

OVERFLOW MEETING

MINUTES

February 2, 2012
3:00 -5:00 p.m.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES________________________________________________
ROLL CALL
Present: 
Heidi Buchanan, Chris Cooper, Cheryl Daly, Elizabeth Heffelfinger, Christopher Hoyt, David Hudson, Luther Jones, Leroy Kauffman, Rebecca Lasher, Beth Lofquist, David McCord, Erin McNelis, Ron Michaelis, Malcolm Powell, Phil Sanger, Kathy Starr, Vicki Szabo, Erin Tapley, Ben Tholkes, Chuck Tucker, Cheryl Waters-Tormey
Members with Proxies: 
Beverly Collins, Leigh Odom, Kadie Otto, Wes Stone, 
Members absent: 

David Belcher, Elizabeth McRae, Justin Menickelli, Bill Richmond,
Recorder: 

Ann Green
COUNCIL REPORTS________________________________________________________________

Collegial Review Council/Vicki Szabo, Chair:

Erin began discussion on the Resolution on Faculty Handbook Section 4.07 which had been voted on at the initial meeting on January 26th.  Erin explained that because we are technically still in the same meeting, if Senate has voted on something, Roberts Rules says we can go back and fix edits within the same meeting if someone who had voted yes is willing to put it back on the floor.

Vicki explained that in paragraph d., “no” tenured faculty members had been changed to “an insufficient number of” tenured faculty members, but that “no” tenured faculty members is what is needed. If there is a tenured faculty member that person will be nominated to serve on the college committee if there are no tenured faculty members. To say an insufficient number means you are by-passing the person who should be serving for that department. If it says an insufficient number a department could say they don’t want that person to serve on the committee.
A motion was made and seconded to reconsider.

Comment: What do you do in situations where there is insufficient?  If you only have one and you need three?
Response: It’s for the college committee, you can’t have three members of a department serve on the committee. You can have one member from a department serve on the college committee. (Reference was made to paragraph c.)

Comment: Where we went wrong is we were thinking that we were forming a departmental review committee. This is the definition for forming the college committee. It’s the departmental representation to the college. 

Comment: In our school, there’s two departments and we did have a situation where there is insufficient. We didn’t have that many tenured faculty to go on the college committee. What does that say about this situation?

Response: If we say insufficient number that opens it up that everybody can do that if they have – that anybody can appoint.
Comment: I’m just saying that we have situations where this can occur. Maybe there needs to be an additional statement or something like that. This one would apply to colleges with 4 – 6 departments.
Comment from Erin: Would the group be interested in returning this to council to try and work with?

Comment from Vicki: I hesitate making changes in Senate when the changes that we sometimes make with friendly amendments change the meaning. I would be happy to take this back and we can investigate this more fully, but I hesitate to start adding sentences with respect to collegial review committee membership.

Comment: I think it may be appropriate to have it go back to council and have them work on it briefly… X points out an interesting departmental situation, there’s also a college situation where there’s too few departments or tenured faculty. 

Comment: In that reconsideration, would you reconsider dealing with the fact that some of these – that there should have been an election for some of these people. As it stands it’s just that the department head and the dean appoint.
Comment: It doesn’t actually, because we also added the change. This is part of a bigger process; d. follows b. half of the committee is elected, half is appointed. The additions that people made to d. in departments with no tenured faculty, the dept. head in consultation with the dean will nominate tenured faculty from other depts. within the college or university (college was added) to be elected or be appointed (see b. above) to serve as…. So b. is part of that.
Comment: Great. Thank you. I didn’t see that…
Motion was made and seconded to return the resolution back to council.

HAND VOTE ON SENDING THE RESOLUTION ON 4.07 BACK TO COUNCIL
Yes: Unanimous
No: 0

Abstain: 0
Motion passes.
The Resolution from CRC on Section 4.11 was discussed next. These changes acknowledge that there is now an AA-13 Transmittal Form for the Recommendation of Emeritus Faculty.
Comment: …it was just that the emeritus got done with a check box on the same form that we already had. Is this just adding another form?

Response: It’s a new form. 

Comment: We need the new form because?

Response from Beth: We didn’t have a form before.

Comment: Why do we need a form if it’s already on the AA-12?

Response from Beth: It’s not on the AA-12.

Comment: Could it be added to the AA-12 as opposed to adding another form?

Comment: Then you want a vote?

Comment: We already are voting. 

Response from Beth: It does. It mirrors tenure.

Discussion continued.

Comment from Beth: I will tell you, the AA-12 is becoming quite cumbersome. We added post tenure review to it and it already has so much on it. I think it would be a simpler process to keep the AA-13 just let it look like the AA-12. 

Discussion continued.

HAND VOTE CRS RESOLUTION ON FACULTY HANDBOOK SECTION 4.11: 

Yes: Unanimous
No: 0

Abstain: 0
The motion passes.
Faculty Affairs Committee/Heidi Buchanan, Chair:


There is a resolution on the faculty workload issues. Heidi said they went back after the last Senate meeting and revised the resolution quite a bit. They invited the Provost to the meeting to help them figure out how to address some of the primary issues without having to have things go through the Senate. One of the big issues is that any addition to faculty workload should be justified, explained and have clear expectations. The resolution is to basically send this to the Provost’s Office and see if they can come up with a formal process so that if an auxiliary unit or support unit comes up with something that all faculty need to do, it needs to actually go through a process and be vetted and explained.
Comment: Could you explain the consultation with the Faculty Senate? Would that be like the Provost might bring it; it would be at the discretion of the Provost, but with consult?

Response: I believe the consultation was about the process and the Provost Office would develop the process for getting these things approved and then come back to us for consultation.
Comment: One of the issues that a person was telling me was that not necessarily that the Provost or Chancellor is laying these things down. It seems to be a lot across or below from service departments. For example, it was brought up you identify or flag a person needing….the early alert and it comes back from advising to write a 4 or 5 page report with a plan of how we are going to fix this early alert situation. Most people don’t recognize that this kind of thing boomerangs. Two bad things about that are that it does not incent people to facilitate something that they should be facilitating. If they know it’s going to come back and zing them with another report the last thing they want to do is bush that button. It’s that kind of example from service operations that go directly across and kind of by-passes without malicious or without intention. It skips the provost and the deans, so they don’t know what’s going across here in terms of workload is really increasing.
Response: Yes, that is what we are asking the Provost’s Office to address….alot of the problem is service offices report to the Provost Office. That’s one of the things we talked about – actually having a process so it doesn’t come straight to us from service office. It actually comes through a process and gets vetted along the way.
Comment from Beth: All of those divisions report to my office or Sam Miller’s. What I proposed is that when a director thinks the faculty need to respond in some way, the request is put forth and is vetted through a process that comes to Sam’s office or my office or collaboratively vetted with our offices. The process needs to be developed to where we say why is this needed, is this the most efficient and effective use of a faculty member’s time. Are there other ways we can get this done? Right now that is really not happening and so this is a way to clean that up.
Comment: I’m glad that we raised this issue, but now that the Provost Office is aware of it, can we just ask the Provost Office to work with DHs or somebody else – I don’t know if this is something that the Faculty Senate wants to oversee in anyway…DHs are on the ground and closer to the issues.

Discussion continued.
Comment: …my college feels the same way that there are issues that need to go through appropriate channels.

Comment: …in terms of the comment about what we are requesting is that Senate be involved with establishing this process, not with vetting all the things that come through. We want to be involved in setting up a process that things get vetted, not the body that is doing the vetting.

Comment: Who is in consultation with the Faculty Senate?

Comment: The Provost Office is responsible for that.

Comment from Beth: Mark Lord will be in charge with moving forward with this process to working with Heidi’s group and whomever to develop a process.
Comment: So, is it be it resolved that the Provost Office with the FAC will establish?

Response: It could be if this group prefers.

Comment: It some way it’s similar to the Provost Office in consultation with the Collegial Review Council creates the dossier instructions.

Comment: I think the one thing we wanted to make sure is that the Senate is the one who approved the process, however it’s developed…

Discussion continued.

Comment: …we want to ensure this policy has a strong faculty voice because it’s our workload that is being discussed. Although, we’ve left it quite open to whatever the process could be. It would be good to have an appropriate statement that we want faculty to have a strong role in the vetting process. 

Comment: What are rules on people from the audience speaking at Faculty Senate?

Comment from Erin: What we found earlier is that only members from Faculty Senate are officially allowed to speak. When I had lots of requests at one point in time we had made special consideration for Collegiality. We sent out an email if people wanted to talk and there was a time limit…I didn’t get any emails on this one. When discussion of the Senate members is where no one is raising their hands, we’ve previously done that. It’s not officially by the rules, but as long as we’re not stopping a senator from speaking at the moment, I’m in favor.
Comment: I’ve been talking with Heidi because I am representing the issues brought forth by some of my colleagues who are here and I was working off an earlier initiative so…I would like them to be able to talk.
Comment: …is the way that we are thinking about this working…at some weekly or monthly meeting, some service office comes in and meets with a vice chancellor in your office and says this is something we need to start doing, this is something we need to ask faculty to do and someone from your office will say, well, you have to explain this, and this, and this and then it seems like it will need to be left open enough so that you all can make the call who you need to then communicate with further to decide. It kind of needs to stay open and we basically need to approve it sounds like for the provost office to do that because otherwise each service entity will bring into your office and in order to get it approved it has to come back to the FAC or something... 
Comment from Beth: What happens, if we know of a request, is typically it gets vetted through our office and then we take it to a department head workshop. A lot of registrar’s office things have done that…if we know about it, we take it to the department head workshop and we have a conversation or a task force in the department heads get together on it and they come up with what is the best way. So that’s the way it gets vetted. The problem is, it’s not always coming to the Provost Office, so we’re not always aware. This is in my mind, I think when we are aware we have a good process. It’s when we are not aware and so this is in my mind a way to ensure that all things get vetted through that process really that we kind of already have.
Comment: So, it’s almost like there are two pieces; one is whether or not Faculty Senate approves the process that already exists, right – if we are trying to get more faculty input? …the second one is how to communicate with the rest of campus effectively to say they need to report it. It seems like this might address that second piece, but the first piece…I guess that would be a second step.

Discussion continued. 

Comment: I have a question that’s related to recent activities that has created a lot of stir because several intermediate reportings…for attendance and on down the line. How did that get vetted?

Comment from Beth: It didn’t. Some things did get vetted, some did not. It’s not that anybody meant to circumvent anything…I would think that a clear process gets involved with Phil Cauley and those directors, our office and the Faculty Affairs Council to develop something that would say you can’t just go out there and say ya’ll go forth and do. It has to be vetted.

Discussion continued. 

Comment: The hard part has to take back is this group is wanting to know how as part of this process to guarantee that implementation would not occur before someone has been informed. 

Comment: The first sentence I read as potentially you could put anything that would add to the faculty workload coming from any part of the university, i.e. someone could walk in your office – your department head- and ask you to do something and you as faculty member could say do you have a formal process for asking me to do this? …I wonder if we should clarify where the origin of this additional work would come from before we move forward on that. We’re all talking about it coming from somewhere else, but that doesn’t say that.
Comment: It doesn’t specify where the problems that were cited are coming from which are the support units and perhaps it needs to be a little bit more explicit to include some of the areas.

Comment: It seems like that could be expressed in that formal process.

Comment from Heidi: I’m fine with adding something.

Comment: I wonder if the real function of this might be a place to take complaints and if the whole thing should be written in that way rather than approving it ahead of time. If somebody has a task imposed on them that they think is unjust maybe what people are really looking for is a place to take a complaint. I might be wrong, but I’m guessing that this is how this will actually get used rather than having each task approved ahead of time…
Comment: Personally, I would not like to have to complain. I would prefer to have things not occur so that I don’t have to complain.

Comment: I agree, I’m just trying to figure out what the process is going to look like. 

Comment: I worry about if we do it after the fact that people have already invested time and effort into creating something and then we complain about it. It’s more expeditious if we can catch something beforehand. Going back to the comment about adding, I do worry about laundry listing things because we’ve had the same problems in our Council.

Comment: My point then doesn’t need to be articulated at this point, but needs to be considered as it goes farther forth to put that into the process.

Comment: I think that is a really good point. This isn’t the last time that Senate has to see something like that and that we could work on process in the committee to think about the range of places that we would like to have some say in it because I imagine the support units might have a different process than being asked to do something from your dean. Also, not to bring up another can or worms but one of the impetus for doing something was about data like we are asked to create data and we don’t know where this data goes or we are asked to use data and the data doesn’t feel correct to us. There was the thing where faculty had to call people and ask if they were coming back…we want to work with that as well and that’s I think about the process. We can let the process work for a little while and bring it back to Senate. 
Comment: Can we put a date on this…?  

Comment: It would be nice to have a process in place before the fall…

Comment from Beth: I can tell you that I’ve already gotten Mark Lord working on this. He is now charging the support units to tell us all the things that are – we’re kind of doing an inventory with all the things that are out there…from all the support units. We’ve already started, but first we need to know where we already are, what’s on the table and then we can figure out where we can do a better job.
Discussion continued and it was decided that the proposed process should come back to Senate by the March 22 meeting.
Comment: In vetting to involve faculty?

Comment from Beth: Well sometimes, if it can be taken from the faculty load prior to it being vetted, then it doesn’t need to be vetted to faculty. If it is something, typically we would bring that to the department heads.

HAND VOTE ON FACULTY WORKLOAD WITH FRIENDLY AMENDMENT TO ADD BY MARCH 22ND: 

Yes: 22
No: 0
Abstain: 0
The motion passes.
Rules Committee/Cheryl Waters-Tormey, Chair:

Cheryl reported that they have one resolution that has come to them and they are requesting input. They meet next week to look at it. The resolution calls for Senate to always vote with the public raising of hands and to actually record the vote by Senator akin to other legislative bodies. The spirit behind this is to share that information with constituents. There are two pieces; this would mean that the clickers would go away and it would not only be a public yay or nay, but that a Senator’s name would be attached to their vote. The Rules Committee has this resolution because it would be a change to the By-Laws and a question was raised about Robert’s Rules and what that would allow or disallow. 
Cheryl did not want to open this up for discussion right now because the resolution has not come forward yet, but she asked if anyone has comments or concerns to please contact her before the next Senate meeting.

OTHER

REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Old Business: 
None.

New Business:

The appointment of Budget Committee members was handled at the January 26th Faculty Senate meeting.

The notes from the Spring Faculty Caucus have been distributed. Erin asked if there were any questions or comments.
Comment: I was wondering if we could ask the Chancellor to discuss the Faculty Caucus information. I know there seems to be a hesitancy to ask questions; if we could just ask him to address the Faculty Caucus issues?
Comment from Erin: We could ask the Chancellor to address the appropriate issues. Not all ended up being, but very much the first bullet …the retention and morale, the changes in operations with administration…he had made a comment about here, but I can ask him to address more specifically. …he had noticed that there was some stuff in the caucus that dealt with administration and the new administration and not seeing the changes and wanting to be around more, but also that he had asked for invitations to college meetings and what not. 

Comment from Beth: I can actually address some of them.

Comment: One of the things that I noticed is there seems to be the sense that we don’t ask enough of the Chancellor; that we don’t ask enough questions. There seems to be some hesitancy for whatever reason; culture or whatever. Maybe he could just address them then we don’t have to ask. We’ll get used to engaging in some other way.
Comment from Beth: I would like to say that I did talk to him about having a college wide meeting about faculty at each college and he was very agreeable and is hoping to work this out. He said he was going to work with Terry to get on the colleges’ agendas.
Comment: That would solve a lot of this feeling.

Comment from Beth: I would like to address the indirects. I know people have been frustrated because he said that he wanted to change how we do indirects and he has in the sense of he has set aside the 50% going to the Chancellor’s Office to cover a lot of things…but what to do with the other 50%. There’s supposed to be a proposal and that was charged back last fall and he had charged someone in his office to work with someone in my office, Mark Lord. That is too much on peoples’ plates; that’s exactly what happened. He told me yesterday that he’s just going to give that to Mark and let Mark fly with it with whatever committee there is. That was just decided yesterday. So, there will be some movement…
Comment: Other issues? There’s going to be a call – the resolution was sent to FAC about open searches – Cheryl has already talked about. CRC is dealing with the tenure votes and abstentions. 

Comment from Beth: I’ll tell you that’s one of the reasons that open searches and whatever, even though we still went forward with an interim search in Arts & Sciences that’s one of the reasons we wanted to make that a much more inclusive process with faculty voice is because he has that message, but I know that’s in response to Athletics and other, but you have to start somewhere. 
Comment: As far as the faculty retention and morale is there anything we can address for faculty retention and morale or non tenure track or fixed term faculty?

Comment from Beth: That’s a good question. I was at a meeting the other day…where it was talked about morale on campus spirited. We didn’t delineate out if the faculty were fixed term or whatever; just morale. What can we do in these times of no raises and people not being renewed contracts? What can we do about faculty morale? Did we come up with a lot of answers yet? No. I will tell you it’s on our minds and agendas. That’s all I can say at this point.
Comment: I’m on the 2020 subcommittee and we’re doing a lot with that. We’ve got a lot to say about that point and we are addressing term faculty, adjunct faculty, tenure track faculty. We’re trying to be attentive to all those positions.
Comment: After this came out, it came up in our Faculty Meeting. Everyone’s redoing the CRDs to meet the changes and we have non tenure track faculty – I’ve been here nine years and X has been here much longer than that – you’re fixed term…and once you are brought in as assistant faculty and you get your doctorate, you publish, you are stuck there. There are no opportunities for advancement, no support and you wonder why should I stay? And we’re having high faculty turnover…and running into those types of issues.
Comment from Beth: And you pointed out to me that we have discrepancies in our documents. We have an APR that speaks to possible promotion or change in rank for fixed term and yet we don’t have it in our Handbook. So, there’s a discrepancy in our documents. X brought that to my attention

Comment: And actually, if you can bring that to CRC we can work on that

Comment from Beth: Absolutely and I think that’s
Discussion continued.

Erin pointed out that there will also be an upcoming survey sent out to staff, faculty for input. Not just the type of input that would be caucus, but could be issues about morale, how you think there are things we can do…we are going to have a suggestion opportunity.
SENATE

REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Administrative Report/Interim Provost Beth Lofquist:

Beth submitted a report in writing and touched on the main categories from her report. The budget process has been submitted to campus for our division. A forum was held on the Asheville instructional space. Beth has adjusted the process for the interim dean of Arts and Sciences based on feedback received from the department heads.

Beth sent a draft earlier of the Chancellor’s Installation week activities and hopes everyone can see there is a whole variety of things; students, faculty, staff – there will be lots of activities.

We now have three candidates from the Provost search. They’ve been on campus and the Provost Search committee is meeting on Monday to deliberate on what they want their recommendations to be.
Beth welcomed any questions.

Comment: I want to go on record to commend you on this interim dean search process. I read down that carefully and it’s great. I think one of the things and this ties in to some of the earlier discussions we had about morale. But, in times when things are tight, to not be invited to have input into appointment is really disheartening and to be told after the fact what decisions have been made. I think this is just great. I really do and I was very happy to see that. This is no reflection on your appointment, but from where I sit in my office, everybody in a line command above me, except the Chancellor, there’s been no faculty input. We’re simply told after the fact, this is that person…I think the process that you have outlined there is just great.
Comment from Beth: Thank you. I had lots of good input from the College of Arts & Sciences and the Chancellor and my office as well. I would like to say, we had time. Gibbs was gracious enough to let us know in a timely manner that he was not going to be here. I hate to lose Gibbs and would like to go on record that I hate to lose Gibbs. But, he gave us time and time affords us many times to have a better process.
Comment: I was told today by a department head that they appreciated that you took into consideration the feedback that you gave and updated.

2020 Commission Update/Melissa Wargo, Chair:
Melissa brought the Senate up to speed on what they have been doing on the 2020 commission. They finished up the fall with outlines and drafts and those drafts are up on the website (2020commission.wcu). The directions and drafts and the running comments that folks have made are also there. Some of the comments made were very interesting and very thoughtful. All the feedback received by the commission has been put up on the website. After they got back from the holidays, they constituted six subcommittees that will take each the six directions with a subcommittee for each direction. They have been charged by the Chancellor to develop a corresponding set of goals and initiatives related to those. Lots of folks on campus are serving on those subcommittees, many of which are also on the Senate. Melissa shared some details of who is serving on committees. The groups have a deadline until February 20th to get a draft of strategic goals and initiatives that will come back to the 202 Commission and that Commission will work to put all of that input into a formal document.  A draft of the initial strategic plan will then be made public to the campus Melissa hopes by the end of March and that would let them have April as a comment period which will be scheduled to allow campus to have input into the final draft of the strategic plan.  The final draft will be submitted to the Board of Trustees in mid-May. This is the goal given to them by the Chancellor.
Melissa thanked those that have been involved or that have taken time to give comments and feedback. If you haven’t had a chance to comment, the public comment site is still on the website and will be throughout the year, so please make time to do that or you may want to comment to folks serving on the Senate or colleagues in the colleges serving on the subcommittees if you have particular input. 

Erin mentioned that it is impressive that the Commission has made this amount of progress with the short committee turnaround. 

In response to an inquiry about faculty serving, Melissa shared that about fifty faculty members (ballpark figure) are involved either on the commission or the subcommittees. All colleges have representatives on the 2020 commission and most of the subcommittees. It wasn’t possible to have a representative on all of the subcommittees, particularly with some of the smaller colleges. 

Chair Report/Erin McNelis:

Erin let everyone know that she has been putting her notes and hand-outs from the Chancellor’s Leadership Council on the h drive for people to see. The majority of stuff that would interest us that was discussed in the last meeting was brought in part by APRC; the substantive changes APR that has already passed and gone through Senate. The budget committee is in place as of last week with five faculty, five staff and two students. Erin has called that group to meet for next Monday so they can get the dates and information about the budget hearings and can elect a chair.

Erin shared news as below on several other topics. 
Previous Senate Business:
Faculty Memorial – waiting to hear back from the Chancellor with respect to this going to be more of an encompassing faculty, staff – the last agreed upon.
Ombudsman – in the hands of the Chancellor. Erin has given him backup information in the previous resolution. 
Reorganization Policy – Beth upon inquiry thought it had already been set. She will follow up.

Faculty Scholarship and Indirect Costs – Beth has already talked about.

Patent Policy – Beth updated that she talked to the Chancellor about getting word out to campus. The Patent Committee has been developed and has met. 

HR Forum Updates – this was last fall and Erin spoke to Kathy Wong and has direct answers and they don’t require resolutions.

Parliamentarian – Erin has left more messages and emails. She has contacted other people. The person suggested is not on campus any longer. Discussion continued about where to go from here. Erin will look into possibilities for a staff member with Staff Senate and will look into emeritus possibilities.

Other updates:

Council agendas - for future issues have been updated on the Senate website. Erin will try to keep this updated so faculty will know what councils are doing before it gets to the Senate so they can talk to the council members.

Installation Committee – is moving along, Erin is in charge of Service Opportunities that week. There will be a day of service on Saturday, March 24th. More will be heard about that.

eBriefcase – Erin is working on a committee based on faculty complaints about eBriefcase and understanding that it was requirements imposed on depts. or that all advisors check and make sure students meet eBriefcase requirements. She was receiving information and feedback like this, but none of these are the policy or the case. She is trying to get them to put together something more informative. Erin asked Senators to ask other individuals for concerns out there to respond to so they can help be sure people get correct information.

Sharepoint website - is now open for the entire campus. Faculty Senate has a website. We are being educated. The plan is to have it introduced to Senate at the next meeting. More than likely this will replace the h drive.

Faculty and Staff Survey – should be coming out soon. It is very open, no log in. Share your ideas or suggestions on any topic you want. Some categories are given to help categorize the data as it comes in.

The meeting was adjourned.
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