

OVERFLOW MEETING 

MINUTES

December 9, 2010

 3:00 -5:00 p.m.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES________________________________________________
ROLL CALL
Present: 
Heidi Buchanan, Catherine Carter, David Claxton, Chris Cooper, Beverly Collins, Cheryl Daly, David Hudson, Luther Jones,  Leroy Kauffman, Rebecca Lasher, David McCord, Erin  McNelis, Kadie Otto, Jane Perlmutter, Malcolm Powell, Barbara St. John, Philip Sanger, Linda Stanford, Vicki Szabo, Erin Tapley, Cheryl Waters-Tormey
Members with Proxies:

Elizabeth Heffelfinger, Christopher Hoyt, Elizabeth McRae, Ron Mau, Bill Richmond,

Ben Tholkes, Chuck Tucker, Laura Wright
Members absent: 
John Bardo 
Recorder: 

Ann Green
COUNCIL REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Collegial Review Council/Vicki Szabo, Chair:

Vicki clarified that CRC Resolution #3 which is the recommendation to the provost to modify the language in future versions of the “Charge to the University CRC” was withdrawn because the provost had already made the changes. 

CRC Resolution #4 Changes to Faculty Handbook 4.07D 3b was presented regarding the university collegial review committee. The resolution presented by the CRC clarifies the language regarding whether elected members completing their terms are then able to serve again as appointed members. 
VOICE VOTE ON RESOLUTION ON CHANGES TO FACULTY HANDBOOK SECTION 4.07 D 3 B: 
Yes: Unanimous
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
Comment: We’re talking about the university Collegial Review Committee and in the spring we will be electing next year’s committee. We talked about people that are interested in running writing a statement of how they view the process working whether they felt like there was this higher university standard that wasn’t really printed anywhere, but the committees kind of knew what it was or whether they were there to support the dept documents that had been approved by the provost or whatever. Is that still going to happen?
Comment: We talked about that in Planning Team. The issue is there used to be concern about the university going broke and having its own set of criteria that weren’t made clear, but I don’t know if there is still that same degree of concern. Also, we were worried that such a statement would simply be, “I support DCRDs” and if there really needs to be that much more elaboration. But it can be something that the Council can consider.

Comment: Would this actually be something that would go to CONEC?

Comment: It could go to CRC and then a recommendation to CONEC. Another thing we talked about is even just a brief bio…one of the things that we talked about is that people who are tenure track who would be looked at may not know the people who were running for election on the university level. It is something so you could figure out who that person is…
Comment: I could see where this would be helpful, but I’m not sure if it should be required because it’s something that puts a precondition on being a candidate. If you require a candidate to write that bio and they don’t necessarily want to do it then you put a precondition on them and I’m not sure it can be required. 
Comment: I brought this up before and it has been discussed, but not sure where it is at…I was wondering if we should put in the terms of the qualifications of people on university level CRC a certain length of time at the university.

Comment:  It may have come up at Rules Committee or Planning Team. 
Comment: It can be taken up.

Decision was made that CRC would take up the issue.

CRC Resolution #5 Best Practices for CRCC

It came to attention that different colleges have really different process for having the college meetings for tenure and promotion. The council thought it might be useful for the Council of Deans to consider a best practices guidelines adoption. 
Comment: How much did that modify what’s already in the faculty handbook in terms of 
how college committees are already conducted?
Comment: I think the individual by-laws of the colleges would dictate that.

Comment: I think the Handbook also speaks to college.

Discussion was had about what amount of guidance was found in the Handbook. It is mostly about how committees are formed, not about the conduct of the committees.

Section 4.04 D discusses Procedures guiding Collegial Review and 4.04E 4 is relevant to this discussion. Vicki pointed out that this recommendation to the deans is a reiteration of what is already in the handbook and which strengthens the resolution charge. A friendly amendment was made adding to the end of the first sentence, “as stipulated in the Faculty Handbook Section 4.04E 4e.
Comment: I wish we had some deans here that would be charged with implementing for comments and concerns.
Comment from Linda: I would say you’re not going to get push back from the deans on this. This should be something that people are doing before the college review and I think most of the deans do and what you are saying is that this is best practice and all of the deans should be doing it. 

Comment: And this is derived from what university does, what other colleges already do. We thought in order to emphasize that there should be some clarity to the process.

Comment: Do we want anything stated in the by-laws?

Comment: No. 

Comment: It’s a little bit associated to this, but not directly. Nowhere in our Handbook defines the responsibilities of our individual faculty members on confidentiality and integrity in the process. 

Comment: That’s in #7.

Discussion continued and it was pointed out that Resolution #7 addresses the concern of confidentially and integrity.
VOICE VOTE ON RESOLUTION REGARDING BEST PRACTICE GUIDELINES FOR COLLEGE COLLEGIAL REVIEW COMMITTEES: 
Yes: Unanimous
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
Comment: Does it strike anybody as odd that the committee writes their own charge?

Comment: its committee along with the dean does that?

Comment: That’s what happens at the university level. The university writes it along with the provost. 

Discussion continued.

CRC Resolution #6 Modification of DCRDs in the event of increased teaching loads was next presented. This was a reaction to concerns being heard from faculty members about the budget situation possibly affecting teaching loads. The CRC thought it might be useful to let the untenured faculty members know that the Senate will do what they can to protect faculty members’ untenured status and help if teaching load increases by modification of the DCRD expectation in times of this financial exigency.  
Comment from Linda: Beth and I looked at this and what we went through when we opened CRDs the last couple years is significant and took 3 years to get through everybody’s. To open up the CRDs is not going to be a simple issue. What we talked about and present to you is that there be a statement on everyone’s CRD that in the event that NC General Assembly mandates increased workload that there be….some wording to the effect that expectations for tenure and promotion or whatever are to be considered accordingly. Some kind of statement that would suffice for any department or situation. You are bound by that document so that if that happens, you have to take the statement into consideration…
Comment: I appreciate where this is coming from and the I think the motivation is right, I don’t like this because it opens the door to say to GA, you can increase our teaching loads - we’ll just do a little bit less research and it’s all going to work out fine. I think a lot of us especially newer faculty were attracted to Western because of this teaching and research mix and I don’t want to set the standard that it’s okay…I would much rather see us pass something that says, we as a Faculty Senate think that the teaching loads are right for a university of our size and that if teaching loads were to increase it would dramatically affect faculty retention, it would affect what we do for our students. It would have serious negative consequences…. 

Comment: I agree. I was thinking the same. The latest that came out is taking away faculty sabbaticals, as if GA thinks what do we do just sit around on sabbatical? That’s when most people get a significant amount of work done and otherwise we cannot. The notion that legislators think we don’t do anything bothers me, first of all and I agree with X, we need to put a statement out that says do not increase teaching loads. They need to stay where they are and the reason for that is that if you compromise scholarship, scholarship is what enhances teaching. If we’re going to be stale and just teach 4 classes and not do any scholarship in our field, then we go stale and the kids are the ones that suffer.
Comment from Linda: I hear what you are saying, but as we look at the budget cuts, the only true way to trim the budget without totally impacting teaching, programs, or faculty positions is to reduce adjunct faculty. The only way you can reduce adjunct faculty is if regular faculty absorb some of those courses. We have got to think broader and long term because I’m afraid that we don’t have a lot of solutions to the 10% cut unless we begin to carve into programs and positions. 

Comment: My fear, and I’ve seen it happen, is once you give something up, you never get it back. So if GA says or someone convinces us just go on a 4/3 for a year until we’re back in the money, I just don’t buy it.
Comment: But that is what’s been happening because no everybody is on a 3/3/ load three years ago. They were on a 4/3 of 4/4 so we’ve had that progression of support over at least the years that I’ve been here and I would hope it would go back to that because people understand there are challenges to teaching 4 courses and doing what you need to do to be faculty members.

Comment: I understand what X is saying and in certain ways, I agree there needs to be a protest out there; basically what you are stating is a protest statement. This is what it needs to be and this does not need to change. Correspondingly, the elephant in the room is that no matter what is going to happen as long as we are in this economic crunch, class sizes are probably going to increase and so are loads. We might as well address this and cover our bases. Exactly how we do that, I don’t know, but I think we need to do something 
Comment: I agree and I think we are actually talking about two different things. One is putting in a piece into our CRDs that acknowledges something really important that we’ve all talked about; the expectations for the 3 things that are dependent on each other. …We maybe can change the wording, but it needs to be in there. So, I think we’re actually talking about two different things. Some statement or position or resolution, but that’s not going to reassure people who are on the tenure track that we understand that relationship without actually putting something in the document that they are going to be judged by and that is supposed to guide the department and college committees. 
Comment: …in teaching load are you talking about the 3/4, 4/4 the number of classes, not the class size?

Comment: That’s right.

Comment: I different vantage point…to me it has a way of diluting the quality level of our expectations for granting tenure at the university. Oh well, we can push more and more toward teaching and research can go by the wayside just because of financial exigency. That makes me uncomfortable in that it basically results in us lowering our standards. I would rather put tenure, these years that really come to crunches and that we have to do crazy things, to put these years in abeyance and don’t count them toward tenure and stop the clock ticking if have to do something like this and start the clock back if we have balance again. 
Comment: (Some of this comment was not clear due to background noise).

The only thing that concerns me is that if we continue with the expectations for research and service and go with a greater teaching load and more people in classes, that the quality of the teaching will diminish especially if people say ok, just don’t work so hard on teaching…I feel like that is slipping away even without these economic times. We’re looking at and changing some of the standards in the last five or ten years and upped the ante for people who are in the tenure track line… We shouldn’t make it so easy for teaching to be left on the back burner or left for something to do in your spare time without paying a whole lot of attention to it. I’ve been proud of our institution because we have done an excellent job of preparing people to teach and it worries me…

Comment: I think the QEP and Engagement Mission and whatever the buzzword du jour is, they all require more time with students and so as we think about ways to frame this, I think we all as faculty need to think about ways to be better about framing what we do for a living when we talk in public. I think there are far too many people who joke about the number of hours we work and we all need to be better about that. I think increased teaching load would affect the students not just because I’m going to know less about political science and be out of practicing political science, but because, I’m actually going to spend less time with my students. I think that matters and you have to emphasize that. I also think it’s tough everywhere, but there are a lot of jobs out there. We’re recruiting someone who has had five interviews and our pitch is we’re a big research / teaching mix. You can come here and you can still do the things you want to do. I think it’s a real big switch if you definitely could have gotten a research job, but you chose this job because of the research mix, but now it’s okay because we’re going to have you now teach a little bit more and it will all be okay….People will leave and it’s going to be expensive when people live. Yes, it’s tough, but there are a ton of jobs everywhere…We’re going to lose the people that have the ability to leave and that’s what’s really scary.
Discussion continued. 
Suggestion was made to take this topic to the Faculty Assembly. This resolution was withdrawn and members were requested to submit written comments or statement for submission to the CRC that could be forwarded to Erin for consideration by Faculty Senate prior to taking it to Faculty Assembly.
Resolution #7 Changes to Faculty Handbook section 4.04 D1 was presented next. Items a – f were added to 4.04 D1. Vicki said they took these from Penn State and New Mexico State with permission. These items went through legal review. 
Discussion:

Comment: Why did this come up?

Comment: We were asked by the Provost to address it.

Comment: I think it’s a major issue and I’m glad to know that Senate is addressing it and I think it’s really important for Senate to say sometimes say that faculty screwed up…

Comment: We took some real time on this….there was a suggestion to add a timeline regarding taking sanctions…

Comment: Where is the due process part of this for the faculty member to appeal? If you are going to sanction somebody somewhere due process needs to be addressed as well. I’m glad that you pointed out the privilege of serving on this committee is that the sanctions if you get to the bottom line where it is a very serious sanction so you’re not going to be allowed to serve on the collegial review committee. I think most people would not feel much punishment in that process, maybe not even in terms of evaluating… I don’t know, if candidate files for interviews, incoming candidates are considered confidential or not. There’s not much there. A warning or reprimand – written or verbal?

Comment: What else can we do?

Comment: People would be embarrassed enough to have that conversation.

Comment: My concern is and it would seem to me that the understanding of a faculty member someone that’s got to this level would not need a threat of sanction to behave and treat things with confidentiality and if perhaps we need to define the word, but to me it strikes me as if someone in our positions would already respect that that’s the case. So, I’m not sure if we need all this.
Comment: It’s necessary to articulate. 

Comment: I’ve been around the block a couple of times and I’ll tell you, I’m amazed at what people don’t understand is confidential. I’ve been to tenure meetings, got home and had a phone call from the wife of somebody who was going up for tenure crying, saying, I can’t believe you did this to my husband and I know what was said. All of us could probably share similar kinds of experiences like this. Currently, we do have a couple of situations where we have had major breaches of confidentiality. My experience to the faculty who in good faith probably shared something, not thinking what the implication could be. Those breaches of confidentially could cost the institutions lots of money in legal fees and I think there is some liability that could come back on faculty members because this is a personnel decision and it is the livelihood of individuals.
Comment: …I didn’t see anything about the whistleblower and what would happen to the person that would bring this information forward and whether that is an anonymous process.

Comment: As per your example, you said that in this case by the time you got home the wife of the person being considered was the one who was calling. Are we then saying that the confidentiality of the situation extends to the candidate themselves? 

Comment: What happened was one of the members of the committee called the candidate and relayed the conversation of the committee and the wife called.

Comment: The point I’m making though, is once it has been announced to the candidate, is the candidate bound to this as well? I wouldn’t think that would be valid. I think that’s something that we need to make sure is understood. If you want to share the decision made about yourself.
Comment: going back to the question of due process…We talked about due process and felt that the handbook covered the process for grievance. We can link this to that grievance or appeal section.
With respect to the process of the whistleblower, I don’t know how to begin to discuss that. Is it incumbent upon someone if we are all held to confidentiality, is it incumbent upon any faculty member if they hear that confidentiality has been breached are they then required to go to the dean – it sounds like the inquisition. I don’t know how we can manage or legislate the necessity if you hear a breach you must report it.
Comment: Or is there a mechanism to report it anonymously?
Comment: I imagine there would be if a faculty member goes to their department head. Would it be something like that?
Comment: I wouldn’t even consider that to be anonymous. I would think the person should have some way of submitting information…(unclear).

Comment: I don’t know how to write that in.

Comment: A lot of these are valid points. I’m on the CRC…there was a gap here. We had sanctions that threaten your job in 4.09. These breaches of confidentiality in the collegial review process sometimes bubble up to be really problematic and damaging and there’s no mechanism for dealing with sanctions where the punishment fits the crime short of 4.09. There was a gap in our process and I think this was designed to give people involved some additional handles on it as tools to work with. I don’t know if we can iron out everything. My suggestion would be to allow, I don’t know what I would call it, Natural Selection, Bureaucratic Darwinism; these cases require their own response. If it rises to the surface and has gotten people’s attention, then this is a mechanism to deal with it…it’s a start to dig down under the surface so we need provide a mechanism for whistleblowers, due process for everybody involved, but requirements on the candidate – I think it’s over killing this situation.

Comment: Can I just back that up…we were approached with the charge of dictating sanctions; that’s what we were asked to do is to articulate some measure of sanction. We then took that idea of sanction and thought we need to reinforce confidentiality. So, we built backwards from sanction to confidentiality, hopefully getting back to the point where you would be sanctioned, but better articulating confidentiality. 
Comment: My concern is the due process involved in all of this. That’s in some ways been a concern to me in the whole CRD process. Nobody ever gets to ever go back and say, make a case again. It all has to be written down, but if you’re talking about somebody calling an anonymous tip in that seems to me to leave the door open for somebody who doesn’t like somebody that’s going to say this stuff…if you are going to do sanctions, I think the person should have some right of appeal and it shouldn’t just be I heard from somebody else so I’m going to call or write a letter anonymously. You’re going to take my word as opposed to the other person?
Comment:  We did articulate that the provost and the dean and if a department level committee, the department head, will address those issues so we can articulate more clearly that there will be a process of investigation and not just I heard a rumor, I’m sanctioning…I will reiterate that I can add in a link to the section on appeal and grievance which is Section 4.10 which is already extant. We will go back and modify 4.10 to ensure that sanctions based on confidentiality breached we can go back to it, but there is a process for appeal and grievance already in place. We will link this to that process.  
That will assuage some of the concerns, but your other concerns with respect to an anonymous willfully misleading, if the dean and the provost are, the dean and the provost, I imagine will not be easily misled as to not conduct an investigation of the circumstance. We can better articulate that…
Comment: I’ll speak out against the concept on anonymity. The problem with that becomes very simply if the person who is making the accusation is not willing to stand up in the light of day and make that accusation, and then what happens is you are working with innuendo and rumor. Anonymous tips are not allowed in the court of law, why should they be allowed here?


Comment: I’m good with anonymous tips and I trust the dean and the provost to sift through that. This is a small campus; we all know each other…if Vicki and I are on the college review committee together…that’s true, everything else here is made up. Let’s just say Vicki leaks something. I’m not going say Vicki leaked it, (Vicki and I are friends), but I think I should have a mechanism to go to the dean and say it. The whistle blowing point is to me dealt with in the resolution already; it’s inherently a confidential thing if I’m telling the dean this. If the dean violates that, then the dean is in deep trouble…on the sanctions, is that really –is it sufficient penalty to get taken off the committee? In a way, I don’t really care…all I care is when I’m on the committee next year, “X” is not on it. The real problem is that you don’t want to nail the violator to the wall for doing this, but next year, I’m going to be on the committee and I want to feel ok to be able to say anything about anybody that’s reasonable and not have it be leaked…

Comment: I’m curious, do we need to go this far, can we moderate things a little bit? Maybe we can have the guidelines reviewed before each meeting start; you can even have people sign something. (Inserted Comment: That is what resolution 5 is stating.)

Resumed earlier comment: I don’t know how many cases have taken place at the school, or if this is a huge problem. I just hesitate to do something that seems so great for maybe a couple of cases.

Comment: Those cases have the potential to ruin the whole process. If you said something about somebody in your department who happens to be a friend of yours, but you legitimately question 

their record and that gets leaked to your friend, then the whole process is done. All of a sudden we don’t say anything in tenure committee that could ever be construed as negative. 
Comment:  Sections A – D simply say if you serve on the committee don’t open your mouth.

Comment: So, why don’t we just say that?
Comment: Because some people don’t get that. It already says the rule of confidentiality will guide operations; some people apparently don’t understand what confidentiality is. The sanction is we will remove you from the committee and you may not be able to serve on other committees because we can’t trust you….

Discussion continued. Friendly amendments were made to the resolution as follows:
D 1 c. amended paragraph: Faculty candidates under review are not to approach committee members at any time concerning the disposition of their review and should understand that inquiries of this type are deemed entirely inappropriate. Committee members are encouraged to report candidates who approach them requesting information regarding the review.  Committee members must refrain from commenting on the disposition of a review to the faculty candidate.

D 1 d. amended paragraph: Violation of collegial review committee confidentiality, including but not limited to the dissemination of written or verbal information, discussion of proceeding or resolutions should be reported to the appropriate dean and may result in sanctions against the offending faculty member and will be held confidential. 
The paragraph below was added to the resolution:

D 1 g. Faculty members who have been sanctioned have the right to appeal as indicated in Article IV of the Faculty By-laws of the General Faculty and Faculty Handbook Section 4.10 Faculty Grievance Committee (IV.2.2 of the By-laws of the General Faculty).

VOICE VOTE ON RESOLUTION REGARDING FACULTY HANDBOOK 4.04D CONFIDENTIALITY FOR CRC
Yes: 25

No: 1
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
Rules Committee/Cheryl Waters-Tormey, Chair:

Cheryl reported that all changes to the Faculty Constitution except for one are clarifying the full time status and the definition of full time status and the eligibility to be on Senate and other things. This is not changing any practice, just the wording in the documents.
Comment: I need some interpretation on the equivalent of 24 UG credits in the academic year.

Comment: That is wording from the APR 12 document that we borrowed. This is not our wording, we are just copying and pasting. 

Comment: So this is inclusive of fixed term faculty?

Comment: Yes. That was initially where the discussion came from in that you didn’t have to be tenured track or tenure.

Comment: Am I misinformed or are people in term contracts supposed to be teaching 4 classes per semester instead of 3?

Comment: I think we’re not deciding that. We’re just deciding on the definition of what full time is. Comment: So fixed term teaching 3 classes is considered to be teaching full time? That conflicts with other documents.

Comment: Each person gets their own contract and if their contract makes them a full time faculty member then they fit this. So that would be up to the dean writing the contract, I assume.
Comment: The terminology is equivalent. They’re teaching 18 hours, they’re doing something else that accommodates that full time load in some way. That’s why the word equivalent is there. 
Comment from Linda Stanford: I want to preface this statement by saying, I am a big supporter of fixed term faculty, but as you look at the officers of this organization look at what you’re talking about. Fixed term faculty don’t sit in on tenure and promotion issues; they’re not a part of CRC committees and so by designating a fixed term faculty could be eligible for the office of the chair, you are placing this group in a situation where they may not have a lot of guidance in these kinds of issues. I leave that to this group to think about.

Comment: I can say I researched all of the other UNC institutions and with the exception of maybe, UNC Charlotte, this was pretty standard. 

Comment: We did discuss that quite a bit and what the (Rules Committee) group decided if they are elected, that if we want to elect someone who’s only….then that’s what we would want. The idea is that probably that wouldn’t happen in reality. We’re not changing the practice. We are just clarifying the words. If anyone wants to clarify the practice, that would be a different discussion. The problem was that the UNC code requires full time to be the minimum restriction. If we wanted to say only tenure track or only people with whatever, then we could put that in; so we could further restrict it here on campus. That would be another discussion. This was just to make it consistent; clarifying language, not the practice. 
Comment: I think we discussed it, but I don’t think we really did anything. The only place that you really get in that situation that Linda mentioned is in CRC Council (the Senate Council). If you felt strongly, we could change the language with CRC to make it a qualification to be on CRC is that you must be on tenure track. 

The second topic of change was in the Faculty Constitution (Article II, Section 5.1.1) and it is putting in a statement saying that the chair of the Faculty Senate shall receive a six credit release from teaching each academic year. This was more or less in practice, but here we are actually getting it into the documents formally. The second piece of this is that the chair may feel they really need to teach a course or they may rather organize responsibilities so that another officer actually shares this course release; so he or she can do that. 

Comment: This was a comment from the Provost Office to fund it. So, it’s not your department that has to fund it.

Comment from Erin McNelis: For your information, this is not coming for a vote. Changes to the by-laws and constitution and things of that nature require a second reading before they can be voted on. Changes to the constitution and things of that nature require a second reading before they can be voted on. Changes to the constitution, faculty constitution and faculty by-laws also have to go to the entire university. Changes to the senate by-laws are done if the senate chooses to pass or not pass them. So, you’ll see these again at our next meeting and we’ll wait until the end of next semester to make sure there are no other changes that occur so we have one time that it will go to the faculty.

Faculty Affairs Council/Chris Cooper, Chair:

There are not any issues that require a vote, but there are a few items of discussion. A recent email was sent to campus from Beth Lofquist about the Chancellor’s Travel Fund. There have been complaints about the fund this year. A lot of the complaints centered around the fact that if you want money for the spring, you have to apply for it in the spring. If you apply for it in the fall, you are told to come back in the spring. It creates a lot of problems. The Faculty Affairs Council will look at this and try to come up with a better process.  The Chancellor’s Travel Fund will also have two deadlines in the spring 
There is a grad faculty status issue that came up. This will be discussed more. 
The Faculty and Staff Memorial issue – will be brought for final discussion next time and probably for a vote.

The topic of Emeritus Faculty is discussed in the Faculty Handbook with about as much detail as the topic of confidentiality in CRC discussed earlier. It’s very limited with no process. The Faculty Affairs Council has been asked to come up with a process. Chris said he has looked at other UNC institutions and felt App and NC State were the two best. Chris asked for feedback on a couple of questions:
 1. You have to be at Western ten years to get emeritus status—this is true for the majority of institutions across the system, but there have been questions raised. If you have someone at the tail end of their career and they are endowed professor, they are here seven years and want to retire and want to continue to publish under Western’s name and have a Western email address and be an emeritus faculty. Right now they can’t do this. Chris asked for feedback.

 2. There has also been discussion about emeritus deans who don’t hold faculty rank. Right now you can be emeritus chancellor and emeritus faculty, but you can’t be an emeritus dean. 
3. Right now if you don’t have a terminal degree you can’t be emeritus. Chris felt this seemed silly given that we hire people and they can be here their entire career and publish and teach and not have a terminal degree, but you can’t be emeritus faculty.

4. The Honor’s College was giving out separate teaching evaluations for Honors College classes and some faculty have asked about this. Chris spoke with Brian Railsback and it has been this way a long time and from before Brian was dean. At the end of the semester, they are going to discuss and come up with a process with Melissa Wargo so that it doesn’t hurt CourseEval numbers and response rates. 

Chris believes they will be able to take care of this without needing to bring it back to Faculty Senate. He thanked Brian for his cooperation. Brian Railsback added that the separate CourseEval had been used since 1985. 
David McCord reported that as of this date, the CoursEval response rate is 63%.

Comment:  When any normal faculty retires, do they lose their access to email address, cat card and all that. 

Comment from Chris Cooper: This is a really good question…I think starting soon you will actually be able to keep your email, but that is new as I understand. Before this was not the case. One thing I want us to work on in FAC is what do you get by being emeritus? Right now there is nothing in the handbook that says this. As far as I can tell you don’t get much and it’s very unclear.  

Comment: Some things don’t cost hardly anything and are just respectful whether you are emeritus or not. A normal retiree should be able to come back to the library, check books out without cost.

Comment: I agree on one hand, you should get these things as a normal retiree. On the other hand, I want emeritus to mean something. It’s hard; you don’t want to take away from retired faculty at the same time in order to give something to emeritus in a time of no money. 

OTHER

REPORTS________________________________________________________________________

Old Business:

Erin brought up a resolution that has come through faculty assembly on academic freedom. The Faculty Assembly essentially asks every campus to consider echoing their support for it. The Assembly sent a cookie cutter resolution and we took it. It is mainly reaffirming the resolution passed by the Faculty Assembly with the request that UNC higher administration consider looking at revising the UNC Code to incorporate these suggestions. It is very difficult to change the UNC Code.
The motion was seconded.

Comment: The second paragraph, second line says ….institutional protection academic freedom of university;” is it the university faculty? Who is being protected there?  It was decided that the word “faculty” should be inserted here.

Comment: Just to reiterate what Erin said, we were asked to bring this to our respective institutions because the idea of potentially changing the UNC Code which evidently is somewhat time consuming and difficult and generally won’t proceed unless there is a ground swell of support for doing it at the institutions.
VOICE VOTE ON THE RESOLUTION FOR ACADEMIC FREEDOM
Yes: unanimous

No: 0
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
New Business:

The Faculty Scholarship Task Force was discussed. The task force was initiated by Faculty Affairs Council and through Faculty Senate and they were to have reported to Senate in November. Jack Summers was the chair, but he had significant personnel such as Provost Kyle Carter and Chuck Wooten who were supposed to be on this committee. Because of personnel on this committee retiring, Jack has asked to extend the deadline to the last meeting in April. This motion comes from the Faculty Senate Planning Team. 

VOICE VOTE ON THE EXTENDING THE DEADLINE FOR THE FACULTY SCHOLARSHIP TASK FORCE
Yes: unanimous

No: 0
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
The last topic of discussion was the Resolution on the Request for Transparency and Input in WCU’s Budget Process was based on something said at the Faculty Senate Planning meeting and discussion that someone had asked for answers and clarification from Linda Stanford about a note she had sent out and Linda agreed and the Budget Forum was held yesterday and went very well and was well attended. We also wanted something beyond Academic Affairs and there was a call for that. Erin looked up information and found there was something from April 2009 from NC AAUP suggesting things such as clarity, openness, transparency and websites. The main points were to insure requests that the budget process is transparent and that there is a university website updated regularly. A budget website will be associated with the provost and chancellor’s websites. 

There was a request for budgetary prioritization and efficiency plans for all divisions of the university to meet the same deadline that had been asked for academic affairs. That a university budget council consisting of full time faculty members, tenured, non-tenured faculty, staff, students and administration be used to review and make recommendations for all sorts of prioritization and potential budget cuts and that those would go to the chancellor and board of trustees. Erin explained that she learned through discussion with Linda Stanford that in regard to financial exigency and under those circumstances aren’t really what we are looking at here. In the UNC system the president must be the one to declare financial exigency; it’s actually a state system-wide; it’s not making cuts because of budget crunches; it’s a system-wide status. Based on this, Erin said what she had at near the end of the proposed resolution was not truly appropriate until such a status be called.  
Comment: …I have strong reservations about bullet #3, as a department head with non-tenured or fixed term faculty in my department, I would recommend that they run as fast as they can if ever asked to serve on that committee. That’s an untenable position for one...for most tenured faculty positions to be able to decide which of them is going to voted off of the ship or even recommended to be voted off of the ship. Second, non tenured faculty it is not a good place for them to be anywhere close. I think this needs more clarification whether it is in the composition of the group or their tasks to review and make recommendations for prioritization – that’s not too bad, although we’ve had some very interesting discussions in our college already, and potential budget cuts- that’s the tough one.  Sitting around this table, we would have trouble coming up with recommendations for potential budget cuts that we could agree to, to forward.
Comment: I understand what you are saying, but if you notice we are talking about an elected position. If a non tenured person wants to run for that election fine, if they don’t then they don’t have to run. It is their choice.

Comment from Erin: I would welcome better, well thought ideas for this process; the main concern that it not be done without consultation and information from people directly affected by all sorts of decision.

Comment: Generally speaking I agree with that standpoint; that’s why you have elections and if you want to run…I think in this case, this probably sounds really paternalistic, but I think sometimes junior faculty don’t realize what they have gotten themselves into until it is too late…I think that one thing experience gives you is the ability to recognize that you should be a part of this or you shouldn’t be and you can mentor and help faculty decide if they should get on or not, but not all department heads will. I would rather take away the option for junior faculty to be on there.

Comment: Could you say, “consisting of faculty senate appointed” and let the faculty senate decide?
Discussion continued and the 3rd bullet was amended as follows:

Create an ad-hoc budget reduction advisory group of Faculty Senate appointed, consisting of senate appointed faculty members (tenured and nontenured), staff, students and administration, to review and make recommendations for prioritization and potential budget cuts to the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees. 

It was discussed that this ad-hoc group would be in addition to, not a redundancy to the committee

that already exists at the academic affairs level. This would be at the next level above academic affairs. The assumption is that what is being done at the academic affairs level is also done at other division; finance, student affairs, etc. and that there recommendations flow up. 

Erin reiterated that she felt part of this resolution has already been dealt with and that they were heard before. 

Comment: Is there a chance we cannot act on this today? At least that last bullet. I think the other two things are good and I like those; I think a little more time to think about the constitution  and how it is put together for the purpose might be helpful.
Comment: There are 2 possibilities; we remove the 3rd bullet for now and come back with another or put this on the table until January. 

Comment: Are bullets #1 & #2 already in action?

Comment: Yes, the website – I don’t know about the deadlines for other groups…

Comment: I move that we table for revision and come back to this at the next session.

VOICE VOTE ON THE TABLING THE RESOLUTION FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION AND REFINEMENT
Yes: unanimous

No: 0
Abstained: 0
The Vote Passed.
SENATE

REPORTS________________________________________________________________________
Administrative Report/Linda Stanford: 

Linda reported that Daniel Dorsey, President of SGA, had visited with her with three issues:

1. Students would like the A+ to be weighted

2. If students are getting an A, can they have their final exam waived

3. Graduate regalia – a request by students to be able to wear meaningful stoles or medals

Linda shared that she supports #3 within reason and has referred the topic to Fred Hinson.  
She would like to respect Daniel’s request and get back with him with any kind of agenda.

It was discussed that APRC actually dealt with re-visiting the weighted A+ in their first meeting because there was an angry mother whose daughter’s GPA was ruined by her A- and it wasn’t balanced by her A+ and the Chancellor forwarded this to Erin and it was sent to APRC and they decided they did not want to revisit it. Linda said she will share this with Mr. Dorsey.
Comment: Can I share this with Mr. Dorsey? I’ve had students coming to me with comments that if their tuition is waived they won’t be able to come back. I don’t know how well he is communicating with his student body, but the students with whom I spoke said they didn’t know who their student representatives are. Perhaps he may need to table the longboard issue and speak with students about the financial issues, because there are students who are telling me they won’t be able to be back in school. I appreciate his concern with the A+ issue, but he may need to be communicating more effectively. I don’t mean this to sound hostile…but they’re not communicating with their constituents.

Comment: Or their constituents are not participating.

Discussion continued.

Linda will share the A+ discussion. Erin will ask APRC if they are interested in discussing  #2.

The meeting was adjourned.
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