best system we have and we will work to make it an outstanding. More information will be coming out throughout the semester. 

· There has been confusion about the guidelines for the tenure and promotion documents. We’ve been working to change this and have created a strategy taskforce that will be working to better refine these guidelines. We should have a much better document by the time we go through the next round of tenure. It is not a bad document as it stand, but we will refine and clarify those issues that have arisen. 

· We are very close to finishing the Intellectual Property policy. Most of the remaining issues are largely editorial. It will be in the hands of the Senate chair next semester. 
· There is much pressure on us from the system to look at graduation and retention rates. I’ve scheduled a forum on this issue entitled Academic Success to Graduation: Your Roles and Responsibilities. 

· There is concern in the Provost’s office that we tend to lose contact with faculty in our day-to-day activities. We are trying to create ways to help. We are starting a series entitled Faculty Conversations. They will be limited to 40 people.  The purpose is also for you all to talk with each other as well as to us. I’m not going to lead the conversations. There will be several of these in the Spring semester. 

C. CONECC-Austin Spencer, Chair
The vote on the revision to the Constitution passed unanimously. You should all have received an e-mail on this issue. 

D. Faculty Assembly-Gary Jones

Intellectual property will be on the agenda. 
     
E. SGA-Aaron Bloemsma [No report] 

     
F. Staff Forum-Jed Tate [No report] 


G. Chair’s Report-Richard Beam

We had about 10 representatives at a conference on retention issues. WCU does appear to be engaging in most of the best practices regarding retention. We seem to do a particularly good job with communicating and coordinating between the different levels. 
Motion to adjourn. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Laura Cruz, Secretary of the WCU Faculty Senate 

