
Faculty	Senate	Meeting	
April	18,	2017	
EB	162	
President	Meinhold	presiding	
	
Meeting	called	to	order:		2:04	
	
Motion	to	approve	the	March	minutes	was	made,	seconded,	and	approved.	
	
The	Chancellor	sends	his	regrets	–	he	can’t	be	with	us	today.	
	

I. 	Provost’s	report:			
a. The	search	for	Cathy	Barlow’s	replacement	will	be	concluded	soon.		Sarah	Watstein	has	

resigned	her	position	as	our	Head	Librarian	–	there	will	an	interim	in	place	until	a	
national	search	can	be	conducted	early	this	fall.		This	morning	the	Cabinet	spent	four	
hours	with	the	master	planners.			The	planners	have	spoken	with	a	lot	of	faculty	and	
students,	they’ve	been	all	over	campus,	and	they	are	doing	a	thorough	job.		They	will	be	
making	suggestions	on	where	we	need	space,	and	what	our	priorities	are	–	how	high	do	
we	want	our	buildings	to	be,	how	much	land	and	trees	should	be	obligated,	where	the	
parking	lots	go,	etc.		I’ve	been	very	impressed	with	the	questions	they’ve	asked	about	
where	we	are	and	what	we	need.		

b. Questions	from	the	floor:		
i. At	the	strategic	plan	summit,	we	didn’t	spend	much	time	on	our	diversity	

initiatives.		Can	you	describe	what	AA	has	done	to	increase	diversity.		Response	
–	it’s	a	real	problem.		It	has	been	everywhere	I’ve	been,	and	we	have	to	consider	
strategies.		A	committee	has	been	formed	to	consider	initiatives	for	diversity	
and	inclusion.		That	group	will	be	making	recommendations.	Conversations	I’ve	
been	part	of	recently	include	a	discussion	with	GA	about	a	model	(used	at	
Davidson)	where	the	black	faculty	and	staff	were	asked	what	wasn’t	being	done	
right.		There	were	about	25	faculty	and	staff;	they	suggested	that	they	used	to	
be	involved	in	searches,	which	is	important	when	we’re	trying	to	recruit	diverse	
applicants.	The	Davidson	model	provided	a	training	program	for	individuals	to	
serve	as	equity	advisors,	and	they	served	on	searches.		If	there	is	no	one	of	color	
on	the	search	committee,	candidates	of	color	can	be	less	likely	to	be	considered.		
It’s	important	to	have	a	diverse	pool,	and	HR	checks	on	this	for	us.		We	met	with	
the	department	chairs	on	what	we	can	do	better	to	be	active	in	recruiting	a	
diverse	pool	–	often	we	have	to	steal	from	other	schools.		A	lot	of	that	goes	on	
and	it’s	a	more	active	strategy.		I	don’t	have	magic	answers	and	a	lot	more	
thought	has	to	be	put	into	it.		I’m	definitely	open	to	suggestions.	

ii. We	did	that.		We	had	faculty	of	color	on	lots	of	committees,	and	they	didn’t	get	
tenure.		They	were	spending	all	their	time	in	meetings,	etc.		We	can’t	make	it	
impossible	for	them	to	their	jobs.		When	I	was	chair,	I	called	folks	I	knew	and	
asked	what	it	would	take	to	get	a	minority	–	we’re	not	in	the	market,	there’s	
huge	competition.		Response	–	it’s	true.		The	summer	I	went	to	the	Harvard	
Institute,	that	was	exactly	the	case	study	we	worked	on.			

II. President	Meinhold’s	report	:			



a. I’ll	be	making	a	presentation	to	the	BOT	when	they	meet	later	this	week.		I	will	present	a	
little	background	on	2	or	3	of	the	Senate	committees,	and	I’ll	work	my	way	through	
them	across	meetings,	to	give	the	BOT	a	feel	for	exactly	what	our	committees	do.			

b. You’ve	received	information	on	faculty	autonomous	committee	elections	–	please	take	
action	on	these,	and	on	the	committee	preference	survey	that	will	be	coming	out	
shortly.			

c. We	haven’t	had	a	Faculty	Assembly	meeting	since	our	last	meeting	here,	so	no	report.	
	

III. Committee	Reports:	
	
a. Library	and	IT	Committee	–	report	by	Jimmy	Reeves	

i. This	is	my	last	Senate	meeting.		Our	committee	met	again,	and	we	really	need	to	
attend	to	how	we	store	data.		There	will	be	another	survey	asking	about	your	
data	and	how	secure	it	needs	to	be.		Please	respond.			

ii. Second,	I	wanted	to	beg	the	Chancellor	to	stay	so	that	this	will	be	our	last	
Strategic	Plan	for	a	while.		The	IT	Committee	is	designing	its	own	strategic	plan,	
to	be	consistent	with	the	university	plan.		(Seems	like	we	have	to	do	a	new	one	
every	time	we	get	a	new	Chancellor.)		We’ve	reached	a	point	where	our	
administrators	actually	listen	to	our	input.		Please	let	IT	know	what	the	issues	
are	–	they’re	trying	to	fix	the	problems.			

iii. I	hope	for	all	of	your	sakes	that	we	get	rid	of	Blackboard.		There	will	be	a	
committee	that	needs	faculty	representation	–	both	folks	who	use	blackboard	
heavily	and	those	who	don’t	–	to	review	new	systems.		Blackboard	is	going	to	
the	cloud	because	we	don’t	have	room	to	house	it.		This	move	won’t	happen	
until	we	decide	what	we	want	to	do	with	Blackboard.		IT	feels	we’re	good	to	
maintain	what	we	have	for	one	more	cycle	(until	2018).		Blackboard’s	cloud	isn’t	
exactly	what	we’re	used	to	either,	so	changes	are	coming.		We	need	a	broad	
representation.			

iv. The	other	big	issue	is	a	pilot	of	Dropbox	Professional.		Many	of	us	are	putting	
private	information	on	Dropbox,	so	we’re	looking	at	that,	and	we	need	faculty	
volunteers.		Dropbox	has	become	a	go-to.			

v. I’d	like	to	say	a	couple	of	things	as	I’m	leaving	–	some	tell	me	that	my	history	is	
needed.		A	university	is	all	about	the	faculty,	the	faculty,	the	faculty.		When	I	
started,	our	students’	backgrounds	were	lacking,	and	we	did	a	really	good	job	of	
taking	care	of	that.		The	people	who	built	this	place	hired	great	faculty	who	
wanted	to	teach,	while	doing	our	scholarly	work.		With	that	model,	we’ve	
become	a	great	faculty.		As	a	Senate,	we	control	the	curriculum,	hiring	and	
firing,	and	the	tenure	process.		I’m	excited	about	where	I’m	leaving	this	place	–	
and	it	is	us	who	make	this	place	great.		I	appreciate	the	years	I’ve	had	with	you	
folks	–	thanks	for	your	collegiality.	

vi. President	Meinhold	-	thanks	to	Jimmy	for	his	decades	of	service	and	the	many	
thousands	of	students	he	has	a	taught.		He	reminds	us	of	the	importance	of	
serving	on	committees	–	please	reach	out	to	be	a	faculty	voice.	
	

b. Faculty	Welfare	Committee	–	report	by	Stuart	Borrett:			
i. I’ll	take	this	opportunity	to	let	you	know	what	we’ve	been	up	to.		Under	Dan	

Johnson’s	leadership,	we’ve	been	aggressive	in	exploring	faculty	welfare	issues.		
A	survey	to	identify	key	faculty	issues	yielded	46	responses;		issues	included	



salary,	work	load,	incentives	including	parking,	and	health	care.		We	also	looked	
at	international	travel.		We	have	a	nice	written	report,	but	I’ll	hit	highlights	here.			

ii. The	first	issue	was	salary.		We’ve	spoken	about	salary	in	a	number	of	different	
ways	–	what	do	we	really	mean	by	“market	rate”?		UNCW	defines	it	as	the	80th	
percentile	of	our	peer	institutions’	salary	as	reported	in	CUPA.		Our	peers	are	
defined	as	Appalachian	state,	NC	Central,	and	Western	(Tier	3	schools).		There	
have	been	efforts	to	get	folks	to	the	80th	percentile,	but	we’re	not	there	yet.	
Some	units	are	significantly	behind,	and	there	is	lots	of	compression	and	
inversion.		Our	Administration	has	been	working	on	this.		Are	our	peers	defined	
correctly	–	this	is	an	issue	too.		A	leverage	point	is	the	possibility	of	shifting	to	a	
Tier	2	school,	which	would	match	our	growth	in	graduate	programs.		If	we	
continue	to	grow	these	programs,	the	state	would	define	our	appropriate	salary	
differently,	but	there	are	changing	expectations	that	go	along	with	that.	

iii. Parking	continues	to	be	a	challenge	here.		We’ve	looked	at	different	models	for	
making	fees	more	equitable.		We’re	in	an	ongoing	conversation	with	Business	
Affairs	about	this.		We’ve	been	an	advocate	for	faculty	broadly	in	that	arena.	

iv. We’ve	also	looked	at	international	travel	and	our	international	faculty.		The	
grants	we	have	available	haven’t	changed	in	at	least	a	decade;	awards	haven’t	
reflected	increasing	prices.		The	number	of	international	travel	awards	has	
increased	substantially,	supported	largely	with	one-time	monies.		A	goal	now	is	
to	fix	this	by	having	the	money	built	into	the	budget,	rather	than	relying	on	one-
time.		Another	goal	is	to	increase	the	size	of	the	awards.		We’re	collecting	
information	on	how	to	better	support	international	faculty	(e.g.,	work	papers	
and	legal	support).	

v. Questions	from	the	floor:	
1. Are	we	undertaking	the	move	to	reclassify	ourselves?		Response	-	We’re	

not	there	yet.		It’s	not	a	small	undertaking.		Who	would	our	new	peers	
be	if	we	did?		Provost	–	we	don’t	choose	our	own	peers	–	we	can	make	
recommendations.		There	are	lots	of	myths	–	do	“they”	try	to	keep	us	
where	we	are?		You	have	to	produce	enough	Ph.D.’s	–	not	just	have	the	
programs.		Additional	requirements	include	more	research,	which	is	
often	handled	with	teaching	assistants.		Our	rankings	would	probably	
drop	if	we	changed	to	a	new	tier.			

2. What	do	the	faculty	think	about	where	we	want	to	go?		Response	–	
what	do	we	want	to	be	as	a	university?		Do	we	want	to	be	a	more	
research	active	graduate	institution?			

3. Are	we	going	to	tackle	this	issue	as	a	Senate?		It’s	come	up	several	
times.		President	Meinhold	–	I’ll	discuss	this	with	Steering	Committee,	to	
consider	how	we’d	like	to	have	the	Senate	tackle	this	issue.	
	

c. University	Studies	Advisory	Committee:	
i. Motion	2017-04-M01	–	course	recertification	recommendations.	

1. 	Since	the	agenda	was	sent	out,	we’ve	received	an	updated	listing,	
which	is	presented	here,	with	additions	highlighted	in	each	category.		
I’m	asking	for	consent	to	replace	the	original	list	of	courses	with	this	
updated	one.		(If	a	course	isn’t	on	this	list,	that	means	that	the	
committee	hasn’t	completed	its	review	yet.		As	of	today,	we’ve	finished	
676	courses.)			



2. The	question	was	called	the	question	and	voice	vote	taken.		The	motion	
passed	unanimously.			

3. When	will	we	get	the	next	batch	of	recertifications?		Response	–	about	
80	are	not	yet	completed.		There	are	a	few	in	other	categories,	but	most	
are	either	new	courses	or	recertifications	(and	these	are	dominated	by	
writing	intensive).			

4. How	are	we	doing	with	the	catalog?		Paul	Townend	-	It’s	being	updated	
as	the	new	courses	get	approved.		We’re	working	hard	to	make	sure	the	
catalog	reflects	the	actions	of	the	Committee,	as	approved	by	the	
Senate.			Meinhold	–	We	appreciate	holding	the	catalogue	to	allow	this	
review	to	be	completed.		Townend	–	the	categories	we’re	still	working	
on	are	those	that	aren’t	so	much	needed	by	our	current	students.	

ii. Motion	2017-04-MO2	–	course	addition	recommendations.	
1. An	updated	list	is	presented.		There	are	just	a	few	additions	since	the	

posting.			
2. In	Approaches	and	Perspectives,	a	trial	course	(ENG	292)	is	included.		

Are	there	other	trial	courses?		Response:	No	–	this	course	will	be	
submitted	later	as	a	permanent	course.			

3. The	question	was	called,	and	a	voice	vote	taken.		The	motion	was	
approved.	

iii. Motion	2017-04-MO3	–	course	deletion	recommendations.			
1. There	is	one	change	to	this	list.		We’ll	proceed	on	this	motion	as	posted	

since	we	don’t	have	anything	to	look	at.			
2. The	question	was	called,	and	voice	vote	taken.		The	motion	was	

approved.	
iv. Are	there	any	objections	to	handling	additional	recommendations	electronically	

if	needed?		None	voiced.	
	

d. University	Curriculum	Committee	
i. Motion	2017-04-MO4	–	Permission	to	plan	an	Interdisciplinary	Studies	degree.		

Freeze	defers	to	Kemille	Moore	and	Paul	Townend	to	present	an	overview.	
ii. Moore:		The	proposal	to	plan	an	IS	major.	Thanks	for	reviewing	the	documents.		

There	are	a	lot	of	different	pieces.		There	is	a	system-wide	conversation	going	
on	about	IS.		We’re	not	an	outlier.		Ours	is	a	little	different.			

iii. We’re	requesting	permission	to	plan	–	if	approved,	we’d	have	to	come	back	
with	a	curriculum	and	request	a	permission	to	implement.		We’re	not	proposing	
a	major	for	on-campus	students	who	are	already	here.		Highlights	include:		39	
hours	in	the	major,	15	hours	of	core	requirements	(including	IDS	300	and	400,	
asynchronous	online),	all	hours	should	be	possible	to	complete	on	line,	12	hours	
in	a	concentration,	12	hours	of	electives,	at	least	21	hours	at	the	300-level	or	
above,	3	learning	outcomes	for	the	major	and	for	each	concentration,	all	
courses	will	be	approved	by	academic	departments	before	inclusion.		(The	
courses	listed	now	are	proposals	only.)			

iv. The	target	population	is	re-enrolling	students	who	have	been	absent	for	2	or	
more	consecutive	(nonsummer)	sessions,	are	in	good	academic	standing,	and	
have	completed	70	or	more	hours.		A	small	group	will	be	admitted	each	
semester	–	perhaps	20.		These	are	students	who	were	doing	OK	but	life	got	in	
the	way.		They	come	in	through	a	re-enrolling	process.	We’ll	contact	them.	



v. The	advising	piece	will	be	critical	–	there	will	be	a	halftime	FTE	for	advising,	to	
work	with	students	as	they	contemplate	coming	in.		The	major	would	be	housed	
in	the	CAS	Dean’s	office	–	there	is	no	departmental	home.		There	would	be	a	
director	with	a	course	release	who	is	a	CAS	tenured	faculty	member	(internal	
search),	and	an	IDS	Faculty	Advisory	Committee	(with	veto	power,	review	
sub/waivers,	meet	monthly).		

vi. This	is	part	of	a	program	called	“part-way	home”.		Our	main	advice	to	students	
will	be	to	complete	their	original	degree,	but	most	of	these	students	are	not	
local.		I	can	answer	questions	about	the	curriculum.	

vii. Questions	from	the	floor:		
1. Does	the	39	hours	in	the	major	mean	that	these	are	interdisciplinary	

classes?		Response	–	we	pulled	a	“wish	list”	of	courses	from	the	
catalogue.		The	courses	would	fit	in	concentrations.	

2. My	concern	is	that	this	is	a	mix	of	courses	that	just	happen	to	be	“lying	
around”	rather	than	courses	designed	to	be	a	degree/major.	

3. Meinhold	–	let’s	focus	these	as	concerns	about	the	proposal	vs	as	
questions.	

4. There’s	a	move	in	GA	to	be	able	to	have	an	app	to	identify	online	
courses	available	anywhere	in	the	system.		Will	those	courses	also	be	
options,	because	that’s	where	it’s	going.		Will	all	hours	have	to	be	taken	
at	UNCW?		Response		–	the	requirement	would	be	the	same	as	it	is	now.		
Students	would	be	held	to	whatever	catalogue	they	came	in	under	–	for	
many	that	will	be	the	current	catalogue,	because	their	original	will	be	
expired.		Townend	–	we	wanted	to	let	the	faculty	committee	have	lee-
way	in	what	can	work	for	a	student.		This	issue	about	online	availability	
of	courses	was	discussed	a	lot.		AA	is	willing	to	help	support	
departments	in	developing	online	upper-level	courses.		In	terms	of	
supply	and	demand,	that’s	what	makes	sense,	to	enrich	our	offerings.		
We’ll	know	who’s	in	the	program	and	what’s	needed,	and	may	need	to	
work	with	departments	to	develop	what’s	needed.	

5. I	have	grave	concerns	about	this	proposal	–	it’s	already	dated	in	its	
approach.		It	doesn’t	recognize	the	consortium.		Students	really	just	
need	a	degree,	not	a	UNCW	degree.		This	will	be	a	declining	population	
of	folks	who	just	want	to	get	out	of	here,	and	we’d	be	using	an	
enormous	amount	of	resources	of	this.		It	also	seems	a	SACS	nightmare	
with	the	IDS	courses	–	who	has	a	degree	in	interdisciplinary	studies?		If	
it’s	wanted	by	the	state,	why	not	house	it	in	one	place	rather	than	
putting	it	on	each	campus,	especially	ones	that	are	growing	and	need	
lots	of	resources.		Provost-	I	disagree	with	lots	of	what	you	said.		We’re	
one	of	the	last	schools	to	do	this.		All	of	the	programs	are	different,	and	
they’re	high	quality.		Degree	completion	is	an	important	goal,	as	people	
have	spent	lots	of	money	on	a	year	or	more	of	classes	and	now	have	no	
degree.		This	has	been	successful	at	ECU,	who	finished	400	students	
who	were	sitting	out	there	with	nothing.		GA	has	picked	that	up,	and	it’s	
likely	to	show	up	as	a	performance	indicator.		GA	has	the	data	on	the	
students	who	didn’t	finish.		If	we	allowed	them	to	run	the	show,	we	
wouldn’t	benefit	from	those	hours,	and	we	don’t	want	GA	to	own	the	
courses	or	the	program.		They’re	trying	to	decide	if	our	money	should	



be	based	on	growth,	or	on	performance	indicators,	and	program	
completion	will	probably	be	one	of	those.		Offering	the	courses	online	in	
a	high	quality	manner	is	critical	–	we	need	to	define	it	and	it	will	help	
our	students.	

6. What’s	our	total?		Townend-	since	2006,	there	are	about	800	students,	
and	we	create	about	50-60	of	these	students	each	semester.		I	
understand	resources.		Remember	that	these	are	student	credit	hours	
we’re	not	generating	right	now.	

7. It’s	hard	to	understand	why	we	wouldn’t	vote	for	permission	to	plan,	
but	historically	permission	comes	through	more	easily	than	resources	to	
implement.		I	hope	we	don’t	just	let	them	hold	us	responsible.	

8. There	are	other	models	that	might	be	considered	for	a	second-chance	
program	rather	than	an	interdisciplinary	focus,	which	does	seem	kind	of	
thrown	together	and	may	not	be	the	best	approach.		Provost-	when	
they	graduate	it	sounds	better	to	say	they	have	an	ID	degree	than	a	
second-chance	program.			

9. Why	not	help	them	get	back	on	track	for	an	original	degree?		Moore	–	
that’s	part	of	advising	and	what	we’d	really	want.		There	are	students	
who	aren’t	able	to	get	into	certain	programs	even	though	they’re	in	
good	standing.		Townend	–	we’ve	looked	at	the	different	models.		We	
visited	Charlotte,	which	is	like	the	one	you	describe.		They	didn’t	build	a	
degree,	but	they	want	one.	They’ve	been	successful,	but	it’s	hard	work	
and	more	resources	are	needed.		They’re	urban,	but	many	of	our	
students	won’t	be	local.		In	terms	of	efficiency,	we	heard	from	other	
programs	that	students	want	a	degree	from	the	institution	where	they	
started.		It’s	a	point	of	pride	and	self-respect.		I’ve	already	had	emails	
from	students	asking	to	be	one	of	the	first	in	the	program.		If	you’ve	
been	a	chair,	you’ve	seen	these	folks	struggling	to	finish	sometimes;	we	
want	to	meet	those	students	part-way.	

10. I’m	conflicted	about	this	program.		There’s	something	fundamentally	
good	about	trying	to	help	these	students	finish.		I’m	disappointed	in	
how	this	was	put	together	though	–	I	echo	the	concern	about	resource	
intensity.		In	most	concentrations,	there	are	not	300-level	online	
courses.		That’s	going	to	take	lots	of	work	and	consultations	with	the	
departments,	and	that	hasn’t	happened	yet.		I	understand	this	is	just	
what	it	could	look	like,	but	it’s	audacious	to	put	courses	here	without	
input,	and	many	of	these	courses	don’t	even	exist	anymore.		How	often	
are	the	courses	offered,	and	can	they	accommodate	additional	
students?		If	you’d	had	conversations	with	the	departments,	that	would	
have	been	figured	out.		The	response	given	to	UCC	(“It	is	not	possible	to	
get	approvals	from	all	depts.”)	is	not	acceptable.		It	is	up	to	the	
departments	to	decide	about	what’s	appropriate	and	how	often	it	
should	be	offered.		It	takes	a	village,	so	the	village	should	have	been	
consulted.		Provost	–	Ron	and	I	have	been	talking	to	lots	of	people	
about	putting	courses	online.		Not	everyone	wants	to	do	it,	but	lots	do.	
This	university	hasn’t	really	bought	into	it,	but	it’s	up	to	me	to	get	more	
things	online.		It’s	not	that	we’ve	done	nothing,	but	more	needs	to	be	
done.	



11. I	hope	there	will	be	consideration	of	linking	the	curriculum	with	their	
post-education	plans,	so	that	the	students	have	an	intentional	plan	and	
a	degree	with	value	added.	

12. I	was	involved	in	the	planning	process.		Some	of	the	courses	in	the	
concentration	were	not	necessarily	to	be	put	online,	but	are	candidates	
for	what	the	students	may	have	already	taken.		The	new	courses	were	
designed	by	Colleen	Reilly,	who	sets	the	standards	on	how	intentional	
online	courses	should	be	designed.			

13. I’ve	been	a	department	chair	and	an	associate	dean	in	a	school	where	
students	can’t	get	in	despite	being	in	good	university	standing.		To	that	
extent,	I’ve	told	lots	of	students	that	they	failed	to	meet	the	standards.		
Does	this	rise	to	the	level	of	permission	to	plan?		It	more	than	meets	
that	level.		A	sufficient	amount	of	due	diligence	has	been	done	to	move	
forward.	

14. I	have	concerns	about	the	funding.		Where	will	it	come	from?		And	
where	will	the	money	be	taken	away	from?			Provost	–	the	funding	will	
come	from	my	office.		For	the	course	release	-	we	do	that	all	the	time	
for	all	kinds	of	things	–	it	comes	out	of	operating	money.		For	costs	to	
offer	the	2	courses,	there	are	DE	monies	to	build	these	courses.		For	
support	for	the	half-time	position,	we	have	lines	we	can	use	money	
from.		For	encouraging	the	launch	of	courses,	and	budget	for	outreach	-		
GA	is	trying	to	decide	whether	to	give	all	of	us	money	if	we	have	a	
program	to	offer.			Townend	–	and	we	get	money	from	the	credit	hours.	

15. We’re	talking	about	approving	planning	for	this.		It’s	not	easy	to	tell	
students	that	they	won’t	be	completing	your	degree,	when	they	may	be	
deserving	of	a	degree.	

16. I’m	a	strong	advocate	for	interdisciplinary	study.		I	did	a	good	bit	of	
research	on	this,	and	there	are	some	exceptional	programs	out	there.		
My	problem	with	this	is	that	it’s	not	available	to	all.		When	students	
already	have	70	hours,	they	don’t	have	that	introduction	to	
interdisciplinary	studies	–	it’s	incredibly	rigorous	to	have	to	make	
connections	between	ideas.		This	program	doesn’t	capture	that	in	the	
courses	that	are	shown	as	illustrated.		.	

17. Meinhold	–	we	will	probably	not	get	to	the	Evaluation	Committee	
motion	today.		We’ll	consider	it	at	our	September	meeting	and	still	have	
it	in	place	for	the	evaluations	at	the	end	of	the	semester.		I’d	also	
acknowledge	that	most	every	program	I’ve	seen	that	received	
permission	to	plan	was	subsequently	approved.		It	is	notable	that	this	
proposal	does	not	have	an	academic	unit	home.		It’s	a	little	different	for	
that	reason.	

18. In	the	planning	process,	considering	different	options	from	
asynchronous	online	may	speak	to	some	of	the	concerns.		We	have	
programs	that	are	more	synchronous	–	there	are	definitely	options	that	
could	coordinate	with	students	on	campus	and	still	bring	in	students	at	
a	distance.	

19. The	question	was	called,	and	a	vote	taken	via	clickers.		Totals	=	37	in	
favor,	and	11	against.		The	motion	passed.	
	



IV. Announcements?			
a. There	is	no	time	for	the	Evaluation	Committee	motion.			
b. As	long	as	we’re	comfortable	with	electronic	voting	on	additional	recommendations	

from	the	USAC,	we	wouldn’t	need	a	May	meeting.		Senators	are	comfortable	with	this.	
	

c. Question	from	the	floor:	
i. Could	Chief	Donaldson	report	on	the	incident	on	Chancellor’s	walk	yesterday?		

Chief	-		An	email	was	sent	about	5:30	yesterday	as	required	by	federal	
regulations.		A	young	woman	walking	between	Cameron	and	Dobo	was	
accosted	by	3	young	men	who	covered	her	eyes	and	grabbed	her	breasts.		She	
didn’t	see	much,	and	we	notified	the	community	as	required.			

ii. There	were	3	involved	in	the	assault	whether	they	all	touched	her	or	not,	right?		
Chief	–	with	criminal	culpability,	we	don’t	know.		Can	the	three	be	identified?		
Were	there	other	witnesses?		We	hope	they’ll	come	forward.			

iii. There	were	3	people	involved	in	the	assault.		To	question	that	seems	to	
downplay	the	incident.		Chief	–	I	did	not	mean	to	do	that	at	all,	but	criminal	
culpability	is	another	issue.			

iv. Is	there	not	responsibility	to	report,	for	the	third	person	who	may	not	have	
been	part	of	the	touching.		Chief	–	this	was	reported	to	Title	IX.			

v. Anyone	who	sees	something	like	this	ethically	has	a	responsibility	to	come	
forward	and	report	any	information	they	may	have.	
	

V. Meinhold	–	I	wish	you	well	with	the	end	of	the	semester.		See	you	all	at	commencement.	
	
Meeting	adjourned	3:55	
	


