
Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting on 10 March 2015 

The Faculty Senate met for a regular meeting Tuesday 10 March 2015 at 5 P.M. in Wells 
Fargo Auditorium (Beatty Center 115)

1. Call to Order: 5:04PM

2. 10 February 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes were approved as posted.

3. Announcements and information: none.

4. Reports

A. Speaker of the Faculty

Speaker McNerney noted changes to the night's meeting agenda: the Interim 
Provost was in Columbia at a CHE hearing and could not deliver his report. 
The Speaker said that the Interim Provost may circulate a written report or 
may decide to wait until the April meeting to make a report in person.  The 
Faculty Budget Committee decided to delay their report until the April 
meeting, given that the Interim Provost would not be available to answer 
questions.

The Speaker noted that, the last meeting having been cancelled, due to the 
bomb threat in February, he had nothing to report from meetings with the 
President.  The next meeting, the Speaker added, will be Thursday, March 
12. He also noted that the President will address the Faculty Senate, as is 
customary, at the April meeting.

The Speaker reported that there was a meeting between a small number of 
faculty (the Speaker, Dean Auerbach, Kelly Shaver, George Pothering, Simon 
Lewis) and two representatives of the Charleston Chamber of Commerce 
last month, the intent of which was to lay the framework for future 
conversations with business leaders on identifying specific areas of need in 
the business community, needs beyond what can be gleaned from 
Department of labor statistics and so forth. The Speaker reported that once 
the conversations become more targeted and include particular business 
and industry leaders, he may contact specific faculty from appropriate 
disciplines and programs to participate. It seems likely that the business 
community desires not simply more graduates in certain majors, but also 
specific skills provided by a college of liberal arts and sciences, so-called 
“soft skills” like critical thinking, writing, and communicating. The College 
cohort at the meeting, he said, expressed a desire for local business to 
provide more internships and other opportunities for collaboration 
between the College and the business community.

The Speaker reported that the MUSC/CofC Collaborative Council held its 
first meeting over spring break, the purpose of which was also to establish a 
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framework for future conversations. The CofC contingent at the meeting 
included the President, the Interim Provost, Dean of the School of Science 
and Mathematics Auerbach, Dean of the School of Professional Studies 
Gibbison, Student Government Association President Spraker, Vice 
President for Administration & Planning Paul Patrick, and the Speaker. They 
discussed current collaborations, such as ongoing mentoring and advising 
across institutions, which exposed the variety  of ways in which MUSC/CofC 
are already collaborating. The council decided that there is a need for both 
institutions to do a better job of sharing with the public already ongoing 
collaborations, perhaps through some sort of website that also encourages 
new collaborations. The Provosts of both institutions will soon meet to 
determine a schedule for future meetings, which the Speaker said he will 
pass along.  

Finally, the Speaker reported that the two by-laws changes on adjunct 
instructor committee and Senate representation on the slate in the last 
election were both ratified. An official announcement is forthcoming and 
will include a call for nominations from the adjunct faculty.

B. Distance Education at the College of Charleston (PDF)
Douglas A. Ferguson, Faculty Coordinator for eLearning and Distance 
Education

Ferguson remarked on the growth of online courses offered at the College of 
Charleston over the last seven years and discussed faculty training for 
distance education (DE). The text below reflects his comments that are not 
specifically also mentioned in the PDF he provided the Senate and which 
was projected on screen during his report. Please consult the PDF.

Online courses remain a relatively small proportion of courses offered at the 
College, but, nonetheless, the growth of these offerings and in enrollments 
has been impressive. 

Ferguson noted that only five current Senators have gone through faculty 
DE training, and he highly recommended it to those who have not. He said 
that while many feel that there are things you simply cannot do in an online 
class, there are many classes one can only teach through DE.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Irina Gigova, Senator – School of Humanities and Social Sciences (SHSS), 
asked for if Ferguson could share information about the DE offerings by 
level (100, 200, etc.).

Ferguson replied that he has not run a report on that but observed that 
while intro courses are easier to conceive, we have also offered a number of 
successful upper-division courses as well. 

Associate Provost Beverly Diamond noted that there is quite a range of 
courses offered via DE, adding that in the School of Business, many upper 
level courses have been offered.
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Ferguson added that graduate courses, too, have been offered online. 

We do not, however, he noted, have any fully online programs. He estimated 
that around 75% of the universities and colleges in the country have at least 
one fully online program.

Tom Ross, Senator – SHSS, asked for a clarification or elaboration on 
Ferguson's statement that “by 2014, summer online enrollment began 
cutting into face-to-face enrollment.” He asked if Ferguson is afraid that 
traditional courses that previously had sufficient summr enrollment may no 
longer be able to run due to student preference for DE courses. 

Ferguson yielded to Associate Provost Diamond, who said that the 
statement is an inference. The summer enrollments in face-to-face courses 
up until the year before 2014 were stable, with online enrollments 
increasing dramatically, but the summer of 2014 showed a decrease in face-
to-face enrollments. There has not been any analysis showing a movement 
of enrollments in particular courses from face-to-face to DE.

Ferguson stressed that there is no devaluation of face-to-face courses in 
favor of DE courses or an attempt to take the College online.

Ross replied that his concern was not that so much as a concern relating to 
enrollment management and summer scheduling.

Andrew Shedlock, Senator – Biology, asked whether or not we can tell if 
summer online course offerings are reducing transfer credit from students 
who might otherwise take summer courses elsewhere but can now do so 
through DE courses at the College.

Ferguson agreed that this is something worth investigating.

Shedlock added that DE summer courses could be promoting continuity for 
students who cannot be here in the summer.

Kirk Stone, Senator – Communication, wanted to know if there is anything 
distinctive about student evaluations of DE courses.

Ferguson said that in his personal experience teaching DE courses and face-
to-face courses he has found no difference in course evaluations. We have 
not had, he added, negative feedback from students about DE courses.

Marvin Gonzalez, Senator – School of Business, asked how the DE program 
maintains the same quality for DE classes as face-to-face classes.

Ferguson noted that the program adopted quality standards last year and 
that every DE instructor must go through a course quality assessment. The 
DE steering committee meets regularly and discusses quality issues. Most 
research shows, he said, that when DE courses are properly conducted, their 
quality is equivalent to the quality of traditional courses.  Ferguson 
congratulated TLT on their impressive DE readiness course, which he said is 
as good a course as any in the country.
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5. Old Business: none. 

6. New Business

A. General Education Committee (webpage)

Motion to Approve Alternatives to the Foreign Language Requirement 
Master List (updated February 10, 2015) | PDF 

Karen Smail, Chair of the committee, explained that the committee has been 
working hard to align the foreign language requirement alternative 
program to general education and student learning outcomes in general 
education and an assessment plan. The committee's national research 
revealed that the College's program is unique, which is a strength, but also 
means that it has taken a good deal of time to try to develop appropriate 
student learning outcomes. The committee's goal is to continue to develop 
the learning outcomes and an assessment plan and to bring this to the 
faculty in the early fall for approval. This will be followed by a 
recertification process that will open up to all programs the potential to 
offer foreign language requirement equivalent courses.

But in the meantime, we need to have a program in place for the fall, she 
said. The committee took the list currently being used in the SNAP office 
and updated it by eliminating all courses listed that are no longer offered 
and by removing special topics classes, which not offered on a regular basis. 
The format of the document remains the same.

One change, however, was made to the document. The current list stipulates 
that for 202 credit students have to take two classes from a single region 
but that they needed to be courses with two different program/department 
acronyms. Smail said that the committee agreed that the requirement for 
two different acronyms needed to be eliminated, since in some sections of 
the document, the requirement was no longer applicable.

This list is a short term solution, she observed, while the committee 
continues to work on a better plan.

There were no questions or discussion.

The Senate, on a voice vote, approved the Alternatives to the Foreign 
Language Requirement Master List (updated February 10, 2015).

B. Committee on Graduate Education, Continuing Education, and Special 
Programs - Proposals to Change Programs 

1. MAT in Special Education

a. Add existing course and add new course (PDF)

b. Change course title for EDFS 724: Teaching Reading and Language 
Arts to Students with Disabilities – to “Literacy Development and 
Intervention for Students with Disabilities” (PDF)
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Jon Hakkila, Chair of the Committee on Graduate Education, Continuing 
Education, and Special Programs, said that the program changes move 
Special Education beyond minimum state requirements and strengthen 
the existing program.

Meta Van Sickle, Chair – Department of Teacher Education, added that 
the proposal brought cheers at a recent meeting of district officials. 

Hakkila said that, in the program, teachers in training will be taking 
courses from a variety of different Special Education areas, rather than 
from a single track. All the participants will take all the courses.  

There were no questions or discussion.

The Senate, on a voice vote, approved the proposed program 
changes to the MAT in Special Education.

2. MS in Mathematics 

a. Add new courses
MATH 660 - Stochastic Processes (PDF)
MATH 661 - Time Series Analysis (PDF)
MATH 690 – Graduate Teaching Seminar (PDF)

b. Permission to cross-list
MATH 660 with MATH 460 (PDF)
MATH 661 with MATH 461 (PDF)

Hakkila explained that MATH 660 and 661 offer education in key areas 
of statistics, and he remarked that the proposal for MATH 690 is an 
innovative teacher training course.

To support MATH 690, Bob Mignone, Senator – School of Science and 
Mathematics, and Chair – Department of Mathematics, added that the 
Mathematics department hires many adjuncts to teach many courses for 
general education and to support the sciences, but, from the standpoint 
of credentials, these adjuncts are not very different from our own 
graduate students who have reached the 18-hour threshold. We have 
hired our students, he said, but they lack classroom training. Graduate 
students would take the new course (690) in their first year, while they 
are not teaching, and during their second year, they could teach a course. 
While the department could hire adjuncts who completed their graduate 
coursework elsewhere, since our own graduate students often end up 
teaching in colleges, it should be part of our responsibility to train them 
to teach. The plan is to have this training, plus supervision for graduate 
teachers.  

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Kelly Shaver, Senator – Management and Entrepreneurship, inquired if 
the  training course is required for students who would go on to teach.
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Mignone replied in the affirmative.

Ther were no further questions of discussion.

The Senate, on a voice vote, approved the proposed program 
changes to the MS in Mathematics.

3. MS in Marine Biology

a. Add new courses
BIOL 623/623L – Genomics  (PDF)
BIOL 649 – Comparative Genomics (PDF)

b. Permission to cross-list BIOL 623/623L with  BIOL 423/423L (PDF)

Christine Byrum, Department of Biology, explained that these courses 
tap into the different techniques recently developed for looking at and 
better understanding organisms' genomes. These involve both 
laboratory work and a great deal of computational work. The courses 
have been approved and taught already in Biology and are being 
formally added to the catalog with the current proposals.

Andrew Shedlock, Department of Biology, added that he and Professor 
Byrum have worked together to make the two courses (his, 649, and 
hers, 623) highly complementary and to reflect developments in the 
field of genomics and career development in the field for both graduate 
and advanced undergraduate students.

There were no questions or discussion.

The Senate, on a voice vote, approved the proposed program 
changes to the MS in Marine Biology.

C. Faculty Curriculum Committee (webpage)

Bonnie Springer, Chair – Faculty Curriculum Committee, explained that the 
Senate would take the items listed below by number, with the opportunity 
to vote separately on any single item if the Senate wished to do so.

1. Course Change 

a. PSYC 390 - new name and description (PDF)

Springer explained that this proposal updates a decades-old course to 
reflect current best practices.  

There were no questions or discussion.

On a voice vote, the Senate approved the PSYC 390 proposal.

2. New Courses

a. EDFS 301 – Introduction to Leadership (PDF)

b. LNSA 101 - Language and Cultural Competencies for Studying 
Abroad (PDF)
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c. Management and Marketing (PDF)
MKTG 334 – Integrated Marketing Communications
MKTG 337 – Sports Marketing
MKTG 345 – Social Media Marketing 

Springer introduced the courses above, noting that the EDFS 301 is a 
course being proposed by former College of Charleston President Lee 
Higdon as part of an initiative in School of Education, Health, and Human 
Performance to foster leadership. She said of LNSA 101 that it offers a 
unique means to prepare students for study abroad with the basic lan-
guage and cultural competency they will need when they enter their des-
tination country. She described the three new course proposals in Man-
agement and Marketing as keeping up with developments in the field 
and expanding the program.

The LNSA 101 - Language and Cultural Competencies for Studying 
Abroad proposal was debated for some time  (see below for a record of 
the discussion), but, ultimately, the Senate voted to postpone decision 
on this motion until the April meeting, when representatives from the 
School of Languages, Cultures, and World Affairs can be present to ad-
dress concerns raised.

The Senate, on voice vote, approved the other courses: 
EDFS 301 – Introduction to Leadership
MKTG 334 – Integrated Marketing Communications
MKTG 337 – Sports Marketing
MKTG 345 – Social Media Marketing.

There was discussion on EDFS 301 (see below), but no discussion on the 
three MKTG courses. Also see below for discussion of LNSA 101, which 
will be considered in “Old Business” at the April meeting.

Questions / Comments / Discussion: EDFS 301

Kelly Shaver, Senator – Management and Entrepreneurship, observed  
that the nine-week time frame of the course seems unusual: longer than 
an express course, but shorter than a semester-length course. He won-
dered what this might do to a student's schedule. 

Springer noted that it is a one-credit class in which students engage in 
conversations that have a variable schedule.  Sometimes it is a weekly; at 
other times there are gaps of a week between meetings. It has a variable 
time frame. Students are carefully selected by application, and she said 
that they create their own schedule. 

As noted above, the Senate approved the course on a voice vote.

Questions / Comments / Discussion: LNSA 101
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Phil Jos, Senator – SHSS, asked for a clarification. Does LNSA 101 apply 
only to College of Charleston study abroad programs or would it apply to 
any study abroad programs that CofC students can take for credit?

Springer said that she thought the intent was for it to apply to College of 
Charleston programs.

Lynne Ford, Associate Vice President for the Academic Experience, 
replied that any student would be eligble to enroll in LNSA 101 for credit 
toward degree but not toward any particular program.

Jos followed up by asking if taking the course would be a condition for a 
student to study abroad.

Springer and Ford both said “no.” Springer added that the course is an 
opportunity for students to prepare to study abroad.

Jos also asked if we know how many study abroad programs we have 
now are lacking this kind of preparation. 

Springer replied that this did not come up in the committee's work.

Ford noted that LNSA 101 is the first curricular, formally-structured 
preparation the College has offered. Each of the programs offered 
through Center for International Education, she observed, prepare stu-
dents for study abroad, but we have not had a formal instructional 
means of preparation. Not to say that students are unprepared now, she 
said, but LNSA 101 offers a number of opportunities for reflection and 
assessment. 

Jos said that his concerns are somewhat alleviated knowing that the 
Dean of Languages, Cultures, and World Affairs (LCWA) will not be mak-
ing determinations about who has to take LNSA 101 and who does not.

Jos also added that he presumes that a range of faculty in and out of 
LACWA “could potentially offer that kind of preparation.”

Ford replied, “I am not sure I can answer that question.”

Larry Krasnoff, Senator – Philosophy, followed up on Jos's query about 
requiring the course. It does seem, Krasnoff observed, that as the propos-
al is written, some programs could require the course. He asked how a 
requirement would be established, since the course is not now required. 

Ford responded by saying that the proposal imagines that in the future, 
as faculty build study abroad opportunities, they could build in the ex-
pectation that students complete LNSA 101.

Springer said that LNSA 101 would be a way of supporting students who 
wish to study abroad in a country whose primary language they did not 
study for their degree program. In this way, she said, it would support 
the new study abroad options becoming available, for instance, in the sci-
ences.
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Krasnoff agreed that the course makes sense but that the question of 
when it can be required remained unanswered.  It seems, he added, pro-
cedurally unclear as to when it could become required and how. While 
requirements are typically approved by the Senate, the proposal seems 
to suggest that programs themselves could make the decision. Would 
programs need to come to the Senate to ask for a LNSA 101 
requirement?  Furthermore, he inquired what is meant by “programs.” 
Academic programs? Particular study abroad programs, such as the one 
in Trujillo? 

Ford replied that the course is conceived along the lines of a student's 
initiative to prepare for a study abroad experience in a location with a 
language with which he or she is not comfortable. The course could take 
a number of forms, and serves as a vehicle to develop a better approach 
to preparing students to study abroad.

Krasnoff again noted that he doesn't disagree with the course, per se, but 
that the issue of potentially requiring the course remained unanswered.

Springer replied that, as a matter of curriculum, an academic program 
that wished to require LNSA 101 would have to bring that change 
through the Curriculum Committee and on to the Senate. 

Krasnoff, as a means of quelling this concern, suggested striking the sen-
tence on the first page of the proposal (PDF) that reads “Programs that 
have identified this course as a requirement will inform their students 
that they must take the section of LNSA 101 that corresponds to their 
study abroad program.” If it is true that no programs currently require 
LNSA 101, and any future plans to require it will have to involved coming 
back to the Senate, the line is misleading and should be stricken. 

Associate Provost Deanna Caveny-Noecker, noting that she did not 
participate in the proposal's development, said that one impetus for it is 
a particular study abroad lab science experience in which a group of stu-
dents goes abroad without the local language, but in which some lan-
guage facility is needed for the field work. There is a need for some way 
of helping these students prepare in a structured, faculty-supervised ex-
perience. 

Heath Hoffman, Senator – Sociology and Anthropology, said that while 
he understands Krasnoff's concerns, he was against requiring programs 
that might want to require LNSA 101 to have to go through a Senate ap-
proval process.  This might stifle innovation. Study abroad courses are 
often developed out of inspiration on the part of faculty members with 
innovative topic ideas, and it may make sense to have prerequisites such 
as LNSA 101. He noted that there is precedent in two courses in Sociolo-
gy, one 200-level, one 400-level, that were approved by the Faculty Cur-
riculum Committee and by the Senate in which the proposals clearly stat-
ed that prerequisites may vary depending on the experience.  There is 
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not a need to create a rigorous barrier in this case, he said, to programs 
that my wish to require the course.

At this point the Speaker asked Krasnoff if he was making a motion 
to strike the proposal language he cited. Krasnoff replied, “I think so,” 
but then asked who is sponsoring the motion to approve the course, to 
which the Speaker replied the Faculty Curriculum Committee brought 
the motion.

Krasnoff then addressed Hoffman, saying that we do desire innovation 
but the question is at what level there should be a decision as to what is 
going to be required.  He asked a hypothetical question. “Suppose you 
want to start a summer abroad or study abroad program: can you, just as 
an individual faculty member require certain courses as prerequisites for 
it?” If the answer is “no,” he said, we shouldn't allow it in the case of 
LNSA 101.

Hoffman responded by saying that, in essence, we do that already in cas-
es where we make enrollment contingent on the permission of the in-
structor. 

Tom Kunkle, Senator – SSM, asked a point of order: has the motion to 
amend been seconded? 

The Speaker replied, “not yet,” but added that he asked Krasnoff for a 
clarification, and that he (the Speaker) did not think he actually heard a 
motion at that time.

Krasnoff then moved “that that sentence be taken out.” He added 
that his motion carries the assumption that programs would have to 
come to the Senate for approval for adding LNSA 101 as a required 
course. 

Springer replied that this would depend on how we are using the word 
“program.” She said she believes that the way the proposal frames it, 
programs likely means study abroad programs, but not necessarily aca-
demic programs, such as in a major.

AVP Ford expressed discomfort with the fact that the Dean of LACWA is 
not present to answer questions, nor is the Associate Dean who brought 
the proposal to the committee available for comment. Given that an April 
Senate meeting is scheduled, she suggested a postponement in deliberat-
ing on this proposal in order that a knowledgable party might come to 
the meeting to address concerns.

Krasnoff said that Ford's suggestion made sense to him, and he asked to 
withdraw his motion. Parliamentarian George Pothering explained that a 
motion cannot be withdrawn once it is made, though it may be post-
poned. The Speaker added that he was still not sure if he heard a motion 
in terms of an expression of what exact language should be stricken.
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A motion was made to postpone deliberation on LNSA 101 - Lan-
guage and Cultural Competencies for Studying Abroad (PDF) until 
the April meeting and passed on a voice vote.

3. Combined proposals: program changes involving new courses, 
course changes, etc.

All proposals below were approved by voice vote, with the 
exception of URST 250/251, which passed on a division of the 
house (24 yes, 14 no). See each lettered section (a,b,c,d) below for 
comments and discussion.

a. Global Logistics and Transportation Minor and Concentration 
(PDF)

Kent Gourdin, Program Director - Global Logistics and Transportation 
Minor, explained that this proposal replaces the requirement that stu-
dents take ECON 303: Economics of Transportation and Geography 
and INTB 332: International Business with a requirement that they 
take six hours of courses from a menu. ECON 303 and INTB 332 have 
become more sporadic in their offerings, which has required substitu-
tions under the current programs. The menu of courses offers stu-
dents more options, as well.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Wayne Smith, Senator – Hospitality and Tourism, pointed out a typo 
to be corrected. In the second instance of “ECON 303,” the course title 
reads “Economic Geography,” but should read “Economics of Trans-
portation and Geography.”

Springer took note and hand-corrected the form that goes to the Reg-
istrar's office. 

The proposal was approved on voice vote, as stated above.

b. Chemistry: changes in courses and changes in Chemistry BA & BS 
and Biochemistry BS  (PDF)

Springer characterized the changes in this proposal as straight-for-
ward, involving the math sequence to strengthen the Chemistry pro-
grams.

There were no questions or discussion. 

The proposals were approved on voice vote, as stated above.

c. Urban Studies Program: new courses and program changes
URST 250 & 251  (PDF)
URST 313 – Sustainable Urbanism (PDF for 313 & 361)
URST 361 – Water Use Law 

Springer characterized the proposal for 250 & 251, a sophomore am-
bassador program, as an innovative proposal for encouraging continu-
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ity and building capacity in students. The first course offers prepara-
tion and the second application and field experience.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

There was lengthy discussion of the 250 & 251 proposal, but none at all 
on 313 or 361.

Phil Jos, Senator – SHSS, noted that the proposal offers a means of 
having a kind of internship-like experience, but having it last over 
multiple semesters, which works well for community issues since 
they do not resolve themselves according to academic schedules.  Jos 
asked for a clarification. In this course is there a new cohort of ten stu-
dents?

Kevin Keenan, Director – Urban Studies Program, replied that every 
year there would be a new cohort of ten students.  Keenan further ex-
plained that 250/251 is a sophomore year sequence, and the same co-
hort that completes that sequence will go on to take a junior level se-
quence.  

Jos asked if a new sophomore group would enroll in 250/251 when 
the other cohort had moved on to the junior level sequence.

Keenan replied in the affirmative.

Jos replied that, based on Keenan's replies, he has two concerns. Once 
the program is up and running, staffing could be difficult and the pro-
gram might even go beyond what one faculty member could handle, if 
the faculty member has to handle up to three groups of ten at one 
time, with all the community engagement, academic contact, and ad-
vising it would also require. 

A second concern, Jos said, is that this proposal is only for the sopho-
more experience, but there is an indication that proposals for the ju-
nior and senior year experiences are forthcoming and to be discussed 
later. But since, logically, the three experiences fit together, it seems, 
he said, as if the Senate is being asked to vote on or endorse the whole 
program. 

Keenan appreciated the concern over workload, especially in terms of 
getting things up an running before students enroll, but he noted that 
250/251 are not slated to be offered next academic year. His plan, he 
explained, is to build the structure first and then begin offering cour-
ses later. Among the concerns for building the structure are develop-
ing an admissions committee and building community partnerships. 
The 250/251 proposal marks the first stage of building the structure, 
he said, and there's no set year when students need to start being ad-
mitted.
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Springer said she appreciates the concern raised by Jos that 
there's an implication that in approving 250/251, we would be ap-
proving the entire program. 

Jos replied that the concern is, as a Senator, he would like to be able to 
ask questions about the next two courses. But if we get up and run-
ning with an inaugural group of students and the Senate has concerns 
about the courses yet to be approved, this would end the program for 
that group of students at the close of their sophomore year.

Keenan responded by saying that there is no inaugural or already 
identified group of students set to start in the fall.

Jos noted that the proposal does mention Fall of 2015. Keenan said 
that it is a possibility, but no students have been identified for the pro-
gram. He reiterated that the proposal is the first step of building the 
program structure, and this was done around the deadlines of the cur-
riculum committee.

Keenan added, on the matter of workload, that another faculty mem-
ber in Political Science, Kendra Stewart, who runs the Riley Center is 
also equipped with administrative support to deal with some of the 
administrative parts of the program and to provide program contact 
with students. It is not just one faculty member doing this.

Larry Krasnoff, Senator – Philosophy, asked how the workload 
would shake out, especially as the program adds student cohorts. 
Would each student cohort count as one of your classes? 

Keenan said that this program would be the responsibility of the Di-
rector of Urban Studies.  There would be a small number of students.

Krasnoff observed that workload is not necessarily a concern of the 
Senate, but that we are concerned if a program is viable or not. If all 
the work implied in the proposal and the program will be in addition 
to the work of directing Urban Studies, then you may be setting your-
self up, he said, for a good deal of uncompensated work. On the other 
hand, if there are releases, then this may not be an issue. But, either 
way, it concerned him, Krasnoff said, that there is no letter from Gibbs 
Knotts (Chair of Political Science) in support of the course and pro-
gram.

Keenan replied that the proposal is coming from Urban Studies, not 
Political Science. Krasnoff countered that the two faculty mentioned in 
the context of the proposal (Keenan and Stewart) are Political Science 
faculty. 

Keenan replied that he is not sure that departments stand in an ap-
proval role over programs, though perhaps they do and he simply 
isn't aware of it, he said. Do departments approve, he asked, what aca-
demic programs do?
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“No,” Krasnoff replied, but they do approve workload of particular fac-
ulty appointed in the discipline. 

Keenan pointed out that as part of the proposal, there is no stated 
course release. He said he understands the workload issue, but that 
releases and workload considerations are decided upon outside of 
course proposals; those are arrangements made with department 
chairs and deans.  There is, he said, a structure in place to address 
workload concerns in the form of annual review.

Krasnoff agreed that course releases can be worked out, but he ad-
duced the Irish and Irish American Studies proposal as an example of 
a proposal in which a course release is established as well as a stipend 
for the director and a letter of support from the Dean with exacting 
language. 

Phil Jos added to his earlier expressed concern about whether or not 
the Senate in voting on 250/251 would not also be voting on the pro-
gram of which they are part. One issue not raised by voting on 
250/251 but which would be raised by voting on an entire package is 
the total number of credits for the experiential learning experience.  
Nine credits is a fair amount of credit toward a particular program of 
study.   This is an example of an issue that would be a new issue that 
could arise in the discussion of the next proposals in the program.

Springer asked Keenan if the courses not yet proposed to which Jos 
referred will be ready for consideration by the Faculty Curriculum 
Committee in the next round. Keenan replied in the negative.

Heath Hoffman, Senator – Sociology and Anthropology, asked 
Keenan, given that many students do not choose a major until their ju-
nior year, how the sophomore ambassadorship deals with that.

Keenan said that students would have to start in their sophomore 
year, but the program is open to all majors at the College. 

Tom Kunkle, Senator – SSM, asked if juniors would be prohibited from 
taking URST 250/251.

Keenan replied, “yes.” Students in 250/251 would take the courses in 
their sophomore year under a contract (though not a legal document) 
that spells out their commitment, which will unfold over three years 
as an experiential, immersive educational experience that deals with 
issues of growth in the Lowcountry that develop over time, but not on 
an academic schedule. He said that students will be identified in their 
first year, enroll in the Sophomore Student Ambassadorship, and in 
their junior year transition into a Junior Student Ambassadorship. In 
their senior year, if their own department has an internship course or 
something similar, they will take that. 
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Jon Hakkila asked a hypothetical question about students signing up 
for the course at the junior level without having completed 250/251. 

Keenan replied that these courses are not open enrollment. Students 
will have to apply for the program.

Wayne Smith, Senator – Hospitality and Tourism, asked, out of the 
ten students who begin in 250/251, how many might make it to the 
senior-level course. 

Keenan explained  that the program is built, in part, on the model of 
the Schottland Scholars program in the School of Business, which 
builds in a recognition that there will be attrition, for all the usual rea-
sons. But for those who do make it through, the experience will be 
profound, a high-impact experience of the Lowcountry.

Heath Hoffman asked at this point for a procedural clarification. 
We are being asked, he said, to vote on all proposals under the agenda 
item number three (3) for the Curriculum Committee business. Given 
the concerns raised so far, he moved that the URST 250/251 pro-
posal be separated for its own vote. 

The Speaker concurred that Hoffman could make the motion, but it 
would need a second. Hoffman's motion was seconded.  The Speaker 
asked for discussion on Hoffman's motion.

Krasnoff raised a point of order.  As he understands our procedure, he 
said, pulling out a single proposal would be automatic on the request 
of any Senator; thus, no motion is needed, unless Hoffman was mov-
ing to table.

The Speaker agreed with Krasnoff, but asked for clarification from 
Hoffman as to whether he intended a separate vote for URST 250/251 
or whether he moved to table the proposal.  Hearing from Hoffman 
the former, the Speaker asked for discussion to continue on the URST 
250/251 proposal. 

Kelly Shaver, Senator – Management and Entrepreneurship, offered a 
clarification. Shottland Scholars, he observed, are renewed every year, 
and there is nothing about the program that continues over conseque-
tive years, unlike the URST program being discussed.

At this point, the Speaker asked for any discussion about the oth-
er proposals under item 3:  

 a. Global Logistics and Transportation Minor and Concentration

 b. Chemistry: changes in courses and changes in Chemistry BA & 
BS and Biochemistry BS

 c. New courses in Urban Studies: URST 313 – Sustainable Urban-
ism and URST 361 – Water Use Law
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 d. English: New Courses, Course Deletion, and Program changes 
in English Major, English Major with Concentration in Creative 
Writing, and Minor in Creative Writing

Seeing none, he asked for a vote and all these proposals were ap-
proved on voice vote.

Discussion now resumed on URST 250/251.

Rick Heldrich, Senator – SSM, asked if URST 250/251 would ever be 
taught without the rest of the program being put in place. 

Keenan responded in the negative.

Heldrich countered that the proposal asks the Senate to approve only 
250/251.  If these courses cannot be offered without the other cour-
ses that are yet to be proposed, Heldrich asserted, then we should not 
be considering them separately. 

Keenan said that he understands the objection, but that this is a pro-
posal to create two courses. “That you can't teach,” replied Heldrich.

AVP Ford inquired what harm there would be in just teaching 
250/251. This would give sophomore students an intensive and valu-
able experience, whether or not a full program worked out. On a year-
ly basis, ten students would benefit from the program.

Keenan agreed that there would be no harm.  There is a syllabus for 
the course, and it could be taught.

Heath Hoffman, Senator – Sociology and Anthropology, returned to 
the question of workload. He asked Keenan how much of his teaching 
schedule is determined by himself as Director of Urban Studies and 
how much of it is determined by the Chair Department of Political Sci-
ence. 

Keenan responded that all his teaching is in Political Science and the 
Master of Public Administration.

Hoffman suggested that, given Keenan's answer, it seems all the more 
important to have a letter in the course proposal by the Chair of Politi-
cal Science stating his willingness to work with the Director of Urban 
Studies program to staff the proposed course. While the current direc-
tor is Keenan, Hoffman said, this may not be the case in the future, and 
such a letter would help ensure the long-term viability of the program 
in case there is a change in the department chair or directorship of Ur-
ban Studies.  

Keenan noted in reply that the program would be supported not just 
by the Director of Urban Studies but by the Director of the Riley Cen-
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ter, as well, and those positions are not up for renewal, he said, at the 
same time. 

But more to the point of Hoffman's and others' questions regarding 
workload, Keenan observed that the Faculty Curriculum Committee 
form for the proposal did not include the requirement of letters from 
chairs and so forth. While he appreciates the point, he said, he com-
pleted every part of the form and has all the required documents that 
should be required for a successful proposal when it comes before  
the Senate.  

Hoffman added that, for him, the real issue is that of considering the 
sophomore class (250/251) without at the same time considering the 
junior and senior classes with which they are supposed to go along.

Kelly Shaver, Senator – Management and Entrepreneurship, asked 
for a clarification.  There will be a junior year ambassadorship that 
will require as a prerequisite the completion of  the sophomore am-
bassadorship?

Keenan confirmed that: a junior could not enter just take the as-yet-
to-be-proposed junior course, since the goal of the eventual program 
will be to have students working on and tracking an issue over a 
three-year period, beginning in the sophomore year.

Iana Anguelova, Senator – Mathematics, asked if it would be possible 
to offer the course as a special topics class to try it out before making 
it an official part of the curriculum.

Keenan said that URST has a special topics class, but it might not be 
appropriate for what 250/251 is trying to do. The course needs its 
own designation, status, and visibility as a distinctive, immersive ex-
perience.

Scott Peeples, Senator – SHSS, called the question; this was sec-
onded and voted in the affirmative. 

The motion to approve URST 250 & 251 was put to a voice vote, 
but it was inconclusive.  

On a subsequent division of the house, the motion passed, 24  for, 
14 against.

d. English (PDF)

1. New courses 
ENGL 375 – Studies in Creative Writing
ENGL 380 – The Literary Magazine, Publishing, and Editing

2. Course deletion - ENGL 406 – Crazyhorse Literary Publishing 
Practicum
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3. Program changes in English Major, English Major with Concentra-
tion in Creative Writing, and Minor in Creative Writing 

There were no questions or discussion. 

The proposals were approved on voice vote, as stated above.

4. New minor or concentration

a. Marketing Minor (PDF)

Rhonda Mack, Chair – Management and Marketing, explained that 
this minor is for non-business majors and is made up from courses 
already in place. Students entering the minor will take courses along-
side business majors. 

There were no questions or discussion. 

The proposal was approved on voice vote.

b. Middle Eastern and Islamic World Studies Minor  (PDF)

Ghazi Abuhakema, Director of Asian Studies and Arabic programs, 
explained that this minor, too, is designed with existing courses.

There were no questions or discussion. 

The proposal was approved on voice vote.

c. Irish and Irish American Studies Minor  (PDF)

Including new courses:
IIAS 201 - Introduction to Irish and Irish American Studies
IIAS 301 – Special Topics in Irish and Irish American Culture
IIAS 302 – Special Topics in Irish and Irish American History
IIAS 303 – Special Topics in Irish and Irish American Social Science
IIAS 304 – Special Topics in Irish and Irish American Studies

Joe Kelly, Department of English and a sponsor of the proposed mi-
nor, observed that the proposal as posted on the Senate website, had 
the wrong pages for pages 50 and 51, which should have been course 
proposal pages for IIAS 304 – Special Topics in Irish and Irish Ameri-
can Studies. He provided correct pages to Springer, who added them 
to the hard copy of the document and removed the incorrect pages.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Larry Krasnoff, Senator – Philosophy, offered two questions to Kelly.

He inquired about non-IIAS courses in the proposal that do not obvi-
ously in their titles include “Irish” or “Ireland,” such as ENGL 325: 
Modern British Literature, ANTH 326: Peoples and Cultures of Eu-
rope, and POLS 367: Geography of International Conflict. In some mi-
nors, he noted, there is a kind of “asterisk” requirement for courses 
to count only if there is a certain percentage of the course time and 
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material devoted to the subject of the minor, such as a third. He 
asked how the IIAS program would handle this situation, given that 
different instructors may emphasize different things and curriculum 
in these courses could change over time. In the Modern British litera-
ture course, he speculated, an instructor might cover Joyce, but can 
one count on Joyce being covered as specifically Irish? Similarly, 
“Peoples and Cultures of Europe” is likely to cover the Irish, but to 
what extent and depth? Finally, while the Geography of International 
Conflict course, according to a current course description, includes 
attention to conflict in Ireland, among conflicts in other areas of the 
world, is there reason to believe the course will always include atten-
tion to Ireland?

Should these courses, Krasnoff asked, always count for IIAS or should 
they count only under the right description?

Kelly replied that the original proposal for the IIAS minor listed 
around 50 courses that could count when 1/3 of the content had to 
do with Ireland or the Irish. Under consultation, the proposal work-
ing group decided instead to go with the plan represented in the pro-
posal. The courses in the list now are all exclusively taught by per-
sons involved in developing the proposal.  He said that he under-
stands the concern, but they needed to make a decision about which 
approach to take. 

Krasnoff replied that the asterisk method could still work, unless 
there's specific objection to it or to to having 50 courses potentially 
count for the minor.  However, while the courses as taught now may 
clearly meet the requirements of IIAS, there is no guarantee that this 
will always be the case.  That said, Krasnoff added that he does not 
have strong feelings about this.

Krassnoff then asked about staffing, particularly of IIAS 201, since 
that has to be offered on a regular basis. Are there faculty available to 
regularly staff the course? While there are letters of support for His-
tory and Anthropology, they appear, he said, to be courses their fac-
ulty might teach other than 201. 

Kelly replied that should the Senate approve the minor, he will teach 
the class in the spring of 2016, and his department chair has ap-
proved that. Scott Peeples, Chair – English, concurred and said that 
the department can support Kelly teaching it once a year.

Krasnoff inquired if once a year is a good frequency for offering IIAS 
201.  Kelly replied in the affirmative. 

Jerry Hale, Dean of HHS, agreed that, based on conversations with the 
Chair of the Department of English, the school can support the teach-
ing of IIAS 201.
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There were no further questions or discussion. 

The proposal was approved on voice vote.

d. Bachelor of Professional Studies Concentration in Healthcare and 
Medical Services Management (PDF)

Including new courses:
HMSM 302 – Structure of Healthcare Delivery in the U.S.
HMSM 303 – Healthcare Law and Regulation
HMSM 320 – Healthcare Financial Management 
HMSM 346 – Leadership and Management in Healthcare Organiza-
tions
HMSM 410 – Healthcare Operations Management 

Godfrey Gibbison, Dean of the School of Professional Studies (SPS), 
stated that the proposal satisfies a gap in the region. Healthcare 
makes up a significant part of the regional economy, and there are 
no similar programs to this one in the area.

The proposal includes five new courses, two of which provide stu-
dents with a broad, structural sense of the healthcare industry and 
three that focus on the internal operations of the industry.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Julia Eichelberger, Senator – SHSS and Chair- Budget Committee, 
noting that the budget committee discussed the proposal, raised 
budgetary concerns that she said the Senate might want to consider.  

She observed that the School of Professional Studies (SPS) will foot 
the bill through tuition for adjunct instruction for the HMSM courses. 
Students will also take courses from Economics, Management, and 
other CofC departments, and the proposal includes letters of support 
from Economics and Management that state that those departments 
can offer 10 seats to HMSM students in the program's required cour-
ses from their departments. However, she said that, should demand 
grow beyond the 10 students planned for the initial offering of the 
program, budgetary problems might arise. If, say, 30 students were 
enrolled that might put pressure on departments or create a bottle-
neck for students, she said.

She said that, while this may not be a reason to not approve the pro-
posal, it is a concern the Senate should consider in its deliberations.  
The new program in Public Health, for instance, she said is experi-
encing a bottleneck due to great-than-expected demand, and there 
are not enough lines available to add to the program to fix that. 

While SPS may be able to support more students in the HMSM cour-
ses, it may not be true that the departments who offer courses that 
HMSM students may select have the seats for additional students, 
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she added. She asked Dean Gibbison if he had had conversations 
with those departments about available seats.

Dean Gibbison remarked that all the non-HMSM courses in the pro-
posal are currently offered on the North Campus and that they are 
part of the Bachelor of Professional Studies degree program. Those 
courses are currently offered with capacity for HMSM students.

Eichelberger agreed that for now the capacity seems to be there, but 
cautioned the Senate that if the new program becomes wildly suc-
cessful, we may find ourselves in a different situation.

Roxanne DeLaurell, Senator - Accounting and Legal Studies, agreed 
that Eichelberger's caution was well taken. DeLaurell noted that 
with the BPS, there has been a lot of creation, but new resources are 
not necessarily following. In addition to the constraints Eichelberger 
talked about, DeLaurell added, for all those courses in business that 
HMSM students may take, if they are completely staffed by adjuncts, 
it may create a problem for School of Business accreditation. Addi-
tional lines might be needed to meet demand and ensure accredita-
tion, but those lines do not seem to be forthcoming.  DeLaurell said 
she will vote against the proposal for these reasons.

Associate Provost Beverly Diamond observed that there are two vis-
iting lines providing capacity in the BPS program, one in Manage-
ment and one split between Computer Science and Management. 
[Correction: the second of these lines is permanent, not visiting.] 

If the proposed program were wildly successful, we have capacity 
for it at the North Campus facility, and the increased enrollment 
would generate revenue. Additionally, Dean Gibbison, she said, has 
been working hard to ensure that programs at the North Campus do 
not threaten the School of Business's AACSB accreditation. Diamond 
said that Dean Gibbison and the Interim Provost will continue to 
work to ensure that the resources are available.

Heath Hoffman, Senator – Sociology and Anthropology, asked Dean 
Gibbison how many students are currently enrolled in the BPS.  

The Dean said around 52, since the fall of 2013.

Kelly Shaver, Senator – Management and Entrepreneurship, assert-
ed that availability of seats in classes is not the real issue. For exam-
ple, MGMT 301 is only taught at the North Campus and in the 
evening. But if we should lose the visiting line for MGMT 301 on the 
North Campus, we will not be able to serve those 10 HMSM students 
with MGMT 301 downtown, since it is never taught at night.

Jon Hakkila, extending Shaver's observation, expressed confusion: is 
it not true that there are no lines specfically housed at North Cam-
pus?
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Shaver said “that's right.” What we have are visiting lines in Manage-
ment and Marketing and some of the visiting instructors teach at the 
North Campus.

Associate Provost Diamond specified that those faculty are hired and 
credentialed by the department chairs in their fields. They do not, as 
such, “reside” at the North Campus.  There is an important differ-
ence. 

Roxanne DeLaurell, Senator -Accounting and Legal Studies, added 
that those faculty are credentialed and hired by departments for ac-
creditation purposes, and therefore, they “count” for accreditation.

Dean Gibbison assured the Senate that School of Business accredita-
tion is not in jeopardy due to programs on the North Campus. 

There were no further questions or discussion. 

The proposal was approved on voice vote.

D. Resolution to Create a Faculty Position on the Board of Trustees
Larry Krasnoff

Resolution to Create a Faculty Position on the Board of Trustees

Whereas highly effective boards typically have the mutual trust and respect 
of members of the faculty, 

Whereas many institutions, public and private, have faculty representation 
on their Boards of Trustees,

Whereas this campus could benefit from improved dialogue between the 
governing board and other constituencies on campus,

Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate of the College of Charleston calls upon 
the Board of Trustees to create a non-voting position on the Board for a 
faculty member, who will be elected by the faculty to a two-year term and 
will attend all Board of Trustees meetings, including executive sessions.

Be it resolved that The Faculty Senate of the College of Charleston calls 
upon President McConnell to appeal to the Legislature of the State of South 
Carolina to convert the faculty position on the Board of Trustees to a voting 
position.

Larry Krasnoff noted that Faculty Senate recently passed a resolution 
supporting student representation on the Board of Trustees (BOT), and at 
that time many felt that if we could push to have student representation on 
the BOT, we ought to do the same regarding faculty representation on the 
BOT. 
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He explained that the resolution has two “resolved” clauses. The first of 
these, he said, would require no statutory action by the South Carolina 
legislature. The second one, however, would require legislative work. He 
noted that he and Speaker McNerney had reviewed the relevant sections of 
the SC Code of Laws.

Regarding the first “resolved” clause, he said, the BOT can manage its own 
affairs as it sees fit, which might include creating an opportunity for a 
faculty member to be there at all times at its meetings.

However, creating a voting position on the BOT for a faculty representative 
would require legislative action, since there is a clause that spells this out in 
SC law, and this kind of change in the law is the focus of the second 
“resolved” clause.  Krasnoff expressed doubt that such a change would be 
coming any time soon, but said it is worth pursuing.

Questions / Comments / Discussion

Katherine Walker, Interim General Counsel, took issue with the 
interpretation of SC law that Krasnoff forwarded, namely that the BOT 
currently has a right to place a nonvoting member on the BOT. In her 
review of the statute, she said she came to a different conclusion. The BOT, 
she said, has no such right. The BOT, she explained, is appointed by the 
legislature, and there is a statue tht creates the CofC BOT, as well as all the 
other Boards of Trustees for all the other higher education institutions in 
the state. The statute identifies 19 members of the CofC BOT, some are ex 
officio, non-voting members (such as the Governor). In addition, the 
legislature specifically contemplated non-voting student members on BOTs 
and created a statutory exception. There is, she said, “a separate statute 
that says, notwithstanding any other provision of law, all institutions of 
higher education in the state have the right to appoint an ex officio, non-
voting student to the Board of Trustees.” There is no comparable statutory 
exception allowing the College to place a faculty member on the BOT. She 
closed by saying that she “respectfully disagree[s] that we legally have the 
right or that the Board of Trustees legally has the right to place a faculty 
member on the Board, whether they are voting or non-voting, without a 
statutory change.”

Krasnoff asked the Faculty Secretariat to project on screen for reference as 
he responded to Walker sections of the South Carolina Code of Laws: Title 
59, Chapter 101 and Chapter 130.

Krasnoff said that he doesn't see why, if the BOT can create a student 
member that they cannot also create other memberships. 

He pointed out that the first “resolved” clause in the resolution does not 
actually call for a membership, but for a “non-voting position.”

Krasnoff called attention to two provisions in Chapter 130, SECTION 59-
130-30. Powers of board., (6) and (17).
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“(6) make bylaws and regulations for the management of its affairs and its 
own operations not inconsistent with law;”

Krasnoff interpreted this provision as allowing the BOT to include faculty at 
meetings if they so choose, unless, he said, you interpret the general statute 
allowing the creation of a student member as disallowing this, with which 
Krasnoff said he disagreed.

“(17) appoint committees of the board or officers or members of the faculty 
of the college with authority and for purposes in connection with the 
operation of the college as the board considers necessary;”

Krasnoff read this provision as allowing the BOT to have faculty at meetings 
if they consider it necessary to the good operation of the college.

Walker replied that the resolution specifically asks the BOT to “place a 
faculty member as a non-voting member” of the BOT. 

Krasnoff said, in reply, “position.”

Walker countered that there is no position on the BOT that is not a member 
of the BOT. 

Krasnoff responded by saying that there are people who attend all the 
meetings but are not members, such as Elizabeth Kassebaum. If the BOT 
said that there could be an elected faculty member that comes to the 
meetings, then that would be, Krasnoff argued, in their purview by virtue of 
the provisions he cited above. Krasnoff added that he and Walker obviously 
have a disagreement about what the law says but that he does not think 
that the text demands one reading over another.

Phil Jos, Senator – SHSS, asked if there is a way to combine the two 
“resolved” clauses and essentially ask the BOT to “do whatever you have to 
do” to make this happen.

Krasnoff said that it could be left up to the BOT.  But he added that it is 
really a matter of whom the BOT allows to its meetings. It is not, he stated, 
really a matter of making someone a member because that implies voting. 
The BOT, he asserted, could act now to allow faculty at its meetings. If it 
wants to redefine executive session, it could do that, as well.

If the statutory change is necessary, he added, then we should urge that, but 
he said he remains unconvinced that it is necessary.

Iana Anguelova, Senator – Mathematics, pointed out a problem in wording. 
When the second “resolved” clause speaks of a “voting position,” she 
wondered what the difference is between a “voting position” and a 
membership. 

Krasnoff replied by suggesting that the wording could be changed. 
“Position” could be changed in the last clause to “membership.” Krasnoff 
said he would accept that as a friendly amendment if offered. It was not.
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Heath Hoffman, Senator – Sociology and Anthropology, asked the Interim 
General Counsel if she advises the BOT on interpreting the law when 
resolutions like this come to them.  

Walker replied “yes.”

Hoffman went on to say, “your interpretation is that this would be in 
violation of state law. Your recommendation to the Board would be 'this is 
in violation of state law.'”

“Correct,” Walker replied.

Hoffman observed that the Senate needs to keep Walker's response in mind.

Walker concurred.

Bob Mignone, Senator – SSM, observed that he has always supported 
something like what the resolution is asking for. It would be a “wonderful 
gesture,” and many other institutions have it.  It's time, he added, that 
faculty have a seat at the table.

We could appoint anyone go to the meetings, which are all open, except 
executive sessions, which are a different matter. Merely attending meetings, 
waiting to be recognized to speak, if that even happens, does not seem very 
useful. We should “go for it,” he said: ask for a voting membership that 
allows participation in all meetings, including executive session. We have a 
President with a good deal of influence at the state level; perhaps he could 
assist in this case. If it is against the law, then perhaps, he added, that needs 
to be changed first.

Krasnoff replied that if we ask and it is rejected, then it's clear from the 
resolution that we would want the statute to change.

Andrew Shedlock, Senator - Biology, argued that “going for it” with “an 
illegal apparatus that is going to get shut down is not an intelligent 
approach to this valuable opportunity.” If a faculty representative does not 
have executive session rights and is not part of a shared governance, then 
the position will be seen as a “watchdog,” which is “not how we want to 
engage” the BOT.  It's important, he said, how we approach this so it is not 
misinterpreted.

Kelly Shaver, Senator - Management and Entrepreneurship, asked the 
Interim General Counsel whether or not it would, in her opinion “pass legal 
muster” if “we were able to combine the intent of the first ["resolved"] 
clause and the intent on the second into one that effectively asks both the 
Board of Trustees and the President to seek appropriate change in the law 
to permit a voting representative of the faculty to be on the Board of 
Trustees.” Shaver stated that he was not proposing this as an amendment 
but just testing it out.

Walker replied that there is another, entirely separate concern that she has:  
an employee of the College serving as a voting member of the BOT could be 
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seen as a conflict of interest and a violation of the statutory ethics rules for 
state employees.  

Nonetheless, she said, you could ask the President and the BOT to explore 
the issue and consider proposing a statutory change.

Shaver replied that he was suggesting not merely that the President and 
BOT explore the possible change but that they ask for a change, in which 
case we would be able to see if they actually did or not. 

Walker added that the possible conflict of interest has been looked into 
before.

Shaver countered that, clearly, such concerns have been resolved in states 
where faculty serve as members of boards of trustees. 

Walker replied that it has not been resolved, to her knowledge, in South 
Carolina.

“That's a given” in South Carolina, Shaver responded.

Morgan Koerner, Department of German and Slavic Studies, observed that 
this resolution is a “kind, friendly gesture” toward the BOT, given that over 
11 months ago the Senate voted no confidence in the BOT. The resolution, 
he said, is a gesture for something the BOT can do to win faculty trust. He 
added that he finds the loophole Krasnoff suggested promising, but that 
how the Speaker frames the resolution as he introduces it to the BOT will 
matter a great deal. It should be framed, Koerner said, as a PR victory for the 
BOT and way to reconcile without really giving up any power.

Krasnoff replied that provision 6 (cited above) is not a loophole, but a way 
of allowing the BOT to govern its own affairs. Having faculty in meetings is 
“just governing its own affairs.” 

Mignone disagreed with Krasnoff's reading of provision 6. “Management” 
and “operations,” Mignone said, are different matters than talking about 
appointing a member. 

He also offered what he called “an analogous, positive story.” There used to 
be a Council of Chairs in the state made up of faculty speakers from the 
public higher learning institutions, which Mignone said he chaired for a 
while. The Council attended meetings of the Advisory Committee on 
Academic Programs(ACAP) in the Council of Higher Education, an important 
committee that decides on new programs. Mignone said that he wanted the 
Council to have a seat on ACAP, and that then CofC President Sanders 
worked with ACAP to secure a seat for the Council.  This, he said, was an 
instructive success story representing good faith on all sides.  

Roxanne DeLaurell, Senator - Accounting and Legal Studies, stated that the 
law can be changed, and that law gets changed all the time. The only way to 
get change in law, she added, is to have group agitation for it. This 
resolution might be a means of communicating that.  
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Law, too, she added, is subject to interpretation.  The South Carolina courts 
“might actually agree with Larry [Krasnoff]...Weirder things have 
happened.”  While we cannot compell anyone to do anything that is illegal, 
we can, as she put it, “let them know what we are interested in 
accomplishing.” 

Scott Peeples, Senator – SHSS, said that he “appreciates the danger of 
wordsmithing on the Senate floor,” but offered a possible amendment to the 
resolution and asked for Krasnoff's opinion on it: deleting the first 
“resolved” clause, and editing the second so that it reads: “Be it resolved 
that The Faculty Senate of the College of Charleston calls upon the Board of 
Trustees and President McConnell to appeal to the Legislature of the State 
of South Carolina to create a voting faculty position on the Board of 
Trustees.”

Krasnoff stated that, if one were worried about the first “resolved” clause 
Peeples's proposed amendment would make sense. However, he said, 
keeping the first “resolved” clause might offer the BOT more options. 
Additionally, he said, keeping the clause makes us make our case to the 
Board and perhaps would engender a serious conversation about what 
membership and non-membership means. Krasnoff suggested this is not an 
aggressive move.

Andrew Shedlock, Senator – Biology, added in reply to Krasnoff's remark 
about aggression, that this is a very important opportunity, and the faculty 
member that is at a board meetings needs to be engaged, not seen as a 
watchdog. He pointed out that the Interim General Counsel has said that she 
will advise the BOT that the resolution is illegal. “I don't think this is the best 
way” to do it.

Krasnoff replied, “I'm sorry, but there are different interpretations of the 
law.” He asserted that the Interim General Counsel is not simply 
interpreting the law but is “also working for particular people who have 
appointed [her] and who may have particular interpretations and agendas 
that they want to advance.”

Walker replied that she “takes issue” with Krasnoff's statement. She said she 
was asked for her objective opinion and was not instructed to offer any 
particular interpretation. This is her neutral opinion of the law, she said.

Krasnoff said that he was simply replying to Shedlock's statement. He added 
that simply because the College's legal counsel has an opinion does not 
mean we have to defer to that interpretation. 

Shedlock responded the he was simply suggesting what we might expect to 
happen with the resolution.

Shaver added that we should expect a very short conversation, not a “law 
conversation.” The first question might be, “is this legal?” The likely 
resounding “no” would end the conversation. If one were trying to end the 
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conversation, he went on, that would be the approach.  But with Peeples's 
suggested amendment, Shaver said, the matter of legality is irrelevant and 
the focus turns to fixing the problem.

Krasnoff added that staying with the standing resolution language allows a 
non-voting membership, which is why, Krasnoff said, he sees it as opening 
the conversation, not closing it down. But we could go either way.

Heath Hoffman returned to Morgan Koerner's comment that the Senate 
voted no confidence in the BOT, and in that context, the resolution might be 
seen as hostile.  We might consider, he suggested, moving forward in a 
different way than proffering a resolution: starting a conversation with 
Brian McGee, the Speaker, the President, etc. 

Scott Peeples, Senator – SHSS, moved that the resolution be amended 
by striking the first “resolved” clause entirely and rewriting the 
second “resolved” clause (now the only “resolved” clause) to read: “Be 
it resolved that The Faculty Senate of the College of Charleston calls 
upon the Board of Trustees and President McConnell to appeal to the 
Legislature of the State of South Carolina to create a voting faculty 
position on the Board of Trustees.”

The motion was seconded. 

Peeples explained that the amendment has the virtue of asking for what we 
want and avoiding, as Shaver suggested, setting ourselves up for a quick 
“no.” We might consider, Peeples added, removing the word “voting,” but for 
now, he said, he wished to keep it in.

Discussion now turned to Peeples's motion to amend.  

Iana Anguelova, Senator – Mathematics, expressed concern that the 
amended resolution might still be illegal due to conflict of interest. She 
suggested consultation with legal counsel.

Krasnoff replied that the resolution as amended does not say by what 
statutory means the legislature would address the issue. Because we are 
calling for a statutory change, conflict of interest issued could be addressed 
in the statutory change.

Bob Mignone, Senator – SSM, said that he thinks the motion is a good one. 
He pointed out that the legislature just voted to disband the Commission on 
Higher Education because they want to form a Board of Regents. This 
resolution at least opens the conversation that might lead to having faculty 
representation on a Board of Regents if the state moves that way. 

Daniel Delgado, Senator – Hispanic Studies, called the question, which 
was seconded, and which passed with a 2/3 majority on voice vote.

The amendment was voted on and passed on a voice vote.

The resolution now read as follows. 
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Resolution to Create a Faculty Position on the Board of Trustees

Whereas highly effective boards typically have the mutual trust and respect 
of members of the faculty, 

Whereas many institutions, public and private, have faculty representation 
on their Boards of Trustees,

Whereas this campus could benefit from improved dialogue between the 
governing board and other constituencies on campus,

Be it resolved that The Faculty Senate of the College of Charleston calls upon 
the Board of Trustees and President McConnell to appeal to the Legislature 
of the State of South Carolina to create a voting faculty position on the Board 
of Trustees. 

Discussion on the amended resolution.

Iana Anguelova, Senator – Mathematics, asked for a quorum call, which 
revealed, with 27 Senators present, that there was a quorum.

There was no further discussion. 

The resolution as amended passed on voice vote.

6. Constituents’ Concerns : none. 

7. Adjournment : 7:20.
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