Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting
October 25, 2006

Taft-Botner Room Killian 104

3-5 PM

I. Administrative Tasks
A. Roll Call
Members Present: Malcolm Abel, Millicent Abel, Lydia Aydlett, Patricia Bailey, Richard Beam, Barbara Bell, Sheila Chapman, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Jill Ghnassia, Casey Hurley, Gary Jones, Don Livingston, Marylou Matoush, Sharon Metcalfe, Nancy Newsome, Sean O’Connell, Philip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Lori Seischab, Austin Spencer, Kathy Starr, Ben Tholkes 
Members with Proxies: Stephen Ayers, Edward Case , Marilyn Chamberlin, Laura Wright
Members Absent: Craig Capano, Brian Dinkelmeyer, Kevin Lee, Frank Lockwood. George Mechling

B. Approval of the Minutes of September 19, 2006.

Minutes approved with minor corrections. 

II. Council Reports

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

1. Updates 

· We now have a full UCC with Malcolm Abel chairing. 

· We have met two times re: curriculum changes

· We will be looking at the service learning designation this month

· We are reviewing the curriculum review process 

2. Curriculum Items
We have some proposed changes to Liberal Studies. We are expanding double counting and we are waiving the first year seminar for transfer students. 

Motion: For the Senate to approve these changes to how courses are counted in liberal studies. 

Comment: The spirit of the category is met by both. They are many requests from programs to let these count. 

Comment: I have a pedagogical question---does this benefit the student or does it dilute the intent of the program? 

Comment: The basis of the liberal studies program is solid, broad foundations of knowledge on which majors and minors can be built. Does this proposal really give them this broad knowledge base?

Comment: You can have the same course, regardless of major, why should it count for one student and not another? Personally I find this proposal reasonable but it is a bit of a philosophical change. A number of exceptions are already in place and can always be waived in the major. 

Comment: This changes the incentive for programs to put their courses into the perspectives categories. It would cause them to put courses in, for example, P1, to keep hours in the major and knock up to 9 credits out of the program. 

Response: They do not count as hours towards the major. It meets the requirement but not the hours. 

Comment: Is there a limit on the number of hours that can be double-counted?

Comment: Philosophy and Religion is the only major where this is possible, but two of the courses are in philosophy and two in religion. This will be monitored by the UCC and Academic Affairs. 

Response: This is not limited to upper-division but includes all perspectives. 

Motion: Send it back to the APRC (No Second)

Question called (Second) Hand vote. 15 to 4. Question is called. 

Motion. Hand vote. 18 to 6. Motion passes. 

The Senate approves the proposed change to the liberal studies requirement. 

In addition (p. 9-11), there is a change in wording regarding the first year seminar. 

Motion: Approve the change in first year seminar so that it does not apply to transfer students. (Second)

Comment: This dilutes liberal studies by eliminating the need for the student to take another liberal studies course in place of the first year seminar. Students will learn to bypass the seminar. Why have a first year seminar at all?

Comment: The intent of the first year seminar was for entering students. There is no purpose for the transfer student. 

Comment: The only difference is that now you have to take another liberal studies course. This change says that you no longer have to compensate. 

Comment: This should make it easier for students to graduate in four years. Is that the reason for the change?

Comment: We had a major conversation about the philosophy behind this. 
Comment: The benefit of these proposals is the graduation rate but that should not be the reason that drives the program. To reduce the barrier, you look at your liberal studies plan directly. 

Comment: This does streamline graduation for transfer students, but I am concerned about signing off on the consequence. 

Comment: We are failing to address the fact that we have inflated majors. 

Question called. Second. Voice vote. Motion passes. Question is called. 

Motion: To approve the recommendation regarding first year seminars as written. Voice vote. 2 opposed. Motion passes. 

There is also the MS in Nurse Anesthesia program. 
Motion: To Approve the Program. Second. Voice Vote. Motion passes. 

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

1. SAI Update

Laura Cruz came to the council to discuss the implementation of SAI’s in regard to the Provost’s SAI Committee. As we see it, the issues are as follows:

SAI’s could be implemented through Banner but without any extra questions.

Software programs can be used to collect/evaluate SAIs including various questions. This is an attractive alternative. 

Issue of whether we should put our SAIs on-line or to continue to do them on paper. 

There was discussion of the possibility that doing it on-line would lower the response rate and it would increase negative responses. 

The council felt it needed more published data on on-line response rates. We could not decide whether or not to support on-line SAIs without this data. 

They piloted SAIs on WebCT but there are significant privacy problems. 

The council made a formal recommendation that we must have extra and open-ended questions. Any SAI system adopted by the University must permit open-ended and/or additional questions included at the discretion of the department. 

Comment: We wish to emphasize the importance of response rates. 
Comment: The committee is currently looking at software options and is entering into discussions with vendors. These are the questions we are asking them now. 

Comment: Are we proposing to do surveys before grades are released?

Comment: It was discussed but there are concerns that it was illegal. 

Comment: In pilot studies, a 100% return rate was achieved by requiring completion before the final examination. Students could check a box to not complete the evaluation. 

Comment: It is realistic to expect response rates in the low 70s. There will be a response bias if you tie it into grades. 

Comment: Record keeping is also an issue. The software package will require IT support. 

Comment: Actually, we’re finding out from the vendors that this is not as big of an issue as we thought. It would be an issue with paper-based forms. The vendors really can take care of a great deal. 

2. Faculty Handbook Revisions

We had a first reading on the first 13 pages of revisions. We have already approved the “least controversial” sections (4.01, 4.01, and 4.03). For several sections, we had questions about the legal aspects and asked Rich Kucharski to attend this meeting today. 

Motion to approve these sections. Second. 

Comment: In 4.04C, there is no example for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning as there is for the other types of scholarship. Is there a reason for the omission?

Response: No, there is not a specific reason. It simply seemed evident. 

Comment: The SoTL sections seem ambiguous. 

Response: These are here to serve as guidance to departments to establish their own criteria.

Comment: In 4.04 6B, it specifies that the individual be given a copy of the criteria with their initial contract. Why give them a copy of this when the criteria may change?

Response: There is out under section 7. If the criteria change, there is a process by which that can be adjudicated. 

Comment: Will we document to new faculty that the requirements can/will change? We should identify the criteria as a baseline. 

Response: What they do and how well they do it is being left up to departments. 

Comment: If we insert the word current before the phrase departmental criteria, this would take care of the objection. 

Comment: These are being established as minimums. The assumption is that new hires would be involved in the decisions leading to changes in the criteria. 

Comment: Legally, it would be unwise to imply that. This should not be in the contract, and I do not believe that is the intention of this document. These are the criteria at the time of hire. What if we simply add the statement “these are subject to change”? 
Comment: If these are adopted, when will they be in effect?

Response: Some parts have to go to the Board of Trustees. This is part of the process and it must move up the chain. 

Comment: The timeline does need to be met. With SACS coming, it would be good for us to drive to have these in place for the next academic year. 

Comment: 4.04 E3-5 should be removed from section 4 and added to section 3. Higher committees should be allowed to second guess departmental criteria. 

Response: The intent is that departmental criteria should serve as the basis at all levels. Are we willing to make a change as radical as this?

Comment: How are departmental decisions overturned now? What is the basis?

Comment: The process provides a system of checks and balances and the chance for more objective review. 

Comment: We need to develop the practice of trusting people most directly involved. 

Comment: Why are the standards re-reviewed at both the college and university level?

Comment: The college committees are there to check the college criteria. Ultimately, administration reserves the right to award tenure and/or promotion. The departments only provide recommendations. 

Comment: Do we want to trust departments? Do we want to turn these committees into rubber stamps?

Comment: I am on a college TPR committee. I am NOT a rubber stamp. This is a necessary system of checks and balances. These added layers are a safeguard. 

Response: We did change the names of the committee from TPR to Collegial Review.. 
Comment: At 4.03 B2 it says that the Provost awards credit, which is correct, but 4.038C, I says “makes recommendations to the Chancellor”, which is not correct. This should be corrected to be consistent with the first phrase. This also occurs in 4.049B. The recommended change is “consults with department heads and deans for prior service for new faculty.” 

Comment: The numbering in 4.04D is off. Number 8 is missing. 

Comment: In 4.05F, the phrase “with the exception of endowed professors whose responsibilities are specified by contract….” may need to be changed because of the Madison professorships. 

Comment: In 4.04, section 2, in the definition of the scholarship of application it is implied that this scholarship applies only if there is a product. There is a whole range of scholarly engagement, e.g. creating jobs, that does not result in a product. 

Comment: Should we add economic impact to the list?

Comment: This wording does not encourage experimentation, i.e. works that do not result in a product. 

Comment: These are just examples. Ultimately, the departments decide. These are just broad guidelines. 

Comment: I am troubled by the phrase “results in a product.” What about “results to be shared”? Product has a very specific meaning in some fields. 

Comment: What about substituting the world impact in place of product? The key element is that it can be evaluated by your peers. 

Comment: In 4.04 E2A, “provide evidence…. See also….” The piecemeal process makes this a problem. As we pass these pieces, we have to go back to add and edit the attachments. 

Comment: We decided not to do this as our last meeting. You can edit it as you see fit. It is a living document. 

Comment: Are we ready to vote to approve this or do we want to postpone it to the overflow meeting next week, or next month?

Question called. Voice Vote. 1 Opposed. Question is called. 

Motion: To approve the revisions to the Faculty Handbook with discussed changes (as above).  Voice vote. 1 opposed. Motion passes. 

Comment: The Senate overflow meeting conflicts with the Provost’s TPR meeting. I request that we look into this. 

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


1. Contingent Faculty 


We have formed a subcommittee on contingent faculty, chaired by David Claxton. 

We will postpone discussion of the Madison professorship until the overflow meeting. 

The intellectual property document is no longer at legal counsel; it has been given back to the Chancellor. Changes have been made and Richard Beam has received a full draft and will be forwarding it to the Faculty Affairs council. 


2. Searches

Discussion about searches. There are 2 pending positions, Dean of the Graduate School and Director of the Coulter Faculty Center. The searches await input from this council. We have made two resolutions. 

Motion to approve the first resolution. Second. 

Text of Resolution:

“Whereas the Faculty Affairs Council of Western Carolina University has been requested to comment on search procedures for existing openings in the senior leadership positions, 

Therefore be it resolved that the Faculty Senate of Western Carolina University has the expectation that national searches will be the norm for senior leadership positions such as deans and heads of schools, and that faculty will remain an integral part of these searches.”

Comment: This is intended to be a norm. It does not apply to other levels or preclude others. 

Comment: Move to strike the word existing. (The word has been stricken from the resolution)

Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

Motion to approve the second resolution. Second. 

Text of the Resolution:

Whereas the Faculty Affairs Council of Western Carolina University has noted concerns regarding internal searches for leadership positions, 

Therefore be it resolved that the Faculty Senate recommends that a rigorous review of all internal search procedures be conducted by the Provost to insure that an internal search will satisfy the need for the strongest possible candidates in cases where internal searches are conducted. 

Comment: The intention of this resolution is to provide an objective process, for interim positions in general and for setting precedents regarding interim positions. 

Comment: It can be a demoralizing process to go up against an internal candidate. 

Comment: An acting officeholder is not eligible for a permanent position, but an interim is. 

Comment: From the perspective of institutional memory, will the phrase “for leadership positions” conflict with the first resolution?

Comment: Is the distinction between leadership and senior leadership clear? What exactly is the purpose of this second resolution? I think the term needs to be defined better. Twenty years from not this resolution makes it sound as if it is okay for us to have internal searches. 

Comment: This is about a position and not a comment on any personal candidate. 

Comment: Why don’t we turn this second resolution into a recommendation? It’s not a mandate or order. It could be reworded, for example, using if statements. 

Comment: There addresses a bigger issue about how searches are done. It is being very broadly defined deliberately. 

Comment: Are we asking the Provost’s office to provide protocol?

Response: No, we are simply asking them to review the processes. 

Comment: Add and “report to the Faculty Senate via the Faculty Affairs Council.”

Comment: Is this timely? Is this a one-time only request or do we want this to occur every time there is an internal search?

Comment: Remove the word all and replace with the phrase “for the 2006-7 Academic Year”. 

Comment: Is there any indication how this might affect the upcoming searches?

Comment: There are so many open positions. The Provost would like to go ahead and hire these two positions but it was important to him to say that this was not a precedent. How did we get ourselves into this situation? That question led to the second resolution. 

Comment: Will Kyle Carter make his decisions about these processes known to us?

Response: I’m sure that he would. He has delayed acting on these positions because he was waiting for input from us. 

Motion to approve amended resolution (as above): Voice Vote. 1 Against. Motion passes. 

IV. E. Chair’s Remarks: Richard Beam, Chair of the Faculty 
I would like to raise one point. General Administration has mandated that we respond to the priorities document that has been distributed to the senators. We have had some feedback regarding the ‘research priority’ category. There are other areas in the document that you may have questions or reservations about…please e-mail me by tomorrow.                     

Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting (Continued)

November 1, 2006

Taft-Botner Room Killian 104

3-5 pm.

I. Administrative Tasks

A. Roll Call
Members Present: Malcolm Abel, Millicent Abel, Patricia Bailey, Richard Beam, Barbara Bell, Craig Capano, Edward Case, Sheila Chapman, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Casey Hurley, Gary Jones, Don Livingston, Marylou Matoush, Sharon Metcalfe, Nancy Newsome, Sean O’Connell, Philip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Austin Spencer, Kathy Starr, Ben Tholkes 

Members with Proxies: Stephen Ayers, Jill Ghanassia, Kevin Lee, Lori Seischab, Laura Wright

Members Absent: Lydia Aydlet, Cheryl Clark, Brian Dinkelmeyer, Casey Hurley, George Mechling

II. Council Reports (Continued). 

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

3. Madison Professorship 

This is an endowed professorship that would be open to internal candidates; allowing the University to recognize professors of distinction by giving them additional resources, including an operational account and increased salary. 

The Council met and had numerous questions about the proposal.

Comment: How would the appointment of a Madison professorship affect departmental teaching goals (FTE’s) and faculty lines?

Response:  (Kyle Carter): A Madison Professor would be responsible for generating FTEs just as any other member of a department. They do receive a reduced teaching load which would have to be supplemented by part-time resources. It would function similarly to a course release. The professorship would take a faculty line. The department head and the Dean could work together to make the arrangement not be detrimental to the department. Also, we are planning to seek donors in certain areas rather than the reverse, i.e. let donors pick the areas. This could be done more strategically. 

Comment: How many Madison professorships do you foresee creating?

Response: We don’t know but it would likely be a handful. It is a very prestigious designation. Also, the position is not externally funded and state money is limited. 

Comment: Would the designation be permanent?

Response: It is of limited duration; a term appointment. Madison professors would go through a review process and must continue to operate a high level in order to maintain the designation. 

Comment: What would the selection process be?

Response: There is currently none written. It would have to be done by faculty review. At a minimum, they would have to have the support of their department and the Dean. The process certainly could be similar to TPR. I would ask the Faculty Affairs Council to require this as part of the package. 

4. Intellectual Property

The council has received a copy of the intellectual property document from the Chancellor’s office. There have been changes made and some of them are substantive. This will be the main agenda item at our next meeting. Thank you to Kyle Carter for getting this document out to the council. 

Comment: Two senators went through the document with Rich Kucharski and found the changes, many of which were not simply grammatical. This needs the Provost’s attention. 

Comment: The changes do seem to be significant and we are asking for the rationale behind these changes. 

Comment: Who made these changes?

Response: The Chancellor’s office. It is a circular process. 

III. Other 

A. Old Business (none)

B. New Business

Comment: The College of Applied Sciences has requested that the Senate consider an initiative in sustainability. Other Universities, such as UNCA, have integrated this into their broader curriculum. They request that the Senate endorse these efforts. The students have begun their own organization, ECO-CATS to look into the matter. 

Comment: That issue should be looked at by one of the councils, but which one?

[General agreement that it should go to Faculty Affairs]

Comment: The Chronicle of Higher Education devoted an entire issue to sustainability and this is also an issue at the state level (one of many). It would be nice for WCU to be a part of this movement. 

IV. Reports
A. Administrative Reports

1. Academic Affairs-Provost Kyle Carter

I agree 100% with the resolution passed in the previous Senate session regarding internal searches. The Board of Governors, though, is likely to approve our restructuring next week. With so many open positions looming in addition to over sixty faculty searches, I would like to ask the Senate to support me in moving forward with the internal search for the graduate dean and for the head of the Coulter Faculty Center, both of which were in progress before the resolution was passed. We will continue with full searches for the Dean and director positions. The only other search that may be done internally is Fine and Performing Arts, though that will be done in consultation with the faculty. 

Motion to support the Provost’s request. (Second)

Comment: It was not our intention to include these two searches. The timeframe and the role of the faculty were the two main issues. Some of these folks have been interim, for example, for a long time. 

Comment: The problem has been timing and circumstance. We can’t search for a Dean until we know what college they will be dean of. Scott Higgins has been an interim for quite some time  because the graduate school needed a large overhaul. It seemed as if progress was being made and it seemed wise not to step in while that was going on. 

Comment: Will there be more efforts to flush out candidates, perhaps to entice candidates who might not otherwise apply?

Response: I’ve done that before and seen that work out well and work out not so well. 

Comment: Will the searches happen as soon as we have the approval of the Board of Governors?

Response: Business is already moving forward. The next searches will be for the College of Health, the Kimmel School, the Center for the Economy of the Future, and the Center for Entrepreneurship. The searches for Arts & Sciences and Fine Arts are iffy. There is some discussion about keeping these together until the end of the year and to search the following year. This is just a discussion at this point. 

Comment: What will be the process? Will you be meeting with involved faculty? That has been effective thus far. 

Comment: Yes, we will continue to meet with faculty. 

Comment: The College of Business is very happy with the amount of communication regarding their dean. Administration has already held 3-4 meetings already. 

Comment: The consensus at the council meeting was that these resolutions should not apply to these individuals. Rather, we simply wanted to raise a flag and to not let these set a pattern or precedent. 

Comment: Another issue is that the WCU graduate dean broadly spans between schools. We need someone with internal knowledge to be effective at that position. 

Motion: To support Kyle Carter’s decision to move forward with the internal search for Graduate Dean and the appointment of the Director of the Coulter Faculty Center. 

Voice vote. Motion passes. 

2. IT/Education Technologies: Anna McFadden

We have provided the Senate with a copy of a road map for the transition from WebCT to WebCAT, which will take place in full in Spring of 2007. 

We have 65 faculty in our WebCAT pilot working with 153 courses. We have surveyed this faculty and held 2 user-support group meetings. We are currently in the process of arranging a web session so that faculty can train anywhere. 

Comment: Can we stick with WebCT?

No. Blackboard, which recently bought out WebCT, will no longer support it. We have tried to structure a system of faculty support in the on-line training that works for all levels, basic, interim, and advanced. In addition, we have four faculty fellows who are working with on-line pedagogy and who have developed a self-assessment instrument for on-line courses. Finally, we have two instructional developers, Robert Crow and Amy Martin, who are on-hand for one-on-one sessions. 

Comment: Have the problems with WebCAT and voice systems been resolved?

Response: Yes, it is now. We discovered that students had not properly configured their browser to use the tool. The IT Help Desk is now able to help them configure their computers correctly. 

Comment: When will everyone be using WebCAT?

Response: By Spring 2008, all courses will be migrated. In the first stage, every course in the University will automatically have a WebCT shell created. WebCAT is available only on request. In the second stage, WebCAT shells will be automatically created and WebCT available only be request. In the final state, everyone will use WebCAT. 

Comment: Will students be confused by having two different systems to deal with?

Response: In my own courses, I found that there was an adjustment period of about 10 days for using WebCAT. 

Comment: I use WebCT extensively. Will I be able to switch my courses over to WebCAT one at a time?

Response: I do recommend that you start with one course, but I don’t recommend that you directly migrate the WebCT content directly over to WebCAT. You can copy your content over but because WebCAT is so different, you should build your class separately. The new tool really does amazing things and this would allow you to avail yourself of all of its possibilities. 

B. Faculty Assembly: Gary Jones

1. Please refer to the Faculty Assembly website for a summary of our recent meeting. 

2. The Faculty Assembly must respond to Bowles’ request for faculty input on the proposed matrix which shows the concerns of the General Administration, including affordability and accountability. The deadline for input on the matrix is today. 

3. In my report to the Chair of the Faculty Assembly, I discussed assessment matrixes (such as SACHS), cautioned against reinventing the wheel on system processes, and called for an emphasis on ethics and integrity. 

4. There is an increased interest in sustainability at the system level. 

Comment: If these priorities are implemented, our campus needs to think very seriously about how we will adopt and use them on campus. The councils should look at how to make this more operational.  We should try to be more proactive. 

C. SGA Report: Cody Gratsy 
The sustainability initiative at UNCA was a joint effort of their student and faculty governments. We could do this here. 

The SGA is actively looking at our textbook/rental policies. 

The Academic Affairs Committee is looking at the grade replacement policy and grading policies more generally. We are recommending the addition of an A+. 

I also apologize for the late response to the tuition notice. 

Comment: The Textbook issue is under debate at the General Administration level. My suspicion is that as a system we are either going to go with a universal rental system or it will be universally eliminated. 

Response: I personally very much endorse the rental system. There is an emphasis on affordability for poor NC residents. 

Comment: Students should look into using e-books. The GA has not looked deeply at this. 

Comment: Most Engineering books are valuable to you as a professional after you leave college. There could be a leveled system. 

Response: There is currently a purchasing option here. 


D. Staff Forum: William Frady

No report. 

IV. Reports

A. Administrative Reports

2. QEP: Carol Burton, Scott Philyaw
In the SACHS calendar, October is the month to tackle the QEP. This is currently in the draft stage and we have brought the document to the Senate for feeback. 

The purpose of a QEP is to enhance students’ education. It must be student focused. It is also not usually a radical change, but rather an enhancement of what the institution already does. The QEP committee has been meeting for over two years. We have held several panel discussions and forums as part of the roll-out process. 

We will be presenting the plan to the Board of Trustees in approximately one month. Once it passes there, it will come back to the campus before it is finally given to SACHS in January. 

The title, Synthesis, emphasizes how courses can rely on each other and can encourage connection-building as well as the ability to articulate the importance of these connections. The QEP will be implemented in phases, including a pilot and roll out phases. Not everything for everyone all at once. 

Starts with recruitment; especially materials that emphasize connections. It will extend to orientation, USI courses, etc. The Coulter Faculty Center will help faculty and advisors to make advising models. 

The Educational Briefcase will contain information to help students to reflect on their education and to help advisors. 

At the forums, we heard concerns voices about the briefcase, which many people confuse with an electronic portfolio, which it is not. Most items will be added to the briefcase automatically and are not student generated. For example, student affairs already automatically generates information about student participation in their activities. 

Comment: Is it explicitly stated that the briefcase will include attention to ethics?

Response: It has been proposed that we add USI courses for each year, not just freshmen, as a vehicle to work with students on issues such as ethics. 

Comment: How is an educational briefcase different than an electronic portfolio? 

Response: The briefcase is a repository for reflection while the student is in school. A portfolio is externally focused. The emphasis with an electronic briefcase is not on the product, but the process. The electronic briefcase could be used as the basis of a portfolio, should the department wish it to do so. 

Comment: How do we decide what is included?

Response: There will be a great deal of commonality, e.g. application information and other automatically generated material. That said, every department or program could vary their requirements beyond that. 

Comment: As an advisor, what do I gain from the briefcase that I don’t get from a conversation? The content itself seems passive. 

Comment: It is a useful tool. It would enable advisors to give more accurate advise and encourage conversation even within the briefcase. 

Comment: My son has just applied to Governor’s School and they have a similar purpose as this, i.e. integration. They create a portfolio and must reflect and discuss the integration of what they are learning. Also, I can see how this might lead to multi- or trans-disciplinary course offerings. It is exciting and I see real potential in this. 

Response: In the development phase, we could create incentives for that to happen. The plan would certainly encourage the creation of those kinds of course. They would, of course, have to go through the curricular process. 

Comment: It has been my experience that students connect less to the institution than their parents, at least at first. Can the plan help to address that?

Response: The connections have to begin before admissions. That’s also why admissions are included in the plan. We need to know if it’s parents pushing or not. It helps to start a conversation with the students. 

Comment: It is typical for a student to have two advisors: first, in the advising center and then in their major. Does this system account for that?

Response: Yes. Currently, the relationship must be built all over again when a student switches. With the briefcase, this would not have to start from scratch. 

Comment: Whose responsibility is it to keep these?

Response: It’s electronic and much of the information in them is automatically generated. It is a place to put things. 

Comment: This is software. We’re surely not the first ones to consider a solution such as this. Are there other successful models of this out there?

Response: It is based on Microsoft SharePoint which is used by thousands of institutions, but the electronic briefcase is unique. 

Comment: How do we get students engaged with it?

Response: That is not as important. It is really designed to help advisors. It certainly can include good and bad items. 

Comment: ISO9000 in industry is a philosophy of quality that focuses on continuous improvements. It also focuses on measurable outcomes and metrics. It is very tangible. These don’t seem to be a part of the plan, but perhaps the concepts might be useful. 

Response: We’re working on that. We have received similar feedback at the forums loud and clear. We are trying to find a way to measure not just the educational outcomes but also the broader connections. In short, we are trying to build this place into a home. 

Comment: How do reports from internships get put in?

Response: In most cases, career services would put them in. Internships vary by department, however, and so in some cases the department would add it. Career Services are ready and willing to do this. 

Comment: The school spirit and pride at WCU seems low. I challenge my students for solutions and they don’t have any. 

Comment: How much will this cost? 

Response: The money comes from Raleigh and growth funds, which can be iffy. The Chancellor has committed his support to this and the support is required for SACHS. Most of the funding goes to staff positions and incentives for faculty and staff, especially in the Faculty Center, Career Services, and Residential Living. $350,000 in additional support will go to faculty. It has been difficult writing a budget for a program that does not exist. 

Comment: Will the electronic briefcase be used to evaluate the QEP? How many advisors will it take to make the plan work?

Response: Yes. Allen Lomax has indicated that he would need to double the number of advisors at the advising center to make the plan work; i.e. an increase from twelve to twenty four. The briefcase is primarily for students. The assessment of the QEP will come largely from focus groups. The matrix for capture points is both qualitative and quantitative. We are also hoping to use data from the National Survey of Student Engagement. It is a ten year plan and right now we’re looking primarily at the pilot. 

Comment: Doesn’t doubling the amount of work at the advising center also mean doubling the work of faculty advisors?

Response: Some of this will be taken up by the addition of new USI courses at each level. They will be used to monitor, get feedback, and to assess. 

Comment: I think the upperclassmen are feeling neglected. Every new initiative seems to be aimed at freshmen. 

Comment: We need to shift the advising model back to faculty and away from the current model. 

Comment: There is a target to this. We are restructuring the university in order to increase engagement. It could help with the process. 

Comment: I’m supportive of the idea of synthesis but our graduation and retention rates are flat—one of the worst in the sixteen campuses. It concerns me that we are going to spend so much money on an untried model without existing success stories. 

Response: SACS says explicitly that retention is not part of the QEP. It is about enhancing student learning. A thoughtful QEP, though, should also improve retention and graduation rates. From the Chancellor’s perspective, it is important that we have these outcomes. He expects it. We are, after all, accountable to him. The retention issue is larger than SACS. Also, if you look at the NSSE data, you see that our seniors score us much higher than our peer institutions. How can we extend that down to the first and second years?

Comment: A similar principle was used when we implemented learning communities and they are not a great success story. This is certainly more sophisticated that the plan for learning communities, but I worry. 

Response: One of the key differences is that this is a phased implementation. We plan to take small steps and do lots of assessment every step of the way. Remember, this is a ten year process. 

E. Chair’s Report: Richard Beam, Chair of the Faculty 

1. Curriculum Processes 

We are working on revising and simplifying the curriculum process. I had a meeting with Beth Tyson-Lofquist and Fred Hinson about this. We are working to remove the APRC/UCC bottleneck. 



2. Appointments

You will be receiving an e-mail regarding volunteers for the Academic Problems committee. We need two faculty members and two alternates. 



3. Senate Agenda 

The Senate agenda has been re-arranged. The intention is not to minimize the importance of various reports but to suggest that the primary business of the Senate is through its councils. It makes sense for us to continue this for the next few meetings and to see if it is workable. Thank you to all of you for your patience. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Laura Cruz, Secretary to the Faculty Senate
