

MINUTES

March 30, 2011
3:00 -5:00 p.m.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES________________________________________________
ROLL CALL
Present: 
Catherine Carter, David Claxton, Chris Cooper, Beverly Collins, Cheryl Daly, Elizabeth Heffelfinger, Christopher Hoyt, David Hudson,  Luther Jones,  Leroy Kauffman,  Rebecca Lasher, David McCord, Erin  McNelis, Ron Mau, Kadie Otto, Malcolm Powell, Bill Richmond, Linda Stanford, Vicki Szabo, Erin Tapley,  Ben Tholkes,  Chuck Tucker, Cheryl Waters-Tormey, Laura Wright
Members with Proxies:

Heidi Buchanan, Elizabeth McRae, Justin Menickelli, Barbara St. John, Philip Sanger 
Members Absent:  
John Bardo

Recorder: 

Ann Green

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES____________________________________________________

Motion:

Motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of February 24, 2011 and the Overflow meeting of March 10, 2011 as presented. 
EXTERNAL REPORTS____________________________________________________________
Faculty Assembly/Beverly Collins for David Claxton: 

The meeting last Friday was primarily about distance and online learning. They learned about different types of distance/online courses that have been developed ranging from full video production to those that are Blackboard kind of courses. There was also a brief session with updates on things going on in the budget and legislature. Sandy Gravit, Chair of Faculty Assembly, asked member to bring stories that they can use in talking to the legislators about effects of the budget cuts. If you have any good stories from students or anywhere about the negative effects of the cuts, please send them to Beverly. 

Erin mentioned that Bruce Henderson had sent a resolution request to be considered at Facutly Assembly regarding chancellor’s search procedures and requesting that chancellor searches be open to the point where final candidates’ names are published and that candidates visit campus. This is something that was in the news recently with a similar issue at UNCW. Erin said the resolution has been passed to the chair of the Faculty Assembly. 
SGA/Daniel Dorsey: 

No report given.

Staff Senate/William Frady: 

No report given. 

IT Update/Anna McFadden and Jed Tate:
A power point presentation on the Intranet Foundation had been distributed previously by email. Erin asked for questions for Anna and Jed.
Comment: With respect to internet services, Sharepoint is mentioned, are we looking at other options?

Jed: We’re not. We are using Sharepoint for the internet. It’s not that we haven’t looked at other options. I can give you some reasons why. The primary reason is that the tools and features that we want are there out of the box. Our infrastructure is primarily Microsoft driven so this integrates right away with, for example, our email exchange, Office for document management purposes and of course, we already have a level of expertise here with Microsoft platform. 
Comment: How will it work with tools that are not Microsoft or platforms that are not running Microsoft Windows?

Jed: We’re going to do this with Sharepoint 2010 and that version has improved its support for multiple platforms. I’ve been working in our development environment with Safari on a Mac so its support for Mac and other platforms has improved a whole lot. I haven’t had to do anything myself yet that I couldn’t do on a Mac.

Comment: Any use with Linux?

Jed: It should be the same. I haven’t tested it with Linux. That would be part of the process further on to do various browser and platform testing, but I don’t expect any issues.

Comment: There’s reference to designing the blueprint for intranet infrastructure and that there’s a steering committee and a technical committee; do these exist already?

Jed: The technical group does. The steering committee is waiting on some final approval to send out invitations and officially put that together. Basically what we are trying to determine is where that committee will report to. It will be one of the IT Governance committees that it reports to.
Anna: Our thinking right now is that it might be the Infrastructure Technology Advisory Committee and that committee has on it faculty, staff, student representation and administrators. 
Comment: …what does it cost to put this intranet in place for us between the software and the programming and all the other pieces?

Jed: We already have the infrastructure so software and hardware, we already had it. The cost is really human hours in development and so, the technical group is me, a developer and a system administrator and my boss, Stan, and so it’s really the hours that we’re spending developing and working on it.
Comment: Do you have an estimate on cost from human time?

Comment: I probably could give you a number, I can work on a number. I can tell you that the number of hours I’m working is probably a quarter of my week on the project right now and it’s probably similar for the other people in the group.

Comment: Did this go through the Governance process and it was rated number 1 from the Governance process? 

Anna: We’ve been doing a presentation to each governance committee. The ITC has seen it. It’s on agenda for all the other governance committees; administration has already seen it. 

Comment: The last page of the hand-out, you had the time line and 2003 -2207 migration, could you explain?

Jed: That’s Sharepoint 2003 and 2007. That will probably not affect most people here. Most of those sites are IT project sites and a few of them are outside of that. Largely, that’s just a version upgrade moving them to the most current version. 

Comment: And then you say, Version 1 online by December, I take that to be 2011?

Jed: Right.

Comment: Will there be a need for some sort of introduction out of the Coulter Faculty Commons on how this is going to be used any differently or are we using it already and there isn’t going to be a change?

Jed: It will be a change and training is a big part of that plan. I was actually over at CFC today talking and planning with them about that. Right now, I’ve basically given this same presentation to them and it’s on their radar and Laura is going to be on the steering committee.
Anna: Erin, your Senate work could all be done in Sharepoint and you can chose what parts of that you want to make public rather than always working through email and the share drive. It will be much simpler.

Erin: I noted that mentioned. It will be similar to the outlook and the H drive, similar restriction, access, etc.

This discussion concluded. It was suggested if questions arise Anna McFadden is usually at the Senate meetings or feel free to contact her.

A motion was made to suspend the order of business by changing the order of the presentation of reports by hearing the dean’s reports followed by the resolution on the tabling of the reorganization of the CEAP.
HAND VOTE ON SUSPENDING THE ORDER OF BUSINESS AND REARRANGING THE AGENDA AS ABOVE:

Yes: Unanimous

The Motion Passes.

SENATE REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Chair Report/Erin McNelis
 As part of an ongoing series of reports from college deans, Deans Dana Sally and Louis Buck were on hand to talk about their respective areas.
Presentation from Dean Dana Sally/Hunter Library
Dean Sally shared a hand-out with results of a survey done by the library about one year ago. The survey was used to try to assess service quality. The essence of the survey is that only customers judge quality and that all other judgments are essentially irrelevant. They surveyed everyone including faculty and Dean Sally spoke specifically to the feedback from faculty. The survey showed how faculty use the library. Seventy percent of respondents use information gateways other than the library on a daily basis. About 30% use the library daily and a larger percentage use it weekly. Some faculty said they never used the library. 
Dean Sally also shared a radar chart that indicated the responses to 22 questions. The basic outcomes indicated that the library didn’t do well in some of the information control areas and these are  areas that they feel they need to look into as to why the responses were not favorable. There were also several areas where the library exceeded expectations specifically in the service area.
Comment:…the comment was about number of respondents – it is low (12 responded on some questions) and the number seems to bounce around a lot.
Dean Sally: That’s a very good point. The point is how many people responded. We sent it out to everybody, probably about 9000+ people. You never know who actually gets it when you use campus email.  We got about 650 responses…the response rate is not nearly as important as the representativeness of the sample. Our sample was very representative of the various constituents that we serve. 

Comment: And, I agree…Am I reading this right, that 12 folks? I agree once you reach a certain threshold of sample size, I totally agree with what you are saying. The other thing is, why does it bounce around so much where 73 answer one question and 12 answer another question.
Dean Sally: I have no idea.

Comment: I think the library would be more awesome if we had more faculty study ___(unclear). Is there any chance to escape students, at all?

Dean Sally: I think we have about 11. With a faculty number of __, it doesn’t really work. We have quiet areas, but they are visible. 

Comment: There’s not any sort of plan to…

Dean Sally: Not at the moment. We have a lot of space needs, clearly. We have one presentation room for students.  IT helped us with that area in the IT technology commons. We have a lot of need for public space; interaction space for groups, for individual study space for faculty. It’s huge. 
Comment: Do you have any changes that you can tell us about that are important in terms of how you will be allocating resources…more electronic journals vs. print?

Dean Sally: Good question. This feedback was very interesting to us. There’s always this interplay between discovery and use. If you can’t discover, you don’t use it clearly. We know we have problems with our main discovery-our information portal- the way you find information. We are thinking very much about – I talked to the Provost and she supported this – buying what’s called a new age Discovery tool that will allow folks to go in and search across a number of different genres of information, books, journal articles, institutional depository websites, etc. So there would be just one place you could go and do a comprehensive search. That would be great. If we get that money this year to buy it we would have it up probably this summer.  That would help. The other side of that question is that it looks like we are going to have less money for actual resources next year because of the budget cuts so we don’t know exactly how much yet, but it could be significant depending on the budget cut. Clearly you all are telling us that we have areas that we don’t have research collections in a number of areas. That’s the bottom line. We’re aware of that. If you look at the library’s budget more than half of it goes to collections.
Comment: Are you saying that you can only add to the collections if there aren’t cuts to the budget or they aren’t too severe.
Dean Sally: We can only buy more, with more money, although we are in a lot of cooperative agreements, both state and regional agreements and that allows us to really leverage dollars. For example, we are in a cooperative buyers club called The Carolina Consortium. For about $300,000 of journal money we get access to over $7 million dollars worth of titles. We don’t own those, but we provide the access. If that deal should ever fall through all that stuff goes away because we don’t own it, we are just leasing access to it. When we look at next year’s budget we may need to change the mix and we’ll be talking to the departments about that. We don’t have any more money and may even have less money, but (will be asking) what you want and what you need and maybe we can change that around.
Presentation from Dean Louis Buck/College of Business

Dean Buck shared that the College of Business has recently undergone reaccreditation review by AACSB. It had been since 2000 when they received their last accreditation. The AACSB is moving to a five year schedule and the next review will be 2015-2016. The visiting team was on campus in February and when they left, their recommendation was to extend reaccreditation for another five years. This won’t be publically announced until they receive the formal letter. 
The project management program which was the first masters project management program accredited in the United States also became the first school to be reaccredited. In 2008 – 2010 it was determined to be the number one ranked online program for quality and affordability in the United States. 

In 2008-2009 the MBA program was ranked by Princeton Review in the top 310 programs in the country. Dean Buck remarked that there are a lot of MBA programs in the country.

In terms of engagement, faculty from both finance and management have taught seminars for the Highlands Leadership Program. They have taught a total of six presentations this year as part of a bi-annual leadership program. The community of Franklin, NC has also inquired about the college’s ability to do the same for their community. The presentations have been very well received. 

Dean Buck also reported that the students in the College of Business will once again have between 4000 to 5000 hours of engagement this year by helping businesses in the region with things like business and marketing plans or product development.  There have also been individual student achievements. The Mediation Law Program came in 6th in the country and there were three students who received scholarships to law school out of this. Student, Nate Hunsacker, came in 2nd out of 122 competitors in the national sales competition at Kennesaw and the program came in 7th out of the 61 universities that were represented. 
New Business: 
The resolution requesting addition of an elected Faculty Liaison position to Executive Council was intended to be New Business.

The first item of new business under discussion is the resolution to Faculty Senate for tabling the CEAP reorganization. This resolution has not come from a committee. Motion was made and seconded to consider the resolution. 

Comment: So, this resolution is to form an ad hoc, a task force of CEAP that is elected and table the current reorganization, all three of those come under a lump sum resolution? Is that right?

Erin: The 4 bullet points at the end, yes. 

Comment: Are the 4 points taken as a whole or are they going to be dealt with one at a time?

Erin: At the moment, they are listed and taken as a whole. I guess we could…take them one at a time. 

Comment: Can we move to do that or does it have to be a rule?

Erin: We can edit so we can move to address them one at a time and then come back and look at the motion as a whole after addressing them one at a time. If anybody knows otherwise please bring it to my attention and we’ll do our best.

Comment: Are we not going to hear from anybody about the resolution?

Erin: I thought we were going to get something brought to us, typed.

Comment: If there is anyone in the room who wanted to come up and give an introduction about the logic and what led up to this? 
Three representatives from the College of Education & Allied Professions were on hand to answer questions and help with discussion.   

Discussion 

CEAP Rep 1: Thank you Faculty Senate Planning committee for bringing this resolution to the floor of the Senate. We tried to make it a comprehensive set of whereas’ and points and resolutions. We would be happy to answer questions. … did you say you would like us to give a little background?

Comment: Yes…

 CEAP Rep 1:…over the course of the past semester and this semester the college started dealing with the program prioritization and there was a certain process followed for that program prioritization. Jumping ahead on February 11th  we went to a meeting  that was called For Program Prioritization update and at the meeting the Dean unveiled his plan for reorganizing the college. He did not talk about program prioritization at that meeting. The plan was there and you probably read about it. It’s been published in the Sylva Herald and the Western Carolinian, The Recorder and on the college website and I believe it’s in the Asheville paper now. In the meantime, there was a controversy involving Faculty Senate with three to five year faculty and I’m sure you all know about that. Subsequently to that there was an investigation by Faculty Senate and some other people about the 3 to 5 year and the college reorganization and so what seems to have happened is that there were a few key people involved in this process. The department heads to some extent, the program prioritization task force which was an appointed committee of faculty and the faculty themselves; the faculty at large had no participation in this at all; none, until the day it was unveiled to us by the dean at which time that done at a college meeting and questions were asked. We have not subsequently had any college wide discussion about it and I don’t know what the other departments did after that.
CEAP Rep 2: I think to pick up on the point, it’s probably one of the later whereas’ it seems that the finalization of the reorganization strategy happened before an opportunity to finish this investigation that would have looked at the role of faculty voice in coming up with this planned reorganization. There’s language about faculty having a voice in program changes and certainly indirectly through reorganizations it’s impacted programs as well. So, it seems like the timing of these two and I think the 4 points in the resolution are intended to be proactive going forward and create a structure of how reorganizations might happen in the future, but also to try to address that something was made final before a process was really done. 
Comment: I guess the dean has now sent something to your college right that sort of is his take on the process of what happened and I think that came out after you wrote this resolution. I wondered if you would respond to that – did that help at all?
CEAP Rep 2: He sent us the final plan Friday afternoon of spring break and then there was an email he sent yesterday, I think. I was out of the office so I haven’t had a chance to look at it.

CEAP Rep 1: You may be referring to…on February 11th, the dean’s plan was unveiled at the program prioritization meeting. The final plan was then sent to the entire college on March 4th at 4:45 p.m. and that was the final one and that was not substantially changed from the one that he unveiled at the February 11th meeting. The only change was that Instructional Technology had been in Psychology at his first iteration of it and it moved back to the new school of Teaching and Learning.
CEAP Rep 2: I think what you are referring to…he sent out several documents yesterday that were chunks of things that had happened along the way.  It was a report from the Task Force of the…and then there were a few screen shots of some brainstorming that Leadership Council had done. None of it was voted on or recommended…I think the 3rd document ratings from Leadership Council and the 4th one was an explanation from him about which programs were going to be closed temporarily or permanently in this 1st wave. This is the one that dealt with program prioritization that just came out and was announced. The previous ones were reorganization. 
Comment: I had a question about point #8, the plan unveiled by the dean…I’m just curious, I’m not in your college, but in ours I was on the task force that was involved in this process and I’m trying to get a sense of how different our process was from what happened with you guys. There was a task force, where did it come from.
CEAP Rep 2: There was a task force of 5 faculty members one per dept. They were appointed. Shortly after we started the process. At first there was a spirit of being open and transparent with all of these processes and the task force was one of three entities. It was that, Leadership Council and the dean as a person. As the schedule shifted and it became more urgent to get this done sooner there were several things that happened and I think part of the impetus came from Council of Deans that talked about how they wanted to handle the process there. Perry came back and said some things about trying to make it confidential and keep things a little more quiet. When Leadership Council’s information wasn’t going to be shared, the task force then made a decision that they also were not going to share because they didn’t want their ratings to be the only ones out there. So, their review process was done confidentially. The only people that provided input to them beyond the reports were dept heads at the request of the task force. 

CEAP Rep 1: And, as that item says, functioned without soliciting input from or reporting to the faculty about their deliberations so it was secret. It was totally secret.
Comment: This is not actually about the resolution. I haven’t seen the new documents that you referred to from yesterday. My understanding is that the university’s only doctoral program was in your department and if the reorganization goes forward, there will be no department. Do we know now where that doctoral program will land?

CEAP Rep 2: The program moves to Human Services.

Comment: It’s one of 2 doctoral programs that the university has.
CEAP Rep1: There’s an organizational chart and it’s in a box in Human Services, but the faculty who teach in that program are not in the box with that program.
Comment: Just to clarify, there was never a task force on reorganization only on prioritization, is that correct.

CEAP Rep 1: Correct. Unless there was a task force I never heard about.

CEAP Rep 2: The faculty task force and Leadership Council relatively late in the process were asked to recommend other efficiencies besides looking program by program and we were instructed to look at solutions for reorganization. I can’t speak specifically for what the task force did because they operated in confidentiality and I don’t know anything about it.

Comment: But, it was always called the program prioritization task force?

CEAP Rep 2: Right. Leadership Council brainstormed some options and were told it would be a three dept. solution so when we floated other ideas those were not allowed. So, it was three dept solutions and what came out in email yesterday was several pieces of a brainstorm from that process.

Comment: You made the comment that the faculty teaching the program are no longer in the dept that houses the program or something to that affect. Do you perceive that as being absolutely undesirable?
CEAP Rep: Yes, sure.

Comment: In my doctoral program we went where the expertise was to get our training.

CEAP Rep 2: It’s a doctoral program in educational leadership and there are no more educational leaders in it. Certainly there are diverse disciplinary perspectives and there are people from a variety of different backgrounds that have historically been teaching in the program. There’s nothing that prohibits students in the doctoral program from still taking those courses now that some of the courses have moved, but there is nobody left in the core of the program. 
CEAP Rep 1: And the program itself is a rather complicated program as many of our programs are. There’s a handbook, there’s a director and there are coordinators and all of those positions have sort of vanished and so the report that we got yesterday said that the Ed D in Educational Leadership will be put on hold for this year and that follows students having applied for the program for the 2011-12 year and having paid already for their application and having gone in good faith through the process of applying for a program which we’ve just been told is being put on hold now. That goes to the final resolution here if we could have this college reorganization put on hold we may end up with very much the same kind of structure in the long run, but we would hope that the students would be less harmed in the process. We have doctoral students who are very concerned because they heard a lot of news about the doctoral program and they don’t want to be a program that ends up having a bad reputation because of upheaval.
Comment: Do you have any idea what you would do instead if this was tabled? Do you have data about if cuts have to be made and these changes are tabled and what you would do instead to meet budget? 

CEAP Rep 2: I believe the work of the task force, I can’t speak for them completely, but certainly of Leadership Council, the program recommendations and reorganization scenarios were kind of hypothetical and done without the money side of it. So, there was at least one proposal that I had put forward to the dean that touched a little bit on money and offered an alternate solution and it was never acknowledged. I don’t know – there’s not been an opportunity for faculty input on it on those pieces of it that would have tied to money. And, in fact, Leadership Council wasn’t informed of the justification for where the money was saved until two weeks after our last meeting.
CEAP Rep 1: The general faculty were told that by getting rid of two depts. we would lose the positions for two dept heads and that would save $250,000 and the head of one of the depts told me he is going to have two assistant dept heads and I have some data on salaries at Western and this is just hypothetical, but I would expect if you are a dept head now making a $110,000 and your dept increases three-fold that you will probably get a salary increase but we haven’t really been privy to any budget items except for that two dept heads will be gone and therefore we’ll  have their money.

Comment: I’m trying to get clear on what you are asking from the Senate. To the best of my knowledge we don’t have the authority to act on resolution #4 that is to table the reorganization. What we have the authority to do, unless I’m mistaken, is simply to express our solidarity with the faculty in education and that’s what you are asking of us? Is that correct:

CEAP Rep 3: I think that is what we are asking because you are an advisory body, always have been and I won’t say always will be….but always have been, and so, yes.

Comment: I was double checking on that and maybe we might want to re-word it to reflect that and then X had the follow up question of what were the consequences going to be. But another question, I have is do you have anything to show us with any certainty that your faculty wants the action that you are requesting of us as a whole and that it’s more than anecdotal? That they are displeased with what’s happened?
CEAP Rep 1: We have not had any college wide meetings or discussions at all. Now and some people are very happy with the reorganization. It doesn’t have any impact on them or provides them with additional resources.

CEAP Rep 2: There are also some who are not comfortable speaking out about it because of the culture and the climate at the moment.

Comment: Resolution #4 may be the sticky wicket, but the papers claim that the reorganization saved four positions so if it is tabled or stalemated for even a year would those four positions still get saved?

CEAP Rep: The two department head positions weren’t filled.

CEAP Rep: I saw that in the paper, I don’t know what the four positions were..

There was discussion about what the four positions were.

CEAP Rep: We haven’t received data; we haven’t had a forum for discussion; we’ve had no faculty participation in any sort of authentic venue at all.

Comment: Given that you are part of the faculty of the college which has a dean that basically did what he was asked to do. He was given a task to do some things to save money and he did that. As I look over the Faculty Handbook and the responsibilities and duties; job responsibilities of the dean, I don’t see anywhere that he really acted outside that. There are some things that could have been done better; I’ll agree with that. He didn’t transgress what his responsibilities were. He did what he was asked for by his supervisor. One would think if you are unhappy with what has happened by the dean that you would discuss that with the provost. Has that been done?
Provost Stanford : I’ve talked with Meagan as well as Jacque Jacobs about their concerns. I’ve talked with Perry Schoon and as he went through the process, he kept me involved at every level. Some of the information that X has expressed, although, excuse me is a little exaggerated. I asked the deans to be cautious as they went about program prioritization because of the impact it would have on faculty and staff. Because if you are reading that your program is ranked lowest in the program prioritization process that could be very bothersome as you went about your daily work so that was a request to keep it as controlled as possible until you’re done with the process so that was part of what I asked the deans to do. I did have a discussion with Meagan and with Perry and I had a discussion with Jacque about their concerns. Now, I’m not Perry Schoon, so I’m not speaking for him, I’m speaking for me. I was aware there was a task force, I was aware that the department heads were asked to select or appoint or elect to do what that department would ask them to do to put a representative on that task force. From what I can see the people that sat on that task force, some of them are sitting around this table are pretty representative of the faculty. I also know that the leadership group was tasked with doing program prioritization. Both groups were asked to have input on a reorganization. From my perspective, I would have hoped that some of the reorganization concepts would have filtered back to the departments.  I don’t know if that happened. That answer your question?
Comment: Yes, I was just concerned that some protocol for addressing concerns, dissatisfactions is followed. 

Provost Stanford: I’ve been aware at every point. There was a period of time for faculty to send concerns after the February 11th meeting (I think it was Feb. 11th) to the dean and I believe that those concerns were discussed by their executive board. The dean was not present at that particular meeting. Exec. Board did receive feedback and shared it with the dean. 

Comment: The Executive Board is who?

Provost Stanford: …the department heads; the leadership group.
CEAP Rep 2: Five department heads and six center directors.

Provost Stanford: The center directors were involved in the discussion?

CEAP Rep 2: They are part of leadership council, yes. 

Comment: Having been right in the middle of this, I wanted to share a couple of perspectives. One this task force being appointed -- that is true, but let me describe just a little bit of detail there in defense of my dean. He, addressing the Leadership Council, but not the center directors; specifically the five department heads, said “…this process needs to include an independent, parallel, faculty task force. It needs to be faculty only; no administrators. I don’t have any structure on how to do that other than it needs to be faculty only. The five of you meet determine how many it should be, how that task force should be formed, should it be elected whatever. That’s up to ya’ll – just tell me the outcome of your deliberation.” There’s implication that the dean kind of heavy handedly hand-picked people. He was completely removed from that process other than charging the department heads to do it. We met and I think one issue is – one of the statements that galls me for personal reasons– is there was no faculty representation. Five department heads met and this was a real serious task because you know a couple of things. Number one, you know bad times are approaching and programs are going to get cut and people are going to lose their jobs. Reorganization was inherently a part of the process. It wasn’t highlighted, but it was in every meeting that we had. We’d go through program prioritization, consider streamlining the college that was part of the agenda. It wasn’t going to be all we chose to talk about early on; we came to think about it. In forming the task force we decided there should be five because it was going to be really a hard job. This is peers making decisions about their own programs and so who you pick to be on it is really critical. If we all had, I assume you all do,  really valued colleagues who would be too single mindedly advocate in that role; it really wouldn’t facilitate a solution to the problem. You’ve got to have, I think, people who can step back and take a big picture view, who can work as a team, but who can represent the programs in their department in terms of knowledge and specifics; they can represent without overly advocate. They can work with others, and step back and see the big picture. So, the five of us nominated people within our departments and we vetted each other’s nominations. It was an interesting and kind of difficult process because we wanted a fair group that could work together, but you wanted each department to be represented by a creditable advocate. In the case of ELF, Jacque Jacobs, seemed to fit that bill, you can go down that list, Dale Carpenter, Candace Boan…these were people the department head would suggest and we vetted and we ended up with a group of five and then we delivered that to the dean. We said we decided it should be five, we decided they should be joint appointments by this group of department heads and here are the five. That’s how that came to be. The accusation that there is no faculty involvement here burns me. I consider myself a faculty member; I consider myself a department head by reluctant default. I was the last person standing when the search failed. That’s how I’m a department head—the search failed and I’m not the only one in this position. Many of the department heads at Western, some were taking that position as a step in the administrative path….but most of us aren’t on that path…
Ok, that’s five of us; one of them is Meagan. The other five were these colleagues we appointed as good representatives of the faculty. That’s ten faculty members in a college of 87 faculty members. You said there’s no faculty representation in this process and I think that’s absurd. That’s like having a congress of United States with 30 million members in it. True, nobody was elected, I’ll grant you that. But, to say that they are not representative, competently, adequately representative of the faculty, I think is inadequate. The last point, I’ll make…is the doctoral program looks like it is getting a hit and it is in some ways, but the program prioritization, it ended up on top. The Ed D program was the top ranked program. It is not getting suspended; admissions are getting suspended for a year. All the students – there is a full commitment to teaching them out in their program. It’s just admissions are suspended for a year while it gets re-focused. There’s a revisioning process going on for that doctorate program because of its top priority rating in our college. Some of the resources that are being saved from streamlining go into that program. Finally…as department head, this is a tough issue. Are we happy about this or sad about this? We all wish that we weren’t in the budget crisis, we all wish there would be no changes. We wish we could keep our departments exactly like we had them. Given that we can’t what’s the best way to deal with it. In my opinion, I think I speak for the 19 members in the Psychology faculty, probably to varying degrees, this is a better solution than many of the others. This preserves resources for flexibility. We have some fixed term faculty in our department that contribute significantly to our overall mission and it would be hard to do without. They are on the lower decks of the Titanic. We, because of the Fall Spring various (unclear) in liberal studies, we need a pool of adjuncts. We need those flexible resources for adjunct fixed term to operate well; to do what we want to do….as the legislature tightens if we started throwing moveable things off the deck that would hurt us a lot more than the changes we are needing to go through in restructuring. I have no idea whether that point of view represents the majority of the faculty, I know it represents almost all of the Psychology faculty.
CEAP Rep 1: Let me make it clear that I nor anyone I ever talked to ever called into question the competency or integrity and I’m not sure what other word you used about the task force. I also have no problem with that task force having been appointed. That’s not the issue. The task force and the Leadership Council operated in secrecy. The faculty were not informed along the way or ever until February 11th at which time the deans plan was unveiled to us. I have no problem with the department heads; I have no problem with the faculty on the task force. When we started the program prioritization we were told that this was going to be transparent. That seems to be the word of the week. In fact, it would be so transparent, the college website would have a place for us to look for and dispel rumors. So, the faculty at large had no voice. Even on the day the plan was unveiled by the dean, as I understand it, even the department heads were not informed about what the unveiling was; at least my department head was not informed about the final product. The final product that was unveiled on the day that program prioritization was on the agenda for the meeting. I have the email with that. Dean Schoon and Provost Stanford will meet with the college to provide a midstream update, Friday, February 11th and it’s called Program Prioritization Update. It said nothing about reorganization.
CEAP Rep 2: The second point about the doctoral program. Actually on the way into that, I’ll say, I would hate for you to get the impression that the group that wrote this resolution doesn’t like change. It’s a group of people who teach about change and change process and maybe that’s part of the challenge, but nobody thinks that the need to reorganize is unacceptable. We all fundamentally agree with that; part of this is about process. When it comes to the impact that this process has had on programs, if you all think about programs that you are involved with, if you hear the words being said your program came out at the very top; it is the ultimate most important thing we are going to do, we are going to get a lot of resources together. None of you are allowed to be part of that. You are all out; we’re bringing in some new people to do it. How does that not only for the credibility of what you’ve done, but also the continuity of the program that can be delivered to students. That’s the concern. 

CEAP Rep 3: We don’t even know if we are going to be involved. All I know is my history here in North Carolina is that I’m part of the problem because I’m a professor of educational administration. So, I won’t go into it in detail, but so now I’m hearing again that I guess we’re having a revisioning process that is going to be in place. Is there a timeline or plan for that? I hear nothing. Evidently, we’re going to admit students next year, but maybe not because it’s going to take awhile to revision a doctoral program, I would think. I welcome that. If there’s a plan, I’ve heard nothing. It’s now almost April…
Provost Linda Stanford: You all know there are a number of processes that are all going at the same time. We had reappointment, we had program prioritization, we have budget issues. This report from the task force, the leadership council and the dean came to me yesterday. It would have come Monday, but I wasn’t here. I needed to look at program prioritization in order to make decisions about reappointment. If programs – it had to be a piece of what I looked at – I pushed your dean, I pushed your task force to get it done sooner than they were prepared to do it. I pushed all the deans to get it done sooner than they were prepared to do it because we had to have some guidelines to give us information about positions we were going to hold on to, what positions might go away. This is not, we’re not playing here. We had to strategize and find the way that it would work for us because we’ve got people’s jobs at stake. So, this report came to me. I then made a decision about a reappointment and that I won’t disclose to you, but I made that decision based on both a review of the program as well as prioritization information. From what I’m reading here there is a lot of support for Educational Leadership; the Ed D. I’m reading where it says – and this will come to you,it just came to me so I’m sure it will come to you very soon—“additional resources should be allocated from program support. It’s a flagship program for CEAP. We need to look at dissertation load, credit growth and reallocation of faculty to the Ed D.” But there isn’t any talk of reducing faculty. They’re saying we need to put resources where it’s most important; where the priorities are. I have very different view than some of our faculty do about this process. I think that it was innovative, I think that Dr. Schoon led the other deans in the processes. He laid it out very strategically and I know that there are going to folks that aren’t going to be happy with any decisions that are made, but that’s telling you clearly, from my perspective.
Comment: Since I’ve been here there have been four reorganizations and there is no process. That falls on us. I think our faculty has proven this year and other years that we will respond in a heartbeat if we’re asked to deal with something and I can’t underscore how important it is that we develop a process. I’ve seen what I feel are good reorganizations and I’ve seen reorganizations that potentially could be really disastrous and it falls on us and it falls upon us. Faculty Senate has not taken this up since 2007 and we need to build a process…
Provost Linda Stanford: And, I support you on that and I supported X’s resolution in terms of that one piece that said we need to put together a process that guides us in the future. I think that’s really, really important, but we didn’t have a lot of time to react. We started this late October knowing that we were going to have what- they started with 8%, 12%, 15% now were up to almost a 30% reduction of base budget. So, there wasn’t a lot of time to put a process in place. And, I’ll take fall for that because I should have been in a position to say we need a process.

Comment: Faculty Senate also needs to take fault for that…

CEAP Rep 1: I wanted to respond to a couple of things Linda said. Many of you are program directors in various programs throughout the university and you know how complicated it is to run a program and to help the students get the programs that they needed and get graduated. The doctoral program has been at Western for quite awhile now…over the years that it has been here at Western, it has improved. We had started out having big arguments about how many students we should admit and we were pressured by the chancellor’s office to admit more students than we wanted. Over the years that this program has been in place, it has improved. We admit fewer students, they have higher qualifications, we have had program directors who have done a stellar job and I have to say the program as it is in place right now is rigorous and it is clear and if you were to look at it on the handbook and on the guidelines, you would see it is a very clear process. In fact, most of the people in the department got together many times in the past and asked her to deal with revising the doctoral program. Meagan led that effort and it has been put on hold now; it has been tabled.
The other thing I wanted to say having been a program director, at least I am now…it takes me a year to change the name of a course. We can change the entire College of Education within this compressed time span. I understand we have a budget problem. I’m willing to do all I can to help. I think the rest of us are as well. It’s not just the three of us that participated in this and It’s not my resolution; it’s a group of us. What we are asking for is support from the Faculty Senate to table the college reorganization for this year and then to do it right. 
Discussion continued and it was clarified that Dean Schoon was not able to be here today due to a long standing appointment out of town.  
Discussion turned to the bullet #4 and possible amendment. 

It was proposed that in bullet #1, the word, “recommend” be changed to “develop.”

It was proposed that the amendment to bullet #4 read to the effect that: 

“The Senate stands in solidarity with the authors in this resolution.”
A comment was heard about voting and making statements about the whole college but there isn’t really a good feeling for what the consensus of the whole college is and the suggestion was that a supportive statement toward transparency be made and that it be something simpler and supportive, maybe not so specific. 

A comment was heard about trying hard to believe in the process and if there is a delay in reorganization and it goes back to the way things were what is going to happen to the people who are affected by the change in that budget? Do we shift and juggle who goes and who stays affecting the lives of people because there are people who are unsatisfied with the way things ended up, but they are still here and they have a chance to take care of their families? When we look at a reorganization what are we going to do because the numbers have to change…

A comment was heard about the resolution with the thirteen whereas statements and that the only one this commenter can put support behind is #1in the “be it resolved” part. 
Comment: We ought to have the resolve from this body, as influence or of governance and policy, etc. to say that we think we should write policy, we should have a policy developed that addresses the issue when there is reorganization. As a Faculty Senate Planning team we did that; we put forth another resolution that addresses #1 and that as Senate that’s where our responsibility ends. We’re not the body to adjudicate issues of management within colleges or departments… Let’s support a resolution that says we would like to have the right people put together, whoever the right people are, to write a policy that addresses some of the issues that they’ve shared and they are valid issues, with feedback and process. Let’s focus on the policy issues that we can have a voice in and not get involved with management.
A Point of Order was called as to whether current discussion was in reference to the process of amending the resolution? 

Discussion returned to amending the 4th line in Part II of the resolution. The suggestion was heard to add language that makes it clear that what Senate is doing is adding moral weight to the resolution and that the resolution expresses displeasure with the process and requests that the changes in the college be tabled. 

Discussion continued. 

The proposed amendment is to revise Part II, number 4 of the proposed resolution as follows:
“The Senate supports the authors’ suggestion that the reorganization plan for the College of Education and Allied Professions should be tabled while under study for the next year,”
and to revise Part II, number 1 so that the word “recommend” is changed to “develop.”

PAPER VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE RESOLUTION ON TABLING THE CEAP REORGANIZTION
Yes: 

18

No:
  
  6

Abstain: 
  0

The vote passed.

PAPER VOTE ON THE RESOLUTION AS AMENDED

Yes:

11

No:

14

Abstain: 
  2

The vote failed.

Erin shared that she had communication with the Chancellor about requesting a faculty liaison on the Chancellor’s Executive Council and that he thought it might be best to allow the new chancellor to determine this and that other changes may happen with Executive Council under the new chancellor.
A comment was heard that it may be appropriate to suggest to the new chancellor that the Faculty Senate would like to have some sort of faculty representation; that the new chancellor would at least have heard this request. 
The resolution to establish a reorganization task force came from discussion within the Senate Planning Team and came from points made in the resolution on tabling the CEAP reorganization. These were points the Planning Team felt should be fleshed out more.
A motion was made and seconded to table the resolution to establish a reorganization task force until the Overflow Meeting next week. 
HAND VOTE ON TABLING THE RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH A REORGANIZATION TASK FORCE UNTIL THE OVERFLOW MEETING:

Yes: Majority

The vote passed.
SENATE REPORTS____________________________________________________________
Administrative Report/Provost Linda Stanford: 
None given due to time constraints.
Chair Report/Erin McNelis: 
None given due to time constraints.

An overflow meeting will be needed. The meeting was adjourned. 
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