Minutes of the Faculty Assembly

Minutes of the Faculty Assembly
111th Session
February 18, 2000
The First Plenary Session, meeting at the UNC CH Friday Center, was called to order at 12:45. Thirty-nine delegates
were present.
A. Welcome: Chair Howell welcomed all delegates. Several items were distributed: a survey for delegates to
express their opinions about the change in meeting times; a directory of UNC Administration, the Agenda, a
list of committee members, a form for delegates to correct their directory information, and a handout outlining
the President’s talk.
B. The minutes of the November 19, 1999 meeting were approved without correction.
C.

Keith Howell introduced President Broad for her report.

The President’s Report
The President covered several topics:
Tuition: The Board of Governors acted upon the tuition proposal made by the President in her draft plan
covering tuition, capital planning and financial aid. The plan she proposed was complex, reflecting the complex
situation.
A university wide task force investigated several indexes that might be used to determine the amount of a
tuition increase, including the CPI and various cost of living indexes. The CPI was chosen as the most
appropriate index if student fees were to fund increases; per capita income would have been used if funds
were to be from other sources. The CPI was 2.1%, which formed the basis of the university proposal. Several
increases were proposed, differing for graduate vs. undergraduate students as well as a separate increase for
UNC A.
The BOG also considered proposals from each campus to meet specific campus needs. Last year, as well as
this, most proposals were to meet graduate programs needs. The policy of the BOG is that extraordinary
increases may be justified only under extraordinary circumstances to meet specific needs. The BOG agreed to
approve the President’s request for increases at UNC CH and NCSU for a two-year period, and later approved
requests from three other campuses.
The BOG appreciated the huge financial strains in the State after the hurricane relief expenses and resulting
from the recent court decisions relating to retirement and to intangibles taxes. The latter, for 240 million
dollars, has not been funded. These extraordinary circumstances required the BOG to take actions that are
unique and special, and the recent BOG decisions do not reflect a change away from maintaining low tuition for
students.
The snows, floods and other weather events are unique. The upcoming election presents yet another quite
unique event, with a long-term governor retiring, as are six of the ten members of the Council of State. In
short, this year has been and will continue to be a very unique time. The next General Assembly will also
redraw districts for the next ten years, which will create even more change. The Assembly will be faced with
difficult choices during a time when few may be willing to propose bold initiatives. In short, the current events
must be viewed as special and unique, and do not represent a long-term change.
The BOG’s role was much stronger this year, and their proposals were made earlier than usual. The BOG took
a much more proactive approach this year, and tuition decisions were made before the beginning of the
semester so that students were able to apply for financial aid. If one looks at tuition increases over the years,
it is clear that it has been increasing even though these increases drew much less attention. The increased role
of the Board in tuition decisions is encouraging from the President’s perspective. This was not always an easy
process for the Board, which had to incorporate a variety of perspectives, but although the process was not
always easy, the Board’s role in setting tuition is to be welcomed.
The President also spoke about the budget request. Although tuition has garnered much attention lately, it
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represents only a small part of the University’s budget. The Budget is driven by five themes that serve as
guidelines: access, productivity and efficiency, outreach and public service, collaboration with the schools, and
competitiveness.
For ACCESS, the major issue is enrollment growth. The University requested almost 36 million dollars to
support enrollment growth. A new funding model is in place to distribute funds to support students who learn
at a distance. A similar amount was requested for need based financial aid.
For PRODUCTIVITY, the major request was for 30 million to support information technology initiatives. For
COMPETITIVENESS, a long overdue increase to support libraries (12 million dollars) and 3 million dollars to
continue distinguished professorships were key requests. The President also requested money for continued
partnerships with schools and for outreach. Finally, the university is requesting 6% salary increase for faculty
in addition to more than 7.6 million dollars to reward teaching excellence.
Three other major issues were addressed:
Capital facilities: The university’s request for $6.9 million for capital improvements and renovations was not
granted last year, as the Legislature was unable to reconcile its differences in how these funds might be raised.
Our longer-term capital plan was not funded, although money for repairs and renovation was released last
week. A select committee has been formed to determine how the university’s request might be addressed.
Renovation and rehabilitation represent the largest component of the request; A much more modest amount is
to serve additional students, with the hope that newly renovated facilities will be able to accommodate
students more efficiently. Finally, some money was requested for special needs, including dormitory rooms.
The President suggested that everyone was surprised by the magnitude of needs. The University is
undercapitalized by an amount that equals the value of the physical plant of the university. This deficit has
developed slowly over many years, but the university is now paying the price of the inability of the State to
link capital financing with capital requests. The situation is now at a crisis point, at a time when the other
external events make it difficult to hope for much progress. If these issues are not addressed, many campuses
will have to turn away students because they will be unable to make a commitment to house them for four
years. Campuses with severe space shortages are making such decisions now: Several campuses are unable to
provide Biology because they don’t have the facilities in quantity or quality to serve the students; Other don’t
have sufficient capability to support research. The President has asked members of the business community to
evaluate the University’s plan so that the needs are addressed in a business like way. This community may be
able to help the legislators to understand and support the University’s needs.
This is a story that must be told on each of the campuses. The new select committee will begin to hold
meetings in February, and will meet on each campus. The committee should conclude before May 8, when the
General Assembly returns.
The second of the three special issues is faculty salaries. The President wants to benchmark faculty salaries to
the top 20% of peer campuses. This is the highest benchmark the University has ever sought, but it is
necessary to retain and attract excellent faculty. The University must become competitive in a way that it has
not been before. The University has proposed an ambitious plan, which would bring each campus to the top
quintile in its peer group. For some campuses, especially Research I campuses, the gap is even larger when
private peers are used as benchmarks. The university believes that the gap between our institutions and public
peers should be met by the State, but that the additional gap to reach private peers may be closed through
private fund raising.
The University has proposed the "Excellent Universities Act" which will bring faculty salaries up to the 80th
percentile over two years, beginning in the next biennium. The cost is estimated to be $28.5 million. The
university hopes that the legislature will pass the act this year, even if funding is not available immediately.
This is likely to be a difficult piece of legislation to have passed, because it suggests that an ongoing index
(comparison with peers) be used in the future to determine salaries. This is also a time to examine the
optional retirement programs, which are now being used by 90% of new faculty. The optional retirement
program is not competitive. This legislation also attempts to increase the employer contribution.
Finally, the third piece is student financial aid. North Carolina is one of the few states without a need based
student financial aid plan. Our tuition has increased, but with the absence of financial aid, our students’ loan
base has increased. Therefore, the university proposes a $36.8 million dollar financial aid program.
Finally, the President briefly mentioned the increase admission requirements: she believes that the increase in
requirements will mean that students graduating from high school will soon begin to show improvements and
achievement.
In response to questions:
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What proposals will be made for the ORP?

One part will be to increase employer contributions from a little over 6% to between 9 and 10 percent.
They also propose to expand eligibility beyond faculty, to include those employees who would be
eligible elsewhere. They also propose to eliminate the five-year vesting period.
With respect to the new entrance requirements, what do you see as the role of faculty and Faculty Assembly?

The president believes it is an important topic of discussion for Assembly. She believes that end result
will be to strengthen the schools. For example, increasing the requirement for foreign language means
we must train more teachers.
Close to half the enrollment budget is for distance education. Is there an agreed to plan for this initiative and
how it may change our system?

It seems to be happening on its own, rather than in response to a specific goal or strategy. If we can
find funds to offer the courses, students seem to enroll in them. The University requested funds for
20,000 SCH, but was funded for only 13,000. In spite of that, the campuses delivered over 30,000
hours. The request in this budget partially reimburses institutions for work they have already done.
Campuses actually requested funds for an additional 10,000 SCH. Students are using off campus
programs as an alternative, especially at institutions that have been unable to accept larger numbers of
applicants. The President believes that distance learning will incorporate different strategies, sometimes
to meet specific needs but sometimes as a complete initiative. The major victory is that we now have
funding.
There seems to be a lost constituency in our system: graduate students at comprehensive universities.
Because we are unable to offer competitive packages to them, many of those students also have to work. Is
there anything we can do to improve funding for these students?

Graduate enrollment has been decreasing nationwide. The recent initiative to raise funding for graduate
tuition waivers was important. In general, the President believes that our offers are probably
reasonably competitive, and if we get the student aid program approved we should be ok. The
nationwide trend in graduate admissions is downward.
From ECU: How is teaching in the system enhanced if we take more students when resources are thin and
when they can go elsewhere. Does GA control enrollment any more?

What you are seeing is our commitment to provide education to the citizens of North Carolina. On the
average, the State has supported each student as strongly as any state in the country. There may be
"catch-ups’ at times, where resources trail needs, but if we do not take the lead, we will soon not
garner the support and resources. In many states, universities have lost their luster, and if we ever
stop putting students first we will be in the same situation.
Could you address student fees?

Every campus will bring forth recommendations in March. The President has already proposed a $100
increase across the system. Every Chancellor has agreed to raise fees as way to get the process
started.
D.

Chair’s report.
1. The Chair asked delegates for any suggestions about how to use our time with the President.
2. Chair Howell reported that he had visited the Senates at ECU and UNC CH. He indicated that ECU
discussed significant issues, while at UNC CH, discussion focused on the recent death of a student. He
said that the activity of both groups reflected how much faculty care about their institutions and how
involved they are in the life of the campus. Next week, he will visit Elizabeth City.
3. The Board of Governors meetings involve sincere discussions, although at times some members
seem to be more concerned about specific campuses rather than the system. The chair also reported
that several times he saw issues being debated on which faculty input may have been helpful. The
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Assembly can be used more productively to help the university in those areas where we have special
expertise.
Delegates moved to committee meetings at 2:00.
The Second Plenary session convened at 3:45.
A.

Election of the Nominations Committee
As required by the Bylaws, a five-person committee was elected to prepare a slate of candidates for
officers and committee chairs to be presented to the Faculty Assembly at the next meeting. Delegates
nominated were:
Nancy Fogarty, UNCG
Carl Hughes, FSU
Mike Pearson, UNCC
Richard Layton, NCA&TSU
Linda Nelms, UNCA
Bill Siegfried, UNCC
Bill Siegfried removed himself from consideration, and the remaining slate of five nominees was
approved as the Nominations Committee.

B.

Executive Committee, Mike Pearson
Dr. Pearson reported that the Executive Committee discussed several issues, including the transition to
new administrators, especially as the assembly reconsiders its charge. Roy Carroll will join be present
at the Assembly meeting in April, and a small committee will be working on a mechanism to honor his
contributions to the Assembly over many years. If anyone has suggestions, please contact Keith or
Mike. The group also discussed nominations and the survey about reactions to the change in meeting
time.
The Executive Committee met with Gretchen Bataille and briefly discussed Assembly issues with her.
One of these was a question about whether the documents related to phased retirement have been
revised. Finally, the group briefly discussed how committee members are assigned, and whether or not
self-selection insured a proper distribution of members across committees.

C. Committee Reports
1. Academic Freedom and Tenure, Richard Bernhard, and Faculty Welfare, Howie Neufeld
The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee met jointly with the Faculty Welfare Committee. This
group met with Mary Wakeford to discuss post-tenure review. Statewide, 1162 faculty were reviewed;
of these, 427 were rated above average and 15 were judged to be deficient. The process itself was
discussed, and the committee requested that when GA has its review completed that the results be
given to the faculty committee. The report will be based on information from campus administrators,
and the committee is looking forward to reports from faculty themselves.
Dr. Neufeld reported that GA would start a new study on phased retirement.
Non-tenure Track Faculty: a study will begin this month to report to GA in December. This committee is
still being formed, but will include faculty from all the campuses. No non-tenure track faculty will be
included, although this may be reconsidered. This initiative resulted in part from concerns raised by the
Faculty Welfare Committee last year.
After the joint meeting, Kitty McCollum joined the Welfare committee. The NC health plan now has a
new head, and there seems to be increased emphasis on cost cutting. The new prescription drug plan
has generated 315,000 calls during its first month. It appears that the new plan will save most people
money, except for a small number who may pay more if they are not taking generic drugs.
In terms of health insurance, GA is seeking to increase state support to meet the national average.
Regarding faculty benefits, the emphasis will be on the ORP because it is not a state-wide issue and
therefore might be easier to change. The goal is to increase the contribution to 9.29% and to have
immediate vesting. The ability to "cash out" on retirement has already been approved. It was
suggested that GA examine whether part-time faculty might be allowed to have access to the health
plan.
Finally, the committee will compile a list of what each institution offers to faculty, who have retired
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from other institutions.
There was some discussion about the impact on faculty morale from the policy of restricting merit
money to a fixed percentage of the faculty. A spirited discussion about recognizing and rewarding merit
followed.

2.

Budget Committee, Nancy Fogarty
The committee met with the Vice President of Finance, who answered questions about the budget that
the President had shown the Assembly earlier in the day.
The group then discussed the results of the campus surveys on the budget process and summarized the
results. It appears that there is quite a bit of misunderstanding about budget issues. The group
identified a list of "20 questions" that are commonly asked and identified issues that the committee
might address. Before the end of the year, the committee will develop answers and post them on their
website. This site will link to the GA page. Part of their initiative will be to enhance awareness of the GA
site – only one campus indicated that they were aware of this page.
Regarding the status of budget committees on the campuses, Stan Black said that the data show that
nine or ten campuses do have budget committees, while six or seven do not. These committees do vary
in their effectiveness and structure. About half of the committees were considered to be effective, and
the group will try to determine what characteristics make them so. It appears that some characteristics
of a model committee include:






Be sponsored by either the university or the faculty senate;
Membership consists of faculty or a combination of faculty, students and staff;
Functions are to participate in and to monitor budget decisions and to educate faculty;
Chair is sometimes faculty, sometimes an administrator;
Chair should meet regularly with Provost to advise priorities, conduct studies and propose
strategies; should participate in annual budgeting process and inform faculty.
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The committee will distribute further information.
Faculty Governance, Hugh Hindman
The committee brought to the floor the revisions to the Bylaws related to the description of committee
tasks. The revision is a refinement of the Bylaws but does not change the number of committees nor
the essential committee functions.
As required, these revisions had been presented at the first meeting for review and were brought to the
floor for vote at this meeting. One question was whether or not the changes could be considered
editorial as opposed to substantive. As a committee recommendation, it was treated as a motion.
Discussion included a concern on item D regarding the change of name for the Faculty Welfare
Committee to the Faculty Welfare and Morale Committee. An amendment was proposed to eliminate
the words "and morale." After further discussion the motion to amend was supported.
A motion to change the name of that committee to the "Faculty Benefits and Welfare Committee" was
made and seconded. After discussion, the amendment was approved.
A motion was made to change the "Committee on Career Development" to the "Committee on Faculty
Development." This amendment carried.
The vote on the document, as amended, was unanimously in favor. The complete Bylaws, as amended,
are attached as part of these Minutes.
Other issues from the committee:
The committee discussed faculty input into governing boards. The Boards will be nominated next
October, and Ms. Rosalind Fuse Hall is willing to solicit nominations from faculty and from faculty
senates. The committee asks that Keith Howell write the President asking that faculty and faculty
senates have the opportunity to make nominations. At the request of one delegate, the matter was put
to a vote, which was supported without dissent.
A second letter the committee proposed regarded the internal dispute resolution processes. They ask
that the Chair write the President requesting that she give a status report on the task force at our next
meeting. This was presented as a motion, which passed without dissent.
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Finally, the committee met with Vice President Millikan about legislative issues, and it appears that
there is some interest in faculty becoming more vocal on issues that confront the University. To aid
these efforts, the Vice President provided a "talking points" list and will be working on a web site.

4. Planning and Programs, Linda Nelms
The committee heard about Pathways, a program that lets people find out about the university on the
web. They also heard about the MAR, a system that presents the new admission standards.
The committee was concerned that information be presented in a timely manner to faculty, and
examined the use of the website. The committee asks the Chair to write a letter requesting that the GA
website be upgraded and used to present issues to faculty. The committee will be considering some of
these issues by e-mail, and members are interested in hearing from faculty.
The committee is preparing resolutions or directives on several issues:
Capital expenses. A resolution or directive that approves the that we have the plan and encourages the
President to work on the issue;
Tuition increases. Because: a) this appears to be a change in direction for the State; b) the tuition
proposals seem to create a two tiered system and c) that access to the university may be decreased by
increased tuition, this issue is important and must be addressed by the faculty. The committee will
present a resolution regarding the faculty’s role in enrollment decisions. The faculty seem to have had a
very varied role in making these decisions.
Finally, the committee briefly discussed disaster planning, but does not believe it will be bringing forth a
recommendation on this issue. However, this discussion highlighted a lack of a general GA policy on the
make up of days lost to bad weather.
There was a spirited discussion from the floor about whether or not this committee should examine
proposals for new undergraduate programs. The question was whether the committee should review
proposed programs before they are initiated. The group also discussed the role of the Graduate Council
in reviewing proposed graduate programs. The committee will consider its role in examining the review
of programs.

5. Professional Development Committee, Allan Rosenberg
The Professional Development Committee met with Dr. Gretchen Bataille about professional
development and the report issued by the Professional Development Advisory Committee. No response
to that report has been forthcoming, although a similar report about technology did lead to funding.
The committee discussed the need to link increased technology, library resources and professional
development together into a comprehensive system. After this discussion, the committee met with the
Ad Hoc Technology Committee to explore joint issues. There are now teaching and learning centers on
each campus, and it is hoped that professional development and technology centers may follow.
6. Ad Hoc Technology, Lolly Gasaway
The ad hoc committee met for its second time.
The group is considering preparing a manifesto outlining the minimal level of technology each faculty
member should have. They would also prepare a detailed list of minimal facilities that should be in each
classroom so technology can be used in instruction. Finally, they will consider how technology should be
maintained on the campus, including support and procedures. The group will also consider philosophical
issues, such as the need for technology initiatives to be faculty directed. They also want GA to create
and maintain a website that will be used for faculty development and for them to host an annual
conference during which faculty could learn to use new technologies. Finally, they suggest that the
personal use policy be revisited.
Old Business:
1.
GA, through Diana Oblinger, will support a conference for Faculty Assembly members and others
on faculty development and the use of technology in teaching and learning. Mike O’Kane has presented
a proposal that we have a symposium on April 6, afternoon and evening and the morning of April 7
before the regular Faculty Assembly meeting. All assembly members would be invited, as well as
others. The goal is to unite academic and technology issues and programs. The conference will look at
recent developments in the information technology planning system wide and will be a chance for
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faculty to see what others are doing.
2.
Howie Neufeld outlined the difficulty that many have getting appropriate statistical consulting
advice. He is wondering if faculty would have an interest in asking GA to fund advanced graduate
students to provide such consulting, probably students at NCSU. He asked the delegates to consider the
idea.
3.
Allan Rosenberg suggested that if the Assembly had its own budget it could accomplish such
things, and suggested that we consider obtaining a budget. The Chair reported that he has discussed
this issue with Gretchen Bataille, who expressed her support.
4.
Based on a small meeting during the day, the Chair proposes that the Assembly invite legislators
to meet with us next year. Given the issues confronting the university system, it appears that faculty
need to have much greater input and impact with the legislative process. He will continue to develop
mechanisms for faculty to work in the legislative process.
5.
Regarding the March 3, 2000 meeting: several faculty have indicated that they cannot attend this
meeting, originally scheduled as a make-up for the cancelled September meeting. Given that many
committees would not have a quorum, the question was whether or not to hold the Faculty Assembly
meeting. It was proposed that the nominations slate would be presented to delegates by email. After
hearing discussion, the committee affirmed its desire to cancel the meeting and to present the
nominations by email.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:55.
Respectfully submitted:
William D. Siegfried
(c) 2011
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