Minutes of the Faculty Senate
Tuesday September 19th, 2006

Taft-Botner Room; Killian 104

3-5 pm 
I. Administrative Procedures:

A. Roll Call 

Members Present: Milicent Abel, Lydia Aydlett, Patricia Bailey, Richard Beam, Craig Capano, Edward Case, Marilyn Chamberlin, Sheila Chapman, Ted Coyle, Laura Cruz, Brian Dinkelmeyer, Casey Hurley, Kevin Lee, Don Livingston, Marylou Matoush, Sharon Metcalfe, Nancy Newsome, Sean O’Connell, Philip Sanger, Krista Schmidt, Lori Seischab, Austin Spencer, Ben Tholkes

Members Absent: Cheryl Clark, Jill Ghnassia, George Mechling

Members with Proxies: Barbara Bell, Frank Lockwood, Kathy Starr

B. Approval of the Minutes from August, 2006: Approved (unanimous vote). 

II. Reports

A. Administrative Report: A.J. Grube 

· We are exploring the possibilities for a center for entrepreneurship. We have met with the College of Business and others and decided that it will be a part of the College of Business but it will act as an independent department with ties to other colleges (including joint appointments). 

· We have learned a number of lessons with Resource 25 [Handout with list of “Lessons Learned”}

· Staffing: The Chancellor asked Kyle Carter to reconsider search processses and he will be meeting with the Deans on this tomorrow. Expect an announcement next week. 
· The Provost is holding an academic forum on graduation and retention from 3:30-5:00 in the UC Theater. This is a result of Erskine Bowles’ emphasis on these. The Chancellor is having weekly meetings to address this. 

Comment: Does the staffing issues apply to the entire University” [Answer: Yes]

B. Associate Provost/CIO: Bil Stahl

· Progress on system requirements, though this process may not move as quickly as we would like due to space limitations, but we are moving along

· We have a Microsoft license for all students, faculty, and staff. We are one of only three UNC campuses that offer this service. Students can even keep the software after they graduate. 

· WebCT usage has mushroomed. We have 694 course this fall and over 7,000 enrolled students. WebCAT will be open to more faculty by mid-October. There was more demand for WebCAT than we could meet initially. 

· We are upgrading student e-mail system. This is tied to the ID management initiative. You will be hearing more about this. 

Comment: When will we be getting 24/7 support for WebCT/WebCAT?

Response: We understand the demand for this. We are talking about collaborative support with other campuses and/or outsourcing off-hour support. I don’t have a definite answer yet. We do offer weekend support and weekday support until 10 pm. 

Comment: Can we extend WebCT beyond August 2007?

Response: Yes, we have extended until January 2008. This is a transitional period and there are a few growing pains. 

Comment: Are you planning to address the nature of student e-mail addresses?

Response: The SGA will define the parameters of the standard address. More space is also an issue. We are going to discuss the long-term view with students. There are also advantages to keeping the .edu domain. 
Comment: Are you also planning to expand e-mail storage for faculty?

Response: The move to Exchange 2003 will address this. With that move, we can increase account sizes. Also, policy 93 will cut back on the number of WCU e-mails. We are also working to add functionality to our spam filters. It is a bit of a balancing act and we are beta-testing new versions right now. Right now, about 50,000 out of 180,000 are getting through. 

Comment: G-Mail is robust and there are other options out there. How wedded are we to Microsoft?

Response: This discussion goes on all the time. There are legal and procedural issues involved. We ARE looking at g-mail. There are time limits on this, though, and some features are part of interdependent systems. 

Comment: In the Outlook directory, we are all listed by our first names. Can we change that?

Response: The migration to 2003 will take care of that. 

C. Faculty Assembly Representative: Gary Jones (not present)

D.UAC Chair: Terry Rouiff (not present)
E. Staff Forum: (not present)

F. SGA President: Cody Gratsy
SGA met last Thursday and we are in the process of forming committees. Committee on Academic Affairs is charged with relations with the Faculty Senate. 
Our issues of mutual concern include

· Easing the restrictions on team-teaching

· Reviving older social traditions

· Reviewing the + - grade system

· Class scheduling

If you need a student to serve as a liaison, representative, etc. Please let me know. 

Club advisors should know that tomorrow is the last day to register students clubs on campus. The registration form is available on-line. 

G. Chair of the Faculty Senate: Richard Beam

· We need to ask for senators to serve on the University Center Advisory Committee [deals with student organizations, office space in the UC]. We also need volunteers for the student computer requirement committee. This is an active committee that meets a few times per month. 

· The Faculty Advisement Committee seems to lack a reason for being. I recommend that we have it written out of the Faculty handbook. 
Their original purpose was to coordinate student advising but this is now being handled elsewhere. It met the last time three years ago. 

Comment: This has never been a viable committee. 

Motion: To Remove the Faculty Advisement Committee

Second. Voice Vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

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

The APRC met last week. We are considering the following issues:

· Request from Service Learning for a transcript annotation

· Streamlining the Curriculum Approval process

· Meeting the University Curriculum Committee

Comment: Consider department changes and how some have worked to circumvent the AA5 with the AA4. 

Comment: The original committee predicted that this loophole would occur. We were assured that it would not. The UCC is denied access to AA4’s. 

Comment: We have received an e-mail from the graduate school asking for quick action on their pending programs. 

B. Collegiate Review Council: Casey Hurley and Kathy Starr, Co-Chairs
[Refers to document sent to Senators last week. Sections 4.04 and 4.05 of the faculty handbook]

CRC met last week. Special thanks to Jill Ellern and her committee (Laura Cruz, Kathy Starr, Casey Hurley, Nancy Newsome) for working on this. 

At the meeting, we decided to ask the Senate if it made sense to approve the revised sections separately or do we want to vote on the amended document as a whole?

Comment: Sections 8,9, and 10 are dictated by the code so there is not much room for revision---maybe just to make it somewhat more readable. 

Comment: The current handbook does not make sense. It is a big mess. After joining the group this summer, I see that we have a good beginning here. I am in favor of passing chunks at a time, and these are the most controversial parts. 

Comment: The main issues are to provide university-wide standards/guidance to departments and colleges. We have stuck with a minimums approach but encourage department and colleges to go beyond these minimums. The CRC council was begun with the belief that faculty should govern these areas and we are trying to set forth a faculty-owned collegial review practice. 

Comment: The sections should not be separated. This issue came up last year. The parts are interdependent and if we approve section 4.04, for example, then we might find more revisions are necessary as we work through the later material. We may have to come back and revisit these issues. 

Comment: The Committee does take these later sections into consideration. That is their responsibility. We can still edit the sections later. 

Comment: The CRC reviewed this issue and we are confident that we can back if necessary—editing is not prohibited. 

Comment: Approving sections will serve as guidance and support for the work put in motion. Perhaps we can add the clause “subject to later editing for consistency”.

Comment: Many of us have not had time to read the document in depth. 

Comment: Reviewing the documenting at one time is an unwieldy process. The Faculty Senate could attend to the document in a comprehensible fashion if we did in using pieces. 

Comment: What is the benefit of doing it in parts? Are we sure that we can go back?

Motion: To consider CRC Faculty Handbook revisions to sections 4.04 and 4.05 of the faculty handbook separately. 

Motion Seconded. Voice vote. 1 opposed. Motion passes. 

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

We have not officially met yet. With 17 members, it has been difficult to schedule a meeting time. Our regular meetings will be the 2nd Monday of each month at 4. 

The Co-Chairs have met and we have determined a tentative agenda of charges. 

· Intellectual Property

· 80% and other non-tenure track positions

· Facility Issues (crosswalks, smoking, etc.)

· Communication

· Recruitment and retention of faculty

· Madison Professorships [A campus-wide endowed professorship for which internal candidates would be eligible]

Comment: The Part-Time Faculty Manual is still hanging out there. I believe that it is stalled in Academic Affairs. 

Comment: Congress has approved the Roth 403B program but the University system does not allow employees to take advantage of this. Please add this to your program.

[Will send more information]

Comment: That was sent to the Faculty Assembly for system-wide adoption and they have not met yet. 

Comment: Rich Kucharski approved all parts of the intellectual property document except one sentence. We still do not know what sentence that is or why he did not approve it. Could we ask that Legal Counsel appear before the Senate?

[Richard Beam agrees to ask that Counsel be present at next Senate meeting]

IV. Other 
A. Old Business

B. New Business
Comment: There has been concern expressed about the lack of a national search for the Dean of the Graduate School and the Director of the Coulter Faculty Center. We discussed this issue at the planning meeting and Kyle Carter indicated that these appointments were not intended to be precedent setting. Is this an issue that we as a senate feel needs to be discussed? 
Comment: There are several perspectives. First, as far as the internal selection for the interim positions: were all candidates considered who wished to be considered? Doesn’t the interim candidate have an edge and, if so, will another search produce new candidates? Are we eliminating people in bit and pieces by this process? 

We’ve had several interim positions and there seems to be a tendency for these to become permanent. Does that change the selection process? We do national searches for department heads…are we not giving something up by not doing national searches for these positions as well? 

Comment: There are costs involved with national searches. An ad in the Chronicle of Higher Education costs $3500 and a full-blown search (with a consultant) costs $70,000. 

Comment: There has been a lot of disruption in turmoil in both of the divisions in question with these two searches. There is a good case to be made for the importance of stability. 

Comment: No one is doubting that Anna McFadden has done a good job. This is not a question about them personally but about the principle. How many get left out when we conduct searches this way? They could even feel slighted themselves because they did not get the opportunity to see how they measured up---that adds to their credibility. 

Comment: This is a backdoor way of not improving the conditions of faculty employment. 

Motion: Send the issue to the Faculty Affairs Council for discussion.

Second. Voice Vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 

Comment: Is this a matter for faculty? There are some things that we don’t govern. We need to take some things very seriously: curriculum, collegial review, and other matters of faculty affairs. Is this one of these issues? 

Comment: We play an advisory role in these matters and we have an administration that is receptive to that role. 

Comment: The letter of the law denies the concept of shared governance. The Chancellor’s office makes the decisions. They are encouraged to seek our advice but ultimately they are responsible. 

Comment: In the history of the UNC system, no senior administrator has survived a vote of no confidence. 

Comment: The search for the graduate student wanted for murder happened last night. We did not get information from the University about that situation until this afternoon. 

Comment: The library received notice earlier than that. Bil Stahl made the decision not to close. 

[Richard Beam agrees to send message to the University police]

Comment: Do we really need consultants for these searches? Their fees take up much of the costs. There are other needs for money around here. 

Comment: The College of Business was told that their search will be conducted with a consultant, no matter how much it costs. 

Comment: I have concerns about the general use of consultants across campus. We get expertise and objectivity, but at a serious cost. 

Comment: It seems to me that the University is getting more top-down than ever. 

Comment: The Faculty Senate should initiate, not simply react/respond. We need to be a Faculty Senate. We’re getting pushed around too much. 

Comment: We have heard about the Code. We govern Collegial Review and Curriculum. If we go too far from these things, we lose focus. 

Comment: Last year in the senate, a document got tabled and returned. We had to re-pass a revised version. How much governance do we have?

Comment: What is one thing we as a senate can do?

Comment: This speaks to why people don’t want to do college/university service. Rewards for service would be a start. 

Comment: To communicate well with the rest of the faculty. We can seen as the voice of the faculty. If we are acting alone, the administration can ignore us. 

Comment: The AFE/TPR process is in the hands of the faculty. It is up to us to enforce this. 

Comment: We need to ask questions and to seek information. I am concerned about 1-year appointments and 80% positions, too. 

Comment: What is we agree and the Chancellor says no?

Comment: We want that! Our goal should be for the administration to show us the limitations. 

Comment: We know some of those limitations—the CRC document is an example. We’re working on this in the CRC. 

Comment: The original document was horrible. The administration had grounds to reject it. We’re not cowering—we’re looking for clarity and making a good document. 

Comment: The document gives power to the TPR committees. 

Comment: There is an opportunity for the Senate to offer positions and to do the spade work. My sense is it’s received. The Provost seems receptive. We have more power than we know but we need to focus and to do work.  

Motion to Adjourn. Voice vote. Unanimous. Motion passes. 
Respectfully Submitted, 

Laura Cruz, Secretary 

