
The University of North Carolina at Pembroke

Faculty Senate Agenda

Wednesday, September 7, 2011, at 3:30 pm

213 Chavis University Center
Susan Cannata, Chair

Roger Guy, Secretary

Members of the Senate:

	To 2014 
	To 2013
	To 2012

	ART Adam Walls
	ART Richard Gay
	ART Tim Altman

	EDN Jeff Bolles
	EDN  Betty Brown
	EDN Zoe Locklear

	LET Melissa Schaub
	LET Robert Brown
	LET Anthony Curtis

	NSM Jeremy Sellers
	NSM Paul Flowers
	NSM Nathan Phillippi

	SBS Victor Bahhouth
	SBS Jack Spillan
	SBS John Parnell

	At-Large Cherry Beasley 
	At-Large Jamie Litty
	At-Large Susan Cannata


	At-Large David Nikkel 


	At-Large Roger Guy
	At-Large Jose D’Arruda 

	At-Large Jonathan Maisonpierre 

	At-Large Sherry Edwards
	At-Large Eric Dent

	Chancellor Kyle Carter

Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs Ken Kitts


Order of Business

A. Roll Call 
B. Approval of Minutes 
Approval of Minutes of the May 4, 2011 meeting 
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C. Adoption of Agenda
D. Reports from Administration

1. Chancellor—Dr. Kyle Carter

2. Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs—Dr. Ken Kitts
E. Reports of Committees:

1. Operations Committees

a. Executive Committee—Susan Cannata
b. Committee on Committees & Elections—Eric Dent

i. New Committee appointments for the 2011-2012 Academic Year

Student Affairs & Campus Life 
Olivia Oxendine (to 2012) 

Curriculum Subcommittee 
David Oxendine (to 2013) 

General Education Subcommittee
Roland Stout (to 2013) 

Academic Support Services Subcommittee

Melanie Wood  (to 2012) 
Irina Falls (to 2013) 

Faculty Development and Welfare Subcommittee   

Kim Sellers (to 2013) 

Lisa Mitchell (to 2012) 
Faculty Evaluation Review Subcommittee   
Heather Higgins (to 2013) 
c. Faculty Governance Committee—Beverly Justice



d. Health, Safety, and Environment Committee—Jay Vest 

2. Standing Committees
a. Academic Affairs Committee—Jose D’Arruda

b. Faculty and Institutional Affairs Committee—Jonathan Maisonpierre 
c. Student Affairs and Campus Life—Jamie Litty 
d. Special Committees

F. UNC Faculty Assembly Report

G. Teacher Education Committee
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H. Graduate Council
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I. Other Committees

J. Unfinished Business
K. New Business
L. Announcements 
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Meeting Minutes (unapproved)

      August 17, 2011 

“Preparing professional educators who are committed, collaborative and competent.”



1. Call to order/Welcome/Introductions



· The Teacher Education Committee was called to order at 3:34pm on August 17, 2011 in room 1106 of the Jones Athletic Center by Dr. Carol Higy.



· [bookmark: _GoBack]TEC Members Present: M. Ash, V. Austin, S. Billingsley, A. Bryant, M. Canada, D. Feikema, K. Ficklin, L. Fiorentino, R. Hagevik, P. Hannigan, B. Harrington, C. Higy, M. Klinikowski, R. Ladd, A. Lara, R. Lee, T. Lightfoot, J. Losh, J. Lucas, L. Mabe, K. McClanahan, A. Opata, M. Scott, D. Scruton, S. Simmons, K. Stanley, B. Winters.

		Guest:  Heather Higgins and David Oxendine



2. Approval of the agenda:

· August 17, 2011 – Approved with the following changes:  Add the Report from the Office of Teacher Education/Dean’s Office to the agenda. Dr. Billingsley motioned to change. Dr. McClanahan seconded. 



3. Approval of the minutes:

· April 13, 2011 – Approved with changes:  Please see Blackboard for revision.



4. Report from the Office of Teacher Education/Dean’s Office: 

· DPI – program approval process & clarification on alignment & clarity of teacher education polices. A written handout was distributed to the TEC which contained updates from the NC-DPI (Elissa Brown).  It confirmed the latest changes to DPI policy including 

· State program review process will be separate from the national accreditation process

· The seven year state program approval cycle will be replaced by an annual review of candidate’s evidences through random sampling based on a rubric which is aligned to the teacher and school executive evaluation instruments

· Teacher and MSA candidates’ electronic evidences will embed 21st century technology and assessments which can demonstrate a candidate’s knowledge, skills, and dispositions

· The School Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) exam is deleted as a licensure requirement

· Candidates should graduate from an approved program with a minimum of 2.5 GPA to be eligible for licensure

· Content-specific areas of licensure must be aligned with SBE adopted Common Core and Essential Standards

· The SBE no longer requires methods faculty to be licensed; however some IHEs are maintain this requirement

· Arrangements are underway for a joint meeting to include NCATE, DPI, UNS system deans, and private IHE deans to communicate the expectations necessary for program approval and alignment with NCATE/CAEP standards.  A target date is set for the end of September.  

· UNC-GA has confirmed that Distance Education Teacher Education (DETE) funds will again be distributed to campuses.  Those funds normally arrive on campus late in the fall semester. Once the funds arrive, transfers will be made into appropriate department funds. 

· UNC-GA has confirmed that Teacher Recruitment funds will again be distributed to campuses.  

· Common Core and Essential Standards workshops will be conducted by DPI in three State regional areas: Oct. 7, Meredith College; Oct. 10, UNC Wilmington; Oct. 13, Appalachian State.  Final communication will be distributed as it arrives from DPI  

· Race to the Top Workgroups on Designing Measures of Student Learning for Non-tested Grades and Subjects will be conducted in August and September.  Dates have not been designated.  If interested, contact Dr. Higy. 

· There are 15Executive Interns (out of a possible cohort of 21 selected for the Sandhills Leadership Academy –SLA) admitted to UNCP in the MSA degree program for the fall and spring semesters.   The Sandhills Leadership Academy grant (through Z. Smith Reynolds) is paying tuition for up to 18 graduate credit hours. A roster of sub-committee assignments from 2010-2011 was distributed to the TEC.  TEC members were asked to designate their sub-committee assignment requests on that master roster and return it to Courtney Brayboy.  .  All TEC members were encouraged to be engaged in sub-committee work for this coming year. .  

· DETE funds from 2010-2011 were used to purchase additional technology hardware for education majors in the Curriculum Lab, specifically a Smartboard has been installed as well as 2 lockers with 16 laptops for students to checkout and use in the lab. 

· DETE funds from 2010-2011 were also used to update the classroom furniture in the Education Building.  There are new tables and chairs in certain classrooms on the second and third floors to accommodate a more seminar type instruction. 

· DETE funds from 2010-2011 were also used to provide seating for students on each floor in the Education Building in the common hallways.

· DETE funds from 2010-2011 were also used to purchase Smartboards/Starboards for each classroom of the Education Building. 

· DETE Funds from 2010-2011 were also used to provide outdoor seating on the south side of  the Education Building where you can now use 4 picnics tables & 16 chairs (located by the Licensure Office under the shade trees.) 

· Ms. Kelly Ficklin will continue to oversee our Technology support. 

· Ms. Jennifer Whittington & Ms. Billie Harrington will continue to oversee our Taskstream support.



5. Curriculum Proposals – No Report 



6. Report from Director of Instructional Technology:  Ms. Kelly Ficklin

· There are new podiums in each classroom in the Education Building. A work order has been placed for technical issues in a number of classrooms. 



7. Report from Licensure Officer: Ms. Nuekie Aku Opata

· Teacher Education Applicants - Approved as presented. 52 Undergraduate, 1 Lateral Entry, 13 Licensure-only, and 32 AIG Add-on. 



8. Report from Director of University School Programs:  Dr. Bryan Winters

· 47 MSA interns. Approved as presented. 

· Education Internships – 61 students -Approved as presented.

· School Counseling - Practicum/Internship – 10 students –Approved a s presented.



9. Report from Director of Assessment: Ms. Billie Harrington – All assessment information has been posted in the appropriate section of Blackboard.  All TEC members are encouraged to look for specific information through this access point. For example, IHE reports are posted on Blackboard. Data is also being collected through the TaskStream system and all program coordinators and program directors are encouraged to begin working with the report data.  Information about RETS( undergraduate) data are located in Taskstream. All program coordinators and program directors should be aware that the NCTQ deadline for submission of required materials is approaching. Reminders have been sent a regular intervals over the summer regarding our mandatory compliance (according to FIA policies).  



10. Membership Requirements for Sub-Committees: Please sign the master list & return to Courtney Brayboy for sub-committee commitment. 



11. Reports from Standing Committees:



Distance Education:	No Report

Evaluation Oversight:	The current Disposition Assessment tool needs to be reexamined by the TEC membership.  The current EO sub-committee has invited all to participate in a series of discussions on this topic. The purpose of the meetings has been to initiate conversations about how to best er-define the instrument & initiate a reasonable process for implementation. Additional participants are encouraged to attend future meetings and  a signup sheet distributed for TEC members that would like to work with this sub-group.

Field Experience:		No Report

Hearings:	There has been a recent increase in the number of appeals reviewed by the HAB.  There were 5 appeals last year and  there have been 8 appeals this summer. Two Physical Education students appealed the decision of the HAB and will be provided the opportunity to address the TEC.  A discussion followed to outline the procedure to be used for the student presentation: The following procedures were used for the appeal: Dr. Ladd read the student’s appeal and then provided the HAB rationale  for why the appeal was  denied; the Dean asked the student to enter the meeting room and address the TEC and provide the extenuating circumstances  for why the policy was not followed; TEC members asked questions of the student; the student was escorted out 	of the room by the Dean; TEC had discussion; Call for the vote. The  students werenotified of the decision immediately: Phillip Henderson – Approved. Tim Rogers – Approved. 

Long Range Planning:	No Report

Policy Review:	No Report 		

Professional Studies:	No Report

Student Input:		No Report

Technology:		No Report



12. Unfinished Business:	Dr. Fiorentino reminded the TEC that a formal vote should occur based on the April minutes regarding the formal name for the electronic version of “CARE” (See minutes, April 2011: Ms. Mary Klinowski proposed to simplify the evidence for the “new” care systems for electronic evidences. Ms. Klinowski encourages feedback from TEC members for electronic evidences 1 and 4. The original name was CARE now the name is RETS. Ms. Klinowski would like to vote on the name by the fall 2011 semester.)



13. New Business: Information had been provided from the NC-DPI office that suggested a different interpretation of the 1 semester rule for admission to teacher education.  The dean was asked to get clarification of the policy and report back to the TEC as early as possible, as this might impact student progression for the spring semester.  



14. Announcements/ Information/Handouts: 



15. Adjournment:  At 5:04 TEC voted to continue the meeting for an additional 10 minutes.  Meeting

adjourned at 5:14pm by Dr. Carol Higy.  







Minutes submitted by: Courtney S. Brayboy
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Faculty Senate Meeting


September 7, 2011


Report from Graduate Council


Respectfully submitted by Dr. Sara Simmons, Acting Dean of the School of Graduate Studies


__________________________________________________________________________________

The first Graduate Council meeting of the 2011-2012 academic year will be held on Monday, September 19, 2011, 3:00-5:00 p.m. in the UC Annex, Room 203. Guests are welcome to attend.  This report will provide a brief overview of the School of Graduate Studies and graduate programs at UNCP and will provide a context in which to receive future reports from the Graduate Council to the Faculty Senate.


Graduate Programs


The University offers seventeen (17) graduate programs leading to a master's degree. These programs provide graduate education that is “Powerful, Personal, and Practical,” as stated in promotional materials and advertising. The following graduate programs are available:


Master of Arts (M.A.) in Art Education



Master of Arts (M.A.) in English Education 


Master of Arts (M.A.) in Mathematics Education 


Master of Arts (M.A.) in Music Education tc "Mathematics Education (M.A.)"

Master of Arts (M.A.) in Physical Education 


Master of Arts (M.A.) in Science Education 


Master of Arts (M.A.) in Social Studies Education 


Master of Arts in Education (M.A. Ed.) in Elementary Education 


Master of Arts in Education (M.A. Ed.) in Middle Grades Education 


Master of Arts in Education (M.A. Ed.) in Reading Education 


Master of Arts in Education (M.A.Ed.) in Mental Health Counseling 


Master of Arts in Education (M.A.Ed.) in Professional School Counseling 


Master of Arts in Teaching (M.A.T.) with licensure in Art Education, Middle Grades Education, Music Education, Physical Education, Secondary English Education, Secondary Mathematics Education, Secondary Science Education, and Secondary Social Studies Education tc "Mathematics Education (M.A.)"

Master of Business Administration (M.B.A.)


Master of Public Administration (M.P.A.)


Master of School Administration (M.S.A.)


Master of Social Work (M.S.W.)

Graduate Program Directors and Graduate Council

Each graduate program is under the leadership of an experienced graduate faculty member who serves as the program director and as a member of the Graduate Council. The Graduate Council is the University-wide committee charged with oversight of Graduate School policies, appointment of graduate faculty, and review and approval of graduate curriculum proposals.


The following faculty members are serving in leadership roles as graduate program directors and as members of the Graduate Council:


Dr. Valerie Austin (Music Education)


Dr. Scott Billingsley (Social Studies Education)

Dr. Alfred Bryant (Professional School Counseling)


Dr. Sherry Edwards (M.S.W.)


Dr. Rita Hagevik (Science Education)

Dr. Patrick Hannigan (Middle Grades Education & Master of Arts in Teaching)


Dr. Michael Hawthorne (M.P.A.)


Dr. Angela Holman (Mental Health Counseling)


Dr. Roger Ladd (English Education)


Dr. Raymond Lee (Mathematics Education)


Dr. Howard Ling (M.B.A.)


Dr. Ann Horton-Lopez (Art Education)


Dr. Larry Mabe (M.S.A.)


Dr. H. Kimberly Sellers (Reading Education)


Dr. Karen Stanley (Elementary Education)


Dr. Tommy Thompson (Physical Education)


Other members of the Graduate Council serve as at-large or ex-officio members:


Dr. Warren Eller


Dr. Leah Fiorentino


Dr. Roger Guy


Dr. Karen Helgeson

Admission and Enrollment

After steady growth for the past few years, is seems the current economic situation is having an impact on graduate enrollment, the number of inquiries, and the number of applications to the UNCP School of Graduate Studies.

Approximately 223 individuals were granted either first time admission and/or readmission for the fall 2011 semester. As of census date (August 30), the total number of graduate students registered for fall 2011 was 756 students. As a comparison, the total graduate enrollment on the census date for the fall 2010 semester was 778 students. This year’s numbers represent a decrease in enrollment of approximately 3%.


Spring 2011 Commencement


The first commencement ceremony solely for the School of Graduate Studies was held in the Givens Performing Arts Center at 7:00 p.m. on Friday, May 6, 2011. The speaker for the ceremony was Dr. Charles Jenkins, Professor in the Department of School Administration and Counseling, Interim Chancellor 2009-2010, and former Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

A total of one hundred fifty-five (155) graduate students were eligible to participate in the commencement ceremony, the largest group ever. The graduates and their guests filled GPAC to capacity, and most attended the celebratory reception that was held in the Annex afterwards.

Summer 2011 Graduates

Twelve (12) graduate students completed degree and program requirements and earned their diplomas as of August 3, 2011. These students are eligible to participate in the winter Graduate School commencement, which will be held in GPAC on Friday, December 9.

Graduate Assistantships


The School of Graduate Studies has hired twenty-six (26) graduate assistants (GAs) for fall 2011. These are supported by funds from the Office of Academic Affairs. In addition, nine (9) GAs have been hired through the Graduate School that are funded by other academic units or by grants, for a total of thirty-five (35) GAs employed for the fall semester. This represents the largest ever group of GAs for a fall semester.


School of Graduate Studies Relocation

During the weekend of September 23-25, the School of Graduate Studies is scheduled to move to Lindsey Administration Building, located across Odum/Prospect Road from the main campus and adjacent to Carter Hall. Graduate School staff members are making every effort to prepare for the move in such a manner that constituent services are compromised as little as possible.


Please come to visit us after our move “over yonder.” We will be in the back, left section of the building.
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The University of North Carolina at Pembroke


Faculty Senate Minutes

Wednesday, May 4, 2011, at 3:30 pm


213 Chavis University Center

Ramin Maysami, Chair


Susan Cannata, Secretary


Members of the Senate:


		To 2013

		To 2012

		To 2011



		ART Richard Gay

		ART Tim Altman

		ART Holden Hansen



		EDN Betty Brown

		EDN Zoe Locklear

		EDN Danny Davis



		LET Robert Brown

		LET Anthony Curtis

		LET Melissa Schaub



		NSM Paul Flowers

		NSM Nathan Phillippi

		NSM Lee Phillips



		SBS Ramin Maysami

		SBS John Parnell

		SBS Ottis Murray



		At-Large Jamie Litty

		At-Large Susan Cannata

		At-Large Michael Alewine



		At-Large Roger Guy

		At-Large Jose D’Arruda

		At-Large Judy Curtis



		At-Large Sherry Edwards

		At-Large Eric Dent

		At-Large Mitu Ashraf



		Chancellor Kyle Carter

		Provost Ken Kitts





Members present:  Michael Alewine, Tim Altman, Mitu Ashraf, Betty Brown, Robert Brown, Susan Cannata, Kyle Carter, Anthony Curtis, Judy Curtis, Eric Dent, Sherry Edwards, Paul Flowers, Richard Gay, Holden Hansen, Ken Kitts, Jamie Litty, Zoe Locklear, Rami Maysami, John Parnell, Nathan Phillippi, Lee Phillips, Melissa Schaub

Members absent: Jose D’Arruda, Danny Davis, Roger Guy, Ottis Murray


Guests: William Brandon, Elizabeth Denny, Leah Fiorentino, Tim Hayes, Mary Ann Jacobs, Chet Jordan (Parliamentarian), Sharon Kissick,  David Nikkel, Liz Normandy, Robert Orr, Cindy Saylor, Jeremy Sellers, Sara Simmons, Martin Slann

Order of Business


A. Roll Call 

B. Approval of Minutes of the April 6, 2011 meeting 

Minutes approved unanimously.

C. Adoption of Agenda

Agenda approved unanimously after the following change:  1) change the date of minutes to April 6, 2) change date of undergraduate graduation ceremony to May 7 at 9:00 a.m., and 3) proposal #6 from Academic Affairs was withdrawn.

D. Reports from Administration


1. Chancellor—Dr. Kyle Carter


a) Trains that pass by UNCP will be stopped between 8:00 and 11:00 on Saturday morning to accommodate the undergraduate graduation ceremony; b) reiterated the importance of faculty attending the receptions following graduation ceremonies; c) in response to a Fayetteville Observer article that reported there would be over 100 jobs lost, the Chancellor said 1) preventing job loss is a priority, 2)  52.5 positions, most of which are vacant, have been set aside, and 3) it will be late May/early June before any certainties.  In response to a senator query regarding shifting SPA to EPA positions, the Chancellor said that if SPA positions are moved into the system, they will not be shifted to “at will” employment; they will be “for cause” in terms of dismissal from positions.  Also, SPA positions cannot be shifted to EPA positions because job requirements differ; d) Chancellor stated the importance of the senate voting for the revised Routing Form and writing policies so that they have a long life.

2. Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs—Dr. Kenneth Kitts



a) the Provost presented a list of nominations for SPARC membership.  The list was approved unanimously.  Some positions are appointed by virtue of position, and some appointees will rotate; b) FERPA training sessions for faculty have begun and will continue through the fall; c) faculty sign-up for commencement:  136 will attend the graduate ceremony, and 157 will attend the undergraduate ceremony.


E. Reports of Committees:


1. Operations Committees


a. Executive Committee

Chair Maysami reported that 1) revision of the Faculty Handbook has begun and 2) faculty evaluation of admistrators should be available to faculty within the next twenty-four hours.  The Senate Chair and Secretary will tabulate the results and forward them to the Chancellor.


b. Committee on Committees & Elections


After the following corrections were made, Laura Stahl changed to “Staal” and Angel Dowden to “Angel,” the list was approved 19-0-0.



c.
Faculty Governance Committee

i) Revision to Article II, Section 4.C. of the Faculty Constitution:  Proposal attached






[image: image1.wmf]

Approved 19-0-0


ii) Revision to Article VI, Section 4, 2 and 3 of By-Laws:  Proposal attached.




[image: image2.wmf]

Approved 19-0-0


c. Health, Safety, and Environment Committee


i) Pedestrian Safety Proposal:  Proposal attached.




[image: image3.wmf]

After discussion of the proposal, it was recommended that HSE take Senate comments into consideration and revise the proposal, particularly in light of Vice Chancellor Hawk’s report that indicates some aspects of the proposal are underway.

2. Standing Committees


a. Academic Affairs Committee (full report attached to agenda)

i.
designate 6 existing courses as WE/WD.  Proposal approved 18-0-1.

ii.
delete IT Management Track of B.S. in Business Administration program.  Proposal approved 19-0-0.

iii.
revise requirements for M.A. in Music Education.  Proposal approved 19-0-0.

iv.
cross-list ENG 2410 as AIS 2410. Proposal approved 19-0-0.

v.
add PHI 2070 to general education curriculum.  Proposal approved 19-0-0.

vi.
revise membership of General Education Subcommittee.  Proposal approved 12-6-1.  Proposal will be forwarded to Governance Committee to generate a Constitutional change proposal.


b. Faculty and Institutional Affairs Committee:  Proposals attached.


i.
Handbook changes to sections 4-3.D and 4-13.B regarding PEC access to chair evaluations.  Proposal passed 13-5-1.


ii.
Handbook changes to section 4-11.D regarding post-tenure review procedures.  Proposal passed 18-0-1.
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c. Student Affairs and Campus Life:  No report


3. Special Committees:  No reports

F. UNC Faculty Assembly Report:  Report attached to agenda

G. Teacher Education Committee:  Report attached to agenda

H. Graduate Council:  Report attached to agenda

I.
Other Committees:  IRB report attached to agenda; no other reports.


J.
Unfinished Business:  none

K.
New Business:  none

  L.
Announcements:  none


M. 
Adjournment 


Senator Curtis motioned to adjourn; the motion was seconded and passed 17-2-0.  Meeting adjourned at 4:55p.
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Faculty Governance Committee Proposal 



Proposed Changes to the Composition of the Academic Affairs Subcommittees 




By-Laws 
Page 10-16



ARTICLE VI. FUNCTION  AND  SCOPE  OF  STANDING  COMMITTEES,



SUBCOMMITTEES, CONTINUING COMMITTEES AND OTHER COMMITTEES



Section 4. The Composition of Subcommittees and Boards



         2. 
The Enrollment Management Subcommittee 



One faculty member from each division, one of whom shall chair the subcommittee,



Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Management,



Director of Center for Academic Excellence,



Registrar/Liaison for Information Services,



Financial Aid Director or designee


One SGA representative.



      3.
The Subcommittee on Academic Support Services:



          
One Representative from each Division, 



          
Assistant Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs or designee, 



          
Director of Computing and Informational Services,





Associate Vice Chancellor for Information Resources, 



          
Dean of Library Services,



Director of Disability Support Services, 



          
Director of the Media Center, 


          
Director of the Writing Center,





Director of the Center for Academic Excellence, 



          
One Graduate Student, 



          
One SGA Senator.



Rationale:  Request being made by Academic Affairs Committee.  Since CAE is focused on academic success, it seems more appropriate that a representative serve on this subcommittee rather than the Enrollment Management Subcommittee.



Comments:  Feedback was received and changes were approved by Academic Affairs Committee (parent committee of EMS and ASSS).
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April 25, 2011



The Honorable Charles Graham


NC House of Representatives



16 W. Jones Street, Room 1315


Raleigh, NC 27601-1096


RE: Pedestrian Safety in vicinity of the UNCP Campus



Dear Representative Graham:



     The University of North Carolina at Pembroke has experienced tremendous growth over the past few years, and it is expected that this trend will continue into the future.  As our population grows, the university has attempted to accommodate our growing numbers by expanding our campus.  Residential apartments, parking lots, and other university offices have now positioned themselves off the contiguous campus and across busy urban streets.  As such, students, staff and faculty are finding that they need to cross these streets surrounding campus more often; however, these crossings are not without problems due to a lack of proper crosswalks and school zone speed limits.  In recent history, we have experienced two serious traffic incidents involving pedestrians.  In this matter, there are two basic problem areas: Prospect-Odum Road on the east side of campus and State Highway 711 on the south side of campus.



     Examining the problematic streets and the need for pedestrian crossings, we note that university expansion across Odum Road includes parking lots, campus administrative offices and student apartments which require our students to cross this busy street yet there are no formal crosswalks for their safety.  Daily more than one thousand automobiles park across Odum Road necessitating many students, staff and faculty to brave this road when the university is in session.  While Odum road does have a school zone 35 mph speed limit, it upper reaches extending north and known as Prospect Road remains set at 45 mph, which is far too dangerous for unassisted crossing.  In addition, many resident students, staff and faculty must do their shopping across state highway 711 to the south of campus and Odum/Prospect Road on a regular basis.  As many of these students, staff and faculty do not have automobiles, they are forced to cross the roads on foot without safe crosswalks.  To this extent, many of the local businesses serving the university have signed a petition seeking that the Pembroke pedestrian plan be put into effect so as to protect their university based clientele (please see the attached local businesses petition). 



While there is one safe haven crossing near a student apartment complex and another scheduled for the Berea Baptist Church parking area that serves the university, these safe haven crossings are far from ideal.  It is our sincere observation that full service crosswalks with “walk” and “don’t traffic signals” are needed to satisfy the modicum of safety required for our university operations.  In the context of State Highway 711 to the south of the university, many of our students, staff and faculty must cross this highway to access businesses that necessarily provide essential services to our community; yet, there are no formal crosswalks established for crossing this busy street which has a 45 mph speed limit.  Hence, the speed limits on streets surrounding campus are not low enough given the nature and number of pedestrian crossings required of our students, staff and faculty.  To quantify the reduced risk of such action a graph of the minimal stopping distance of a typical vehicle with various initial speeds is illustrated in the graph below.  
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Reducing the speed limit from 45 mph to 35 mph (22% decrease) leads to a reduction in nominal vehicle stopping distance from 113 feet to 70 feet (38% decrease), respectively.  This analysis assumes responsible, skilled and alert driving.  In addition, experience tells us that a significant percentage of drivers will exceed the speed limit by approximately 5 mph, which increases the minimal stopping distances from 140 feet (at 50 mph) to 88 feet (at 40 mph).  The inclusion of flashing lights and highly visible traffic signs would certainly aid in alerting drivers to the perils of pedestrians crossing the highway, and hopefully establish new habits among the local driving population.



     In a study of pedestrian safety around UNCP, the town of Pembroke has planned for several upgrades to insure protection of students, staff and faculty as they must brave these streets.  Attached we include a modified map of that plan including a priority list for the projects as determined by the Health, Safety and Environment Committee at UNCP.  We encourage you to investigate this matter and act to insure in conjunction with the State Department of Transportation the proper crosswalks, necessary sidewalks and speed limits be established for these surrounding streets at UNCP in accordance with the Pedestrian Safety Plan as authorized by the Town of Pembroke and the HSE Committee (please see the attached ped. safety map).  



Thank you for acting to protect lives at UNCP and insure a healthy environment for our state sponsored university community.



Sincerely Yours,



Chair, Faculty Senate 



UNCP





Rationale for Handbook changes: A small number of department chairs believe Peer Evaluation Committees (PECs) are not to be given access to the previous annual chair evaluation reports required to be submitted in the tenure/promotion portfolio by the faculty member. These chairs have stated the PEC evaluation for tenure/promotion cannot be “independent” of the chair’s evaluation for tenure/promotion if the information in these historical documents is revealed to PEC members. While the majority of chairs consulted indicated they do convey the full portfolio to the PEC intact, other chairs reported they remove the section containing chair evaluations prior to giving portfolio to the PEC and then (hopefully!) replace those materials before sending the portfolio to the dean at the conclusion of the departmental portion of the review. Although no effort was made to contact every sitting department chair, FERS did determine these annual reports are being handled in these two different ways across academic departments at the university. Thus, the Handbook must be changed—one way or the other-- to codify the process to ensure uniformity, fairness, and due process for all faculty members undergoing tenure/promotion review.  


Handbook Revisions to 4-3.D, 4-13.B


[bookmark: _Toc36888660][bookmark: _Toc37208476][bookmark: _Toc37214656][bookmark: _Toc37215281][bookmark: _Toc37226228][bookmark: _Toc37226856][bookmark: _Ref39291485][bookmark: _Ref39294610][bookmark: _Ref39301436][bookmark: _Toc47776592][bookmark: _Toc234299447]4-3     Participants In Faculty Evaluation: Principles And Roles


All evaluators should be guided by the traditions of academic freedom. Also, all evaluators are required to maintain confidentiality about all the information and decisions involved, except for disclosures required by their formal reporting responsibilities.


[bookmark: _Toc36888661][bookmark: _Toc37208477][bookmark: _Toc37214657][bookmark: _Toc37215282][bookmark: _Toc37226229][bookmark: _Toc37226857][bookmark: _Ref39301537][bookmark: _Toc47776593][bookmark: _Toc234299448]4-3.A     The Faculty Member Being Evaluated


The main kinds of evaluations of faculty members, which are explained in more detail in Section Error! Reference source not found., are as follows. Each full-time faculty member, even a faculty member not tenured or in a tenure-track position, receives annual evaluations. In addition, faculty members in tenure-track positions receive evaluations for tenure and for each promotion. Untenured tenure-track faculty receive contract renewal evaluations according to the calendars found in section 4-13 and may receive advisory evaluations. Non-tenure-track faculty are evaluated annually (Section 4-9).





Because of the complexity and specialized nature of academic work, a faculty member's self-evaluation should be a primary source of information about the goals, methods, and degree of success associated with his or her performance. Faculty members are responsible for representing their work accurately and providing appropriate documentation for their claims (see Section Error! Reference source not found.). Faculty members should have considerable freedom to allocate their time and effort in ways that use their competencies most productively, while still fulfilling their responsibilities to the University. To allow individual choices to play a meaningful role in self-evaluation, the faculty member indicates a set of annual area weights when completing a Self-Evaluation Report (see Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.). These weights are taken into account by evaluators in developing overall performance evaluations. In all formal evaluations, the candidate has the right to submit a rebuttal pertaining to any aspects of reports submitted by the Dean, department chair, or the Peer Evaluation Committee.


Area omitted 4-3.B
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The department chair is responsible for (a) coordinating the evaluation process at the departmental level, (b) providing the primary administrative evaluation of the faculty member's performance, and (c) promoting the professional growth of the department's faculty. In years prior to tenure and/or promotion decisions, the department chair is strongly encouraged to provide each faculty member with constructive, timely guidance about the means by which any deficiencies can be corrected.





A Department Chair's Evaluation Report includes assigning performance ratings, recommending merit salary increases in annual evaluations, and reporting on classroom observation for major evaluations. In preparing the Department Chair's Evaluation Report for a faculty member, a chair should use the Format for Evaluation Reports (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.) and be guided by the Standard Performance Rating Scale (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.). Serious consideration must be given to the area weights on the faculty member's Self-Evaluation Report(s).
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The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report in decisions involving tenure and/or promotion, as well as contract renewal evaluations (see Section 4-7.C.1 and 4-7.D) and in post-tenure review evaluations (see Section 4-11.C.3).


The report is based on documentation submitted by the faculty member being evaluated, observations of teaching, and external review if called for. The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for gathering appropriate information, assessing its implications, and formulating a coherent evaluation of the faculty member's performance. To retain the special value of their perspective, Committee's evaluation should be independent of the department chair's evaluation. The Peer Evaluation Committee is given access to the faculty member’s entire portfolio including previous annual chair evaluations. However, no discussions should take place between the PEC and the department chair (or between the PEC and the dean, in the case of a department chair) during the course of the review.





In preparing the Peer Evaluation Report for a faculty member, a Peer Evaluation Committee should use the Format for Evaluation Reports (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.) and be guided by the Standard Performance Rating Scale (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.). Serious consideration must be given to the area weights on the faculty member's Self-Evaluation Report(s).





[bookmark: _Ref47244933][bookmark: _Toc47776688][bookmark: _Toc234299542]4-13.B  Typical Calendar of Events for Tenure and/or Promotion


The events listed below are intended as guidelines only; dates are approximate and may be altered as conditions warrant. Specific policies and procedures are found in the full Faculty Evaluation Plan. If a date listed in this table falls on a weekend or holiday, the deadline is automatically moved to the next business day.


			September 17


			Transmittal of Materials: By this date, the department chair meets with the PEC, reviews its charge, and gives the PEC the full set of the candidate’s materials, including previous chair evaluations (or dean evaluation for the chairs).  the candidate's materials. The PEC elects its chair after meeting with the dept department chair.
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4-11 Evaluation of Tenured Faculty (Post-Tenure Review)
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A. 	In response to the Board of Governors' and General Administration of The University of North Carolina's request to develop institutional policies and procedures with regard to post-tenure review, the Post-Tenure Advisory Committee of The University of North Carolina at Pembroke has prepared this document outlining UNC Pembroke's post-tenure review process. It is felt that this document adheres not only to the 1) broad principles outlined in the Executive Summary as found in the Report of the University of North Carolina Committee to Study Post-Tenure Review that was approved by the UNC Board of Governors on 16 May 1997, 2) the Guidelines as found in the Administrative Memorandum Number 371 issued by President C. D. Spangler, Jr. on 24 June 1997, and 3) Chapter VI of The Code of the University (August, 1988), but also parallels and reflects the basic tenets of the Faculty Evaluation Model as found in the UNCP Faculty Handbook. It must furthermore be noted that nothing in this Post-Tenure document prohibits the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Chancellor from making personnel decisions and taking personnel actions relative to reappointment, non-reappointment, and dismissal of faculty in warranted cases as indicated by The Tenure Policies and Regulations of The University of North Carolina at Pembroke [UNCP Faculty Handbook, Section Error! Reference source not found. through Section Error! Reference source not found.] and The UNC Code [The UNC Code, http://www.northcarolina.edu/content.php/policies/The_Code_TOC.htm].





B. 	In the words of the Executive Summary cited above, "Post-tenure review is a comprehensive, formal, periodic evaluation of cumulative faculty performance, the prime purpose of which is to ensure faculty development and to promote faculty vitality (p. I)." This document further states that "institutional policies shall explicitly involve peers in the review process." In addition, it was noted in that report that the recommendations contained therein were intended "to strengthen the system of tenure and academic freedom while assuring on-going quality in the teaching, research, and service mission of The University of North Carolina."





C. 	Thus presented below are the necessary 1) principles and criteria upon which the UNCP post-tenure review process is based, 2) principles governing the roles of individuals and groups, 3) evaluation procedures to be followed, 4) forms needed for the cumulative evaluation of tenured faculty, 5) a calendar of events for cumulative evaluation of tenured faculty, and 6) a specified time line of not more than three academic years for the implementation of the review process.





Area omitted 4-11.B
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All tenured faculty will undergo a cumulative review process every five years commencing from date of the tenure review. If during that period, the tenured faculty member is promoted, this cumulative review will not be necessary until the fifth year following the promotion review. When tenured faculty apply for promotion and undergo post-tenure review at the same time, separate decisions will be made on each. As indicated in Section 0 of the UNCP Faculty Evaluation Model, the faculty member's self-evaluations should be "a primary source of information about the goals, methods, and degrees of success associated with his or her performance." As is also stated therein, the annual weights assigned to each area by the individual being evaluated are to be taken into account by subsequent evaluators. Furthermore, the candidate has the right to submit a rebuttal pertaining to any aspect of the reports submitted by the department chair or the Peer Evaluation Committee or Dean.


Areas omitted 4-11.B
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The Peer Evaluation Committee is selected by a process agreed upon by the tenured


	 faculty within the department or unit.  The final 	selection of committee members cannot be made by the faculty member who is being reviewed.  The Peer Evaluation Committee is responsible for preparing and submitting a Peer Evaluation Report to the dean of the faculty member’s college or school. This group is responsible for gathering appropriate information, assessing its implications, and formulating a coherent evaluation of the faculty member's performance. The Peer Evaluation process must be independent of the department chair's evaluation (or dean’s in the case of a department chair).  Following completion of the Peer Evaluation Committee’s work, the department chair (or dean) must consult with the committee before sending the materials to the next level of review.
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A. 	The cumulative evaluation for tenured faculty provides a basis for the support and encouragement of excellence among tenured faculty by (a) continuing tenure for faculty whose work is found satisfactory, (b) providing a clear plan and a specified time line of not more than three academic years for improvement of performance of faculty found unsatisfactory, and (c) for those whose performance remains unsatisfactory, providing for the imposition of appropriate sanctions, which can include a recommendation for discharge. All tenured faculty will undergo this cumulative review process every five years. If during that period, the tenured faculty member is evaluated for promotion, this cumulative review may not be necessary until the fifth year following the conclusion of that process (see Section 0). The cumulative review process includes the faculty member, the Peer Evaluation Committee, the department chair (Dean of relevant college or school in the case of department chairs), the Dean of the faculty member's college or school, and the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.





B. 	At the point in time when the cumulative evaluation for tenured faculty process is to begin, the faculty member involved will be so notified in writing by his/her department chair or (Dean of relevant college or school for department chairs) (see Calendar of Events below) by the dean of the relevant college of school if review involves the department chair (See Calendar of Events.).The faculty member will subsequently submit to his or her department chair (Dean of relevant college or school for department chairs) a copy of (a) Self Evaluations for the previous five years, (b) Student Evaluation summaries for the previous five years, (c) Chair Evaluations for the previous five years, (d) Dean's annual evaluation reports for the previous five years, (e) any additional information since the last annual evaluation that is deemed pertinent, and (f) a completed copy of the Peer Evaluation Committee Request Form (Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.). In the initial stages of this process, these various materials might be collected from a variety of sources (the faculty member's own copies, copies in the possession of the department chair, and/or copies in the possession of the Office for Academic Affairs).





The department chair (or D dean for department chairs) then (a) appoints three faculty members to the Peer Evaluation Committee, (b) calls this group together for their its initial meeting in order to orient them members to the process, and (c) makes available to them members the materials cited above.  with the exception of the Chair Evaluations. The Chair Evaluations are not made available to the Peer Evaluation Committee in order to protect the integrity and independence of the peer evaluation process.





C. 	. The responsibilities of the Peer Evaluation Committee will be consistent with those described in Section Error! Reference source not found. of the Faculty Handbook.





D. 	The Peer Evaluation Committee and the department chair (Dean of relevant college or school for department chairs), working independently of each other, are responsible for preparing and submitting a Post-Tenure Evaluation Report Form (See Figure, Section Error! Reference source not found.) to the Dean of the faculty member's college or school and, through the Dean, to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. These reports, based on the various documents that have been submitted, will include a rating of the overall performance of the faculty member as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory and a narrative justification. If the ranking indicates unsatisfactory performance, the Committee's report has the option of including specific suggestions that might lead to improvement. The faculty member undergoing this cumulative post-tenure review process will be given two completed, signed, and dated copies of each of these reports (the Peer Evaluation Committee's report and the department chair's report). Within three days, the faculty member being evaluated returns one copy that has been signed and dated. This signature indicates merely that the faculty member acknowledges being apprised of its contents, not that he/she agrees with it. In all cases, the faculty member being reviewed may submit a rebuttal to the Dean within ten days of having received these reports. These two reports are subsequently submitted by the respective chair (Peer Evaluation Committee or department) to the Dean of the faculty member's school or college.





E. 	The Dean of the relevant college or school will review the reports from the Department Chair (if available) and the Peer Evaluation Committee, including any supporting materials provided by the Chair or Peer Evaluation Committee, as well as any rebuttals submitted by the faculty member being evaluated. The Dean will then complete the Dean's Report for Post-Tenure Review, including his or her evaluation of the faculty member's performance as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. The Dean's Report will serve as a cover letter to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and will include as attachments the reports from the Department Chair and from the Peer Evaluation Committee, along with all supporting documents. Within three days, the faculty member will sign the Dean's Report, acknowledging having seen it but not necessarily agreement with it. One copy of the signed Dean's Recommendation will be retained by the faculty member. The Dean will then forward his or her report, with the attached materials, to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.





If the Dean does not agree with the evaluation of the Chair and/or the PEC, the Dean must justify that judgment with appropriate comments. The faculty member has the right to submit a rebuttal to the Dean's evaluation within 10 days of signing the report.
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Proposed Wording Change


(Unanimous Approval of Faculty Governance Committee on 3/15/11)





UNCP Faculty Constitution 	Page 10-3 (First reading April 6; vote May 4)


ARTICLE II.	FACULTY SENATE





Section 1.	The General Faculty delegates the responsibility for the conducting of business to a Faculty Senate.








Section 2.	The purpose of the Faculty Senate of The University of North Carolina at Pembroke shall be to serve as the principal academic policy-making body of the University, subject to review and approval by the Chancellor; to serve as an advisory and consultative council to the Chancellor and other Administrators; and to receive from Senate Committees or University Departments recommendations concerning educational policies of The University of North Carolina at Pembroke upon which the Senate may deliberate and act.





Section 3.	The Senate shall recognize the province within the University of the traditional academic disciplines and the established departments and divisions in setting and implementing rules and regulations directly affecting these areas, but reserves the right to review such rules and regulations as may affect the University as a whole.





Section 4.	Actions of the Senate completed





A.	Actions of the Senate shall be in one of three forms:


1.	Act. An Act shall have the effect of policy.


2.	Resolution. A Resolution shall express the sentiment of the Senate.


3.	Recommendation. A Recommendation shall express the advice of the Senate, giving advice only.





B.	No Acts of the Senate shall have the effect of policy unless they have been passed by a majority vote and bear the signature of the Chancellor of the University, indicating his approval.





C.	Upon passage of an action as defined above an Act, the Chair of the Senate shall submit the completed Faculty Senate Routing Form same in writing to the Chancellor within three school days of its passage.





D.	The Chancellor may veto an Act. In such case the Senate shall be notified of such action at its next meeting.














