
Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting on 13 March 2018 
 
The Faculty Senate met for a regular meeting on Tuesday 13 March 2018 at 5 PM in Wells 
Fargo Auditorium (Beatty Center 115). 
 
 1.     Call to Order 5:05 PM  
 
2.     Minutes of the 13 February 2018 regular Senate meeting were approved as posted. 
 
3.     There were no Announcements and information. 
 
4.     Reports  

a. Speaker of the Faculty Elizabeth Jurisich reminded the Chairs of Senate Committees 
to submit an end of academic year report to Megan Gould (gouldme1@cofc.edu). 
Speaker Jurisich thanked Julia Eichelberger, Chair of the Adjunct Oversight Committee 
and William Bares, Chair of the ad hoc Committee on Institutional Identity and Vision 
for their reports to the Senate. The Speaker reminded the Senate that any chair of a 
Committee is welcome to make a report to the Senate. 

 
b. Provost Brian McGee gave recognition to the men’s basketball team for their 

accomplishments including reaching the NCAA Tournament and noted that CofC student 
athletes have a high APR (NCAA’s rating of academic progress) and that many student 
athletes have consistent GPAs over 3.0. 
 
Provost McGee also thanked those that helped during accepted student weekend. The 
Provost said that many students made deposits, which will help in projecting and 
planning for the budget for the next fiscal year. He said a solid projection of student 
enrollment would not be possible until mid-April.  
 
Provost McGee said his office is continuing work on the developing budget for FY 2019 
with the Budget Committee and Academic Leadership and Executive Leadership. He said 
it is the priority of his office to improve wage growth for roster and adjunct faculty, 
despite the lack of state mandates or state funding. 
 
The Provost commented on newspaper reports of town hall meetings held by the 
leadership of the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education. He said their reports 
on the challenges in higher education are gloomy, as they focus on increasing tuition 
expenses and budgetary challenges. Provost McGee said although it is distressing to see a 
decline in public faith in higher education, his outlook is more optimistic and is 
encouraged by CofC’s efficient direct academic expenditure, as reported last month. The 
Provost said the value of higher education is self-evident and student who pursue higher 
education experience benefits in wage-earning potential and in longer, healthier, happier 
lives for themselves and for their children. He said South Carolina benefits from students 
attending higher education classrooms.  
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The Provost noted that letters were released on March 15 for 34 tenure and promotion 
cases and 33 third year reviews in addition to sabbatical and Post-Tenure review cases. 
The Provost will offer a report on these outcomes in his April Provost report. He thanked 
all involved in the critical work of faculty evaluations, including the Tenure and 
Promotion Committee and departmental evaluation panel members. 
 
The Provost emphasized that many of these faculty will be instructing CofC students for 
generations to come and it is the faculty who ARE the College of Charleston far more 
than the beautiful buildings or campus. 
 
The Provost accepted questions. 
 
Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) asked about enforcement of the rule stating that 
no more than 70% of a department's sections may be filled inside of prime time. Krasnoff 
recognized that the rule has been on the books for a long time, but that scheduling 30% of 
class sections outside of prime time leads to greatly decreased enrollments.  

[email from Registrar to Secretary: The 70/30 prime time classroom scheduling rule 
was implemented with the Fall 2007 schedule as part of the Course Scheduling 
Policies and Approved Meeting Pattern Times initiative that was determined at an 
October 2006 Deans meeting.  No more than 70% of each department’s course 
offerings can be offered at meeting times beginning between 9:00am and 3:00pm]. 

 
Krasnoff said that changing scheduling practices very late in the semester is not fair. 
 
Provost McGee said that all schools have been compliant with the rule except for 
Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS) and deferred to the Registrar for more detail. 
 
Krasnoff said perhaps the populations of the other schools are different and effects on 
enrollment are not felt as acutely. 

 
Mary Bergstrom, (Registrar) said that the rule has been in effect for a long time, and the 
Office of the Registrar has been enforcing the rule since it was implemented. Bergstrom 
said HSS has violated the rule, but has complied when asked to do so. 
 
Bergstrom offered additional information about scheduling classrooms and noted that the 
70/30 rule allows equitable scheduling of classrooms "owned" by the Registrar and by 
individual departments and schools. 
 
Provost McGee said it has been a number of years since classrooms were reallocated and 
may need to be revisited. 
 
Tom Kunkle, Senator (at-large, SSM) and Christine Finnan, Guest, asked for 
clarification of the 70/30 rule and if online sections were part of the rule?  
 



Bergstrom clarified that only online hybrid courses were included in the 70/30 rule, since 
those classes did require classroom space. 
Richard Nunan, Senator (at-large, HSS) expressed worry that if classes are scheduled 
outside of prime time for some programs, enrollments will suffer. 
 
Provost McGee said he will take the 70/30 rule to the Deans for discussion. 
 
c. Adjunct Oversight Committee (Julia Eichelberger, Chair) provided a handout and 
a report (Both are included in Appendix A). 

 
The committee invited all adjunct faculty to complete a Qualtrics survey regarding 
working conditions other than salary. The committee chose not to address compensation 
at this time.  
 
Eichelberger said that 118 adjuncts completed the survey, which is about 30% of the 
2016-17 adjunct population. Most responses were positive. One question got a 58% 
negative response. That question reads, "I understand what resources are available to 
further my professional development." 
 
Eichelberger said that some adjuncts reported that they have very welcoming chairs and 
departments or supervisors and an inclusive departmental culture. There were also 
comments reflecting that some adjuncts felt devalued. The committee has provided 
guidelines to chairs that will help foster an inclusive departmental environment. 
 
Eichelberger also mentioned that adjuncts may join the faculty club 
(http://facultyclub.cofc.edu/index.php), which could foster collegiality. A form for signup 
[or follow the link for electronic sign up] is sitting in the dining room of the faculty club, 
and dues are deducted from your paycheck.  
 
The committee was concerned at some reports of poor working conditions, such as 
buying their own desk copy of their textbook, or not having a desk, no computer, no 
access to office space, and no evaluation process. Eichelberger pointed out that these 
types of working conditions should not exist, and should be corrected. They plan on 
surveying chairs and program directors to discover more about these possible conditions. 
 
Eichelberger said some good suggestions resulted from the survey such as adjunct faculty 
should be allowed to take CofC courses tuition-free, ways to reduce parking costs, more 
mentoring programs, better publicizing for professional development opportunities, and 
better clarity on benefits, such as health insurance or retirement packages. The committee 
felt that an adjunct liaison would help field some of the questions. The committee asked 
Human Resources to create a summary on what benefits are available to adjuncts and will 
ask for clarity on some questions they still have. 
 
Suggested best practices are included in Appendix A, from a report made to the Senate in 
2014 by Faculty Administrative Fellow Eichelberger. Progress or inactivity on each of 11 
suggested best practices is indicated by a plus sign. 
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Eichelberger accepted questions. 
Susan Kattwinkel, Senator (Theatre) asked if the departments were identified and 
indicated that she always paid for her own desk copies of texts. She made the point that if 
a department did not pay for supplies for their faculty, then adjuncts of that department 
would not have access to supplies either. 
 
Eichelberger acknowledged that conditions may vary by department, and pointed out that 
some adjuncts do not teach on campus (example, Teacher Education), so will not have 
office space or supplies on campus.  
 
Richard Nunan, Senator (at-large, HSS) asked about the slide referring to hiring 
practices. 
 
Eichelberger said that it referred to hiring adjunct faculty using a structure similar to 
hiring tenure-track faculty. This would involve more departmental faculty input than the 
Chair in the hiring decision, and in letting the adjunct faculty member know what the 
evaluation process would be. 
 
Mark Del Mastro, Senator (Hispanic Studies) pointed out that for Chairs, it is common 
to hire adjuncts shortly before the semester starts, when roster faculty are absent. He said 
it is virtually impossible to put together a more traditional search committee structure. 
Del Mastro said that Chairs also lose adjunct hires when better opportunities come along, 
requiring a quick search for another. He said it is not always feasible to follow the same 
hiring practices used in hiring tenure-track faculty. 
 
Eichelberger said that best practices suggest hiring more people in advance, so filling 
sections at the last minute would happen fewer times. 
 
Del Mastro said that scenario is not feasible, even if an adjunct has taught for several 
years. If they are a great adjunct faculty member, then they might get a better 
opportunity. 
 
Provost McGee asked if anyone has to buy their own instructional materials, to please let 
him know. 

 
5. There was no Old Business. 
 
6. New Business 

a. ad hoc Committee on Institutional Identity and Vision (William Bares, 
Chair) (Appendix B) 

 
Bares reported that in January, the committee released an online survey soliciting input 
on the College's identity and vision.  In February, Bares said the committee hosted six 
discussion sessions addressing broader issues that were revealed in the online survey. 
 



Highlights of the online surveys were issues of identity of the College, operational details 
and climate and communication. The topic of climate and communication was one the 
community felt strongly about. At the February 22, 2018 ordinary meeting, Bares read a 
statement reflecting the views of the College community revealed in the survey and 
discussions [http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2017-2018/feb-
2018/OrdinaryFacultyMeeting/minutes_Ordinary_Faculty_Meeting.pdf]. 
 
Bares encouraged faculty, staff, and all colleagues to participate in the survey. He said 
the committee will present their findings to the Presidential Search Committee, the Board 
of Trustees, and to the next president of the College. 
 
Bares said the committee hopes to present a full report at the April 10 Faculty Senate 
meeting.  
 
A motion to extend the work of the ad hoc committee was presented and passed with a 
unanimous vote. 
 
Provost McGee commended the committee on its good work facilitating the series of 
discussions. 
 
b. General Education Committee (Lisa Covert, Chair) introduced the following 
curriculum items.  

 
i. For approval for the Gen Ed Social Sciences requirement: 

COMM 215 (pdf) 
INTL 290 (pdf) 

 
Tom Kunkle, Senator (at-large, SSM) asked for and received clarification that these are 
not new courses, but courses proposed for Gen Ed credit. 
 
The courses were approved. 
 

ii. For approval for the Gen Ed Humanities requirement: 
FREN 334 (pdf) 
FREN 335 (pdf) 
FREN 336 (pdf) 
FREN 337 (pdf) 

The proposals passed. 

c. Committee on Graduate Education (Christine Finnan, Chair)  
introduced one proposal. 
      MTLA (pdf) 
The proposal passed with no discussion. 
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d. Curriculum Committee (Chad Galuska, Co-Chair) introduced the following 
proposals: 

   
i. Communication: Change minor from requiring both COMM 214 and 215, to 

requiring two of COMM 214, 215, 216. 
COMM minor change (pdf) 

 
The proposal passed with no discussion. 

 
ii. English:  Create a new concentration in Writing, Rhetoric, and Publication 

  ENGL-WRIT (pdf)        
Create six new courses to support the concentration. 
ENGL 225: Introduction to Writing Studies (pdf) 
ENGL 316: Writing and Literacy(pdf) 
ENGL 322: Writing across Contexts (pdf) 
ENGL 369: Writing for the Web (pdf) 
ENGL 372: Rhetoric in a Digital Age (pdf) 
ENGL 379: Usability and Document Design (pdf) 
 
Modify three other courses to support the concentration. 
ENGL 305 (pdf) 
ENGL 310 (pdf) 
ENGL 334 (pdf) 
 
Add the new courses to the major, the ENCW concentration, and the EDEN 
cognate. 
ENGL (pdf) 
ENGL-ENCW (pdf) 
EDEN (pdf) 

 
Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) asked for clarification on which of the current 
regular English requirements are exempted. 
 
Julia Eichelberger, Senator (at-large, HSS) answered that there is a concentration in 
Creative Writing that has separate requirements and a degree that is for the secondary 
education certification students, so the proposal would be a fourth variation on it. 
 
Additional clarification was offered by Chris Warnick, Guest (English). 
 
Krasnoff asked if there was still a senior seminar. 
 
Eichelberger said that in the certification track, their practicum is their capstone. 
 
Betsy Baker, Senator (English) said that Creative Writing includes a capstone. 
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Krasnoff asked if there was a general rule that the committee follows for how many 
courses make a concentration. 

 
Lynn Cherry (Associate Provost for Curriculum and Institutional Resources) said that 
concentrations have to be at least 18 hours. 

 
Galuska, Krasnoff, and Warnick discussed adding up courses and developing 
concentrations. 

 
The proposals passed. 
 

iii. French, Francophone, and Italian Studies: Add repeatability to FREN 383 
(pdf) 

 
The proposal passed with no discussion 
 

iv. Library: Create new special topics course.  
LIBR 106:  Special Topics in Library and Information Science (new course) 
(pdf) 

 
The proposal passed with no discussion 
 

v. Physical Education Activity Courses (PEAC): Create four new courses and 
deactivate one course. 
PEAC 114: Badminton & Pickleball (new course) (pdf) 
PEAC 142: Beginning Surfing (new course) (pdf) 
PEAC 150: Disc Sports: Golf & Ultimate (new course) (pdf) 
PEAC 160: Introduction to Tai Chi (new course) (pdf) 
PEAC 117: Badminton & Racquetball (deactivate course) (pdf) 

 
The proposals passed with no discussion. 

    
vi. Studio Art: Add restrictions to ARTS 119. (pdf) 

Add repeatability to ARTS 331 (pdf), 332 (pdf), 333 (pdf), and 334. (pdf) 
 

Susan Kattwinkel, Senator (Theatre) asked what is the purpose of adding the 
restrictions? Could sections be added for non-majors? Kattwinkel said that she was 
concerned about separate expectations for the course. 

 
Sara Frankel, Guest (Studio Art) said it is the same course and the same content. She 
said since it is the feeder course for all other courses, they wished to reserve one section 
so that Freshmen and Sophomores could enroll, since it was a popular course for many 
outside the major. 

 
Kattwinkel asked why is this necessary to do through Curriculog since it is logistical and 
not curricular. 
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Galuska said since the department is adding a statement that will appear in the catalog, it 
needed to go through Curriculog. 

 
Kattwinkel mentioned that restricting sections to certain groups would solve several 
problems in any department, and foresees an avalanche. 
 
The proposals passed. 
 

vii. Teacher Education  
Elementary Education: Renumber courses to facilitate cross listing with 
graduate courses. 
EDEE 425 (from 325) (pdf) 
EDEE 435 (from 378) (pdf) 
EDEE 445 (from 333) (pdf) 
EDEE 468 (from 368) (pdf) 
EDEE 490 (from 382) (pdf) 
EDEE 495 (from 416) (pdf) 

       
Early Childhood Education: Renumber courses to facilitate cross listing with 
graduate courses.  
EDEE 420 (from 380) (pdf) 
EDEE 429 (from 375) (pdf) 
EDEE 438 (from 331) (pdf) 
EDEE 488 (from 415) (pdf) 
 
These courses are not being renumbered but will be cross-listed: 
EDEE 403 (pdf) 
EDEE 407 (pdf) 
EDEE 409 (pdf) 

 
Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) and Provost McGee discussed the understanding 
that the proposals need to be presented by the Graduate Curriculum Committee and 
approved by the Senate before being completely passed. 

 
All proposals passed with the understanding that the proposals will be presented next 
Senate meeting by the Graduate Curriculum Committee. 
 

viii. Professional Studies: Create a new concentration in Legal Studies. 
PRST-LGST (pdf) 
 
Create seven new courses to support this concentration. 
LGST 301: Advanced Legal Research and Writing (pdf) 
LGST 306: Personal Injury Pleading and Practice (pdf) 
LGST 307: Workers' Compensation Law (pdf) 
LGST 308: Social Security Disability Law (pdf)\LGST 309: Immigration Law 
(pdf) 
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LGST 390: Law Office Administration (pdf) 
LGST 444: Legal Studies Internship (pdf) 

 
Richard Nunan, Senator (at-large, HSS) asked if there was a possible conflict with 
Trident Tech's paralegal program?  

 
Godfrey Gibbison, Guest (Dean of Professional Studies) clarified that the program was 
developed as a result of conversations with Trident Tech, who expressed a need for their 
students to have a pathway to a bachelor’s degree. Gibbison said the courses were 
developed with feedback from lawyers and law firms across the state, and in conjunction 
with Trident Tech. 

 
Gibbison affirmed that the courses are designed to complement Trident Tech's paralegal 
degree, and to offer a pathway towards a bachelor’s degree. 

 
The proposal passed. 
 

ix. Urban Studies: Add HIST 251 as an alternative to HIST 211 in both the major 
and minor 
URST major change (pdf) 
URST minor change (pdf) 
 
Add POLI 397 to the Sustainable Urbanism concentration. 
URST-URSU concentration change (pdf) 

 
The proposals passed with no discussion. 

 

e. Committee on the By-Laws and the Faculty/Administration Manual (Richard 
Nunan, Chair) introduced seven motion proposals. Cover Memo for the seven 
motion proposals (Appendix C) 

Nunan explained that the first three proposals from the By-Laws committee are simple, 
and the last four are more complex. 

 
i. Motion 1 FAM 162 VIII.A.9 Class Attendance: Instructors ascertain whether 

both excused and unexcused absences count in determining the basis for a 
grade of “WA,” which stands for “withdrawn failure due to excessive 
absences” and is equivalent to a failing grade. 

 
Motion 1 was explained and discussed. 

 
Mary Bergstrom (Registrar) said that the proposal had been seen by Academic Affairs 
and the Committee on Academic Standards, Admissions, and Financial Aid and is to 
solve confusion about the WA between students and faculty on withdrawing from a 
course, and failure due to excessive absences. 
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Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) objected to the language, "stands for," and 
proposed language, "means." 

 
The wording change was accepted as a friendly amendment. 

 
Motion 1 passed unanimously. 

 
ii. Motion 2: FAM 164 VIII.A.11 Final Examinations and Final Course Grades: 

At the request of the student, a faculty member should make available 
information and/or an evaluation of the student’s progress prior to the drop 
date withdrawal deadline. 

 
Motion 2 passed unanimously. 

 
iii. Motion 3: Replace binary-gendered pronouns with gender-neutral 

substitutes throughout the FAM. 
 

Susan Kattwinkel, Senator (Theatre) supported non-binary gender neutral pronouns, but 
asked if the change was merely cosmetic.  

 
Provost McGee said the last major gender-sensitive revision of the FAM took place in 
2005-2006, where in the Administrative section of the FAM, there was an attempt to 
replace the pronoun he with alternate uses of he or she, then considered best practice in 
gender-neutral writing. 

 
Provost McGee said that managerially, the pronoun change would require a major rewrite 
of some portions of the FAM, and would take some time and multiple revisions. 

 
The Provost said care would have to be taken not to change the meaning of the FAM 
inadvertently. 

 
Provost McGee said that the By-Laws and Administrative sections of the FAM should be 
revised separately, with By-Laws requiring a separate motion for each change, or it 
would require an amendment authorizing a universal strike and replace. Gender-neutral 
language changes require additional approval by Faculty before it can be implemented. 

 
Deanna Caveny-Noecker (Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs) addressed Susan 
Kattwinkel's question as pertaining to the use of pronouns on campus generally. Caveny-
Noecker said there is a project called the Preferred Name project, which began as a way 
to identify preferred first names for students. The project has now grown into first names 
preferred by employees and restoring preferred pronouns to all on campus, particularly 
students. The project moves the campus away from using a strict set of binary pronouns 
and allows for changes in gender identity in CofC systems. 

 
Members of the Preferred Pronouns Project are Lynne Ford, Mary Bergstrom, Deanna 
Caveny-Noecker, and two colleagues from IT: Eileen Raney and Mary Person. An update 



and timeline will be released soon. Caveny-Noecker said that Data Governance Council 
approved a list of name usages and definitions and usage guidelines. 

 
Motion 3 passed. 

 
iv. Motion 4: By-Laws Article V, Section 3 

 
Nunan said that Motions 4 and 5 are within the same 23 page document [Appendix C]. 
Motion 4 concerns the structure of the Hearing Committee. The structure is separated out 
from the work of the committee. 

 
Nunan gave an explanation of the Motion and explained that selection of the panels 
would be done before hearings are convened or requested. The By-Laws committee also 
suggested adding two additional full professors which, together with the recommendation 
to consolidate the Hearing Committee regular and alternate members, would increase the 
size of the Hearing Committee to twelve. 

 
Irina Gigova, Senator (at-large, HSS) asked how busy is the Hearing Committee? 

 
Nunan replied that it varies dramatically, depending on if there are grievances that lead to 
termination of a faculty member. 

 
Multiple people said it could be zero to two or three, and the cases might be spread over 
the year, or all come up in May. 

 
Tom Kunkle, Senator (at-large, SSM) said as Chair of Nominations and Elections, he 
does not think it would be difficult to fill the extra seats. Kunkle asked for clarification on 
before there are any hearings, the Chair of the Hearing Committee divides the Hearing 
Committee into two panels of six. Should there be other new panels, those will be 
randomly selected. He asked if By-Laws was concerned about randomly selecting the 
first two panels?  

 
Nunan said the Hearing Committee would attempt to distribute the two panels evenly 
among schools. 

 
There was discussion of randomness. 

 
Iana Anguelova, Senator (at-large, SSM) said that it is important for a grievant to know 
who is on the panel. 

 
Nunan said in the scenario of three people denied tenure who want to have hearings at the 
same time, that might not be possible in advance of requesting a hearing. 

 
Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) asked when does the need for the new panel 
arise? When a case is filed, or when a case is heard? If a hearing committee says no to 
hearing a case, is that panel excused and replaced with a different panel? Krasnoff said he 



is currently Chair of the Hearing Committee and would not know how to interpret Motion 
4 and when a panel serves or is excused. 

 
Deanna Caveny-Noecker (Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs) said there was not 
currently an explanation in the FAM outlining what would happen if there were multiple 
cases. Caveny-Noecker said the ad hoc committee on Hearings expressed the sense that if 
they had more cases, they would need more people, since multiple cases would put an 
undue burden on a single Hearing Committee. The By-Laws/ Fam Committee followed 
AAUP guidelines in suggesting convening two panels in advance of knowing what the 
hearings would be for that year. She said there would always be a need to systematically 
constitute more panels and said it might be appropriate to have the Hearing Committee as 
a whole constitute new panels, and to determine when an existing panel can be excused. 

 
Sandi Shields, Senator (Mathematics) asked if it would be possible to form the third 
committee in the same way as the first two and noted it is important for all committees to 
be blind to the cases they will hear. 

 
Larry Krasnoff, Senator (Philosophy) said one way to simplify is for all members of the 
Hearing Committees to hear the question of jurisdiction, then constitute the panel that 
hears the case.  

 
Krasnoff said as Chair of the Hearing Committee, he would rather have random selection 
for all panels. He does not think the chair of the Hearing Committee should be 
responsible for selection that might imply judgement about who should serve. 

 
Krasnoff said he is also concerned about the distinction made for when the Chair of the 
Hearing Committee acts, and when the Chair of a panel acts and said that must be clear. 

 
Caveny-Noecker said she thought that distinction was made clear. 

 
Tom Kunkle suggested adding the word randomly one more time. 

 
Nunan pointed out that the panels will not wind up equal, considering distribution across 
schools, gender, departments, and randomness will not really occur. He said prescribing 
exactly how the Chair of the Hearing Committee constitutes panels will result in a mess. 

 
Betsy Baker, Senator (English) suggested removing all "randomly" and "random" 
wording. 

 
Nunan pointed out that removing the word empowers the Chair of the Hearing 
Committee to choose which panel hears a case. 

 
Several Senators and Guests supported the suggestion to remove the word randomly 
and supported constituting panels in a consistent manner. 

 
There was discussion about making a friendly amendment. 



 
George Pothering (Parliamentarian) said that technically, there is no such thing as a 
friendly amendment. He said in a case such as this, it is better to make the language 
change as a motion, seconded, then voted on. 

 
Speaker Jurisich recognized a motion on the floor to delete one occurrence of the word, 
"randomly" [in “any additional cases will be heard by new panels, randomly constituted 
out of the committee pool”]. 

 
That motion was seconded. 

 
Jolanda van Arnhem, Senator (at-large, Library) called for quorum. 

 
A count verified there was no quorum.  

 
The discussion on Motion 4 was tabled. Motions 4, 5, 6, and 7 were tabled until the April 
Senate meeting.  

 
 

 
7. Constituent’s general concerns were not called for. 
 
8. Adjournment, 7:10 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Jannette Finch 
Faculty Secretary 
 
[Appendix A: Adjunct Oversight Committee handout and PowerPoint] 
 
[Appendix B: ad hoc Committee on Institutional Identity and Vision] 
 
[Appendix C: Committee on the By-Laws and the Faculty/Administration Manual cover memo 
for the seven motion proposals] 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 



ADJUNCT OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
REPORT ON ADJUNCT SURVEY & OTHER RESEARCH

MARCH 13, 2018   C OF C FACULTY SENATE



FEBRUARY 2018 SURVEY

 We did not address compensation, although we think it should be higher.

 Raising salaries from 3K to 4K per semester would require over 1-2M added to budget

 Other employees also eager for raises after years of having none

 Another approach: keep budget same or phase in increases while reducing # of sections taught by adjuncts

 Questions covered working conditions other than salary

 118 adjuncts completed survey (~30% of 380+ adjunct faculty reported in 2016-17)



QUESTIONS THAT RECEIVED 50%+ POSITIVE RESPONSES

Majority of respondents either Strongly Agree or Agree with these statements.

 “I have the information I need to do my job.”

 “I have the space and materials I need to teach my assigned courses.”

 “I have the space and materials I need to keep office hours.”

 “I feel included in my department or program.”

 “I understand when and how I will be evaluated.”

 “I believe I have been evaluated fairly in the past.”

 “I know whom to contact if I have questions or concerns.”

 “I have the information I need to make decisions about benefits I’m eligible for.”



58% NEGATIVE RESPONSE: 
AWARE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT RESOURCES?

 Statement read “I understand what resources are available to further my professional 
development.”

 Several respondents said they weren’t aware of any resources; some said they didn’t know which 
resources were available to adjunct faculty 

Answer % Count

Strongly agree 10.17% 12

Agree 32.20% 38
Disagree 44.07% 52

Strongly disagree 13.56% 16
Total 100% 118



DEPARTMENTAL CULTURE

 In their comments, some adjuncts reported their department is welcoming and inclusive

 Some reported feeling devalued within their home departments:

 Told not to apply for permanent positions

 Not allowed to attend department meetings

 Not recognized on public lists of department faculty

 Departments should be as welcoming as possible. In addition, adjuncts may wish to join Faculty Club as a place for 
collegial interactions



WORKING CONDITIONS THAT SHOULD NOT EXIST

 Adjuncts having to buy their own desk copies of required textbooks

 Adjuncts without desk or computer equipment

 Adjuncts without access to office space

 Adjuncts who have not been evaluated or believe process was unfair

We’ll survey chairs/program directors to get their perspective as well. 



”I UNDERSTAND WHEN AND HOW I WILL BE EVALUATED”

Answer % Count

Strongly agree 19.49% 23

Agree 49.15% 58

Disagree 26.27% 31

Strongly disagree 5.08% 6

Total 100% 118



POTENTIALLY GOOD SUGGESTIONS

 Allow adjuncts to take C of C courses tuition-free

 Look for ways to reduce adjuncts’ parking costs 

 Develop more mentoring programs; publicize prof. development opportunities  

 Find better ways to share info regarding benefits & other practical matters (a liason?)



INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION ON ADJUNCT BENEFITS?

 “I have the information I need to make decisions about benefits I’m eligible for.”

 Problems also mentioned in several comments

 We asked HR to create a summary of benefits

 We’re working on clarifying some questions before sharing it

 Some benefits not administered by HR (Parking, Faculty Club)

Answer % Count

Strongly agree 20.34% 24

Agree 43.22% 51

Disagree 27.12% 32

Strongly disagree 9.32% 11

Total 100% 118



SUGGESTED BEST PRACTICES 

Recommended Best Practices for Adjunct Faculty at the College of Charleston 

2014 Senate report by Academic Affairs’ Faculty Administrative Fellow. “+” = progress since 2013.

 + 1. Pay & benefits comparable to pay for work done by other roster faculty with similar qualifications

 + 2 Hiring practices for adjunct faculty comparable to those used for TTF—adequate time to prepare a course; duties, expectations,  process of performance evaluation clearly 
communicated when hired

 + 3. Evaluation practices for adjunct faculty comparable to those used for TTF, including clear criteria & timelines, peer review, time to seek other employment if not reappointed

 4. Career ladder

 + 5. Support for teaching parallels support for TTF: appropriate supplies, equipment, office space; access to campus resources, professional development, mentoring. 

 6. Invited to department meetings, may contribute to curriculum design. 

 +7. Proportional representation in faculty governance 

 + 8. Respect communicated clearly and consistently 

 +9. Support for professional development & scholarly research 

 10. Institution’s staffing plan specifies what ratio of TT/NTT roster faculty/adjunct faculty is desired 

 + 11. Institution collects & publishes data tracking its achievement of best practices 



COMMITTEE MEMBERS & RESPONSIBILITIES

 One adjunct representative

 Welfare, Budget, Academic Planning, Compensation Committees each send one member

 Academic Affairs sends a representative

 Duties listed in FAM:
 Receive and analyze reports: from the Office of Institutional Research, Planning, and Information Management on the number of adjuncts employed by the College, 

the number of credit hours delivered by adjunct faculty, adjunct faculty members’ rank and status (part-time or full-time), and adjunct faculty compensation; and from 
the Provost’s office on College policies for adjunct faculty.

 Solicit additional information on adjunct practices in use in schools, departments, and programs. To obtain this information, the committee may analyze published 
documents (e.g., department websites or handbooks), interview deans and chairs, conduct surveys of adjunct faculty, and/or do additional research.

 Receive and respond to information from the Provost’s office and/or senior leadership regarding future plans for the College that will affect the College’s reliance 
on adjunct faculty or compensation of adjunct faculty.

 Regularly report to the Faculty Senate, Provost, and adjunct faculty on the College’s adjunct policies and practices; make recommendations to the Faculty Senate and 
appropriate committees regarding compensation, working conditions, ongoing professional development, and collegiality for adjunct faculty. With the assistance of the 
Faculty Secretariat, maintain a permanent record of each year’s minutes and annual reports.

 Meet twice each semester, or more frequently, at the committee’s discretion.



Adjunct Oversight Committee Report: Adjunct Faculty Survey & Other Committee Research 
College of Charleston Faculty Senate     13 March 2018 

 
Mary Ann Blitt (Academic Planning), Julia Eichelberger (Chair/Budget Cmttee representative), Phyllis 
Jestice (Welfare Cmttee), Sorinel Oprisan (Compensation Cmttee), Cheryl Spinner (elected adjunct member) 
 
 

o 118 adjuncts completed February survey (~30% of the 380+ adjunct faculty reported in 2016-17). 
 

o Survey did not address adjuncts’ compensation, which is low: approximately 3K per course, 24K 
a year if full-time for 2 semesters/12 hours. We’re concerned about low adjunct pay, yet we know significant 
increases are unlikely in near term. (Raising pay from 3K to 4K/course would probably require 1-2M added 
to next year’s budget, without providing raises for other employees.) 
 

o Survey investigated factors other than salary that affect adjuncts’ work. We invited respondents to 
rate 9 statements (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) & leave text comments. 
 

o “I have the information I need to do my job.” 
o “I have the space and materials I need to teach my assigned courses.” 
o “I have the space and materials I need to keep office hours.” 
o “I feel included in my department or program.” 
o “I understand when and how I will be evaluated.” 
o “I believe I have been evaluated fairly in the past.” 
o “I understand what resources are available to further my professional development.” 
o “I know whom to contact if I have questions or concerns.” 
o “I have the information I need to make decisions about benefits I’m eligible for.” 
o  

All but one statement received a majority of positive ratings (Strongly Agree, Agree).  
 

o “I understand what resources are available to further my professional development” received 
58% negative ratings (Disagree, Strongly Disagree). Several respondents said they were unaware which, if 
any, professional development opportunities they were eligible for as adjunct faculty.  
 

o Some adjuncts surveyed described very positive department/program culture--supportive and 
welcoming colleagues and supervisors--while some reported feeling devalued by their departments’ attitude 
toward their contributions. Examples of non-collegial actions: not listing adjuncts among departmental 
faculty, not allowing adjuncts to attend department meetings, telling adjunct faculty not to apply for 
permanent positions in the department. Without fuller context for these comments, we can’t really assess the 
scope of this problem, but thought we should note it here. Some of these departments may now trying be 
more welcoming, yet adjuncts still have little contact with other faculty and may have yet to experience 
proactively collegial actions in these departments.  

 
N.B. Joining the Faculty Club could enable adjuncts to interact with other C of C faculty (sign-up sheets in 
Faculty House dining room, $5/pay period). 
 

o Adjuncts reported working conditions that should not exist—inadequate equipment or materials, 
for example. The committee doesn’t know whether these problems reflect a communication breakdown 
between adjuncts and supervisors or whether some chairs/program directors really are unable to provide their 
faculty with adequate space and materials needed to do their jobs. Some respondents said they had never 
been evaluated or that the process did not seem to them to be fair. The committee will survey 
chairs/program directors to get their perspective, then compile a list of additional recommendations for 
moving closer to best practices for adjunct faculty (see below for 2014 recommendations).  
 



 
o Survey comments included other suggestions the committee thinks are valuable, including 

o Allow adjuncts to take C of C courses tuition-free 
o Look for ways to reduce adjuncts’ parking costs  
o Develop more mentoring programs; publicize prof. development opportunities   
o Find better ways to share info regarding benefits & other practical matters (a liason?) 

 
o Prior to survey we’d heard concerns re insufficient information on adjunct benefits. We asked HR 

to create a one-page summary of benefits; we’re now working to clarify this further before sharing it. Some 
benefits (Parking, Faculty Club) are not provided by HR but by other entities; we want adjuncts to receive 
the fullest and clearest information possible on what is available to them.  
 

o This committee is charged with keeping faculty informed about adjuncts’ benefits & other working 
conditions; it also can make recommendations (i.e., a stronger adjunct compensation package) that the Senate 
may endorse or act upon. Committee consists of 1 elected adjunct representative plus one rep each from 
Budget, Compensation, Welfare, & Academic Planning committees. These committees can be charged with 
investigating specific adjunct issues identified this year. 

 
 

Recommended Best Practices for Adjunct Faculty at the College of Charleston  

2014 Senate report by Academic Affairs’ Faculty Administrative Fellow. “+” = progress since 2013. 

+ 1. Adjunct faculty receive equitable pay and benefits, comparable to the pay earned for comparable work 
done by tenured and tenure-track faculty or other roster faculty with similar qualifications.  

+ 2. Hiring practices for adjunct faculty are comparable to those used to hire tenure- track faculty (TTF); all 
new adjunct faculty appointments allow adequate time to prepare to teach a course; contracts, handbooks, 
and other communication from supervisors clearly stipulate duties, expectations, and the process of 
performance evaluation.  

+ 3. Evaluation practices for adjunct faculty are comparable to those used to evaluate TTF, including clearly 
defined criteria and timelines, peer review, and adequate time for adjunct faculty to seek other employment if 
not reappointed.  

4. Career ladder for adjunct faculty rewards excellent performance and makes adjunct faculty potentially 
eligible for some form of job security.  

+ 5. Support for adjunct faculty teaching parallels support for TTF: appropriate supplies, equipment, office 
space, and access to campus resources, professional development, & mentoring.  

6. Adjunct faculty are invited to participate in department meetings and may contribute to curriculum design.  

+7. Proportional representation in faculty governance is available to all adjunct faculty.  

+ 8. Respect for adjunct faculty is communicated clearly and consistently by administration, chairs, and all 
tenured and tenure-track faculty.  

+9. Support is available for all adjunct faculty’s professional development and scholarly research.  

10. Institution’s staffing plan specifies the ratio of TT/NTT roster faculty/adjunct faculty that is desirable in 
order for institution and departments to meet their academic goals.  

+ 11. Institution collects and publishes data tracking its achievement of best practices.  



ad hoc Committee on Institutional Identity and Vision (William Bares, Chair) 

 

In December and January we invited all employees to respond to an online survey designed to 
determine a set of issues related to the College’s identity that would guide a series of discussion 
sessions.  During the month of February, we hosted six sessions where employees came 
together to discuss and share responses to the six broad questions that emerged from the 
online survey.  Overall close to 500 employees of the College submitted responses to the online 
survey and/or participated in the six sessions.  Our preliminary analysis found that respondents 
were most concerned with the following issues: 

• Our identity as an institution – liberal arts, vocational training, research  
• Operational details of how we realize our identity – business models, academic 

programs, policies, student recruitment  
• Climate and communication – morale, communication between administration, staff, 

and faculty  

The issue of climate and communication was concerning to many – so much so that at the 
February 22nd ordinary meeting, we presented a statement asserting that “...faculty and staff 
emphatically desire a higher degree of shared governance and a greater level of campus-wide 
dialogue.” 

 

We are preparing a report of our findings to present to the Presidential search committee. We 
are also composing a longer survey of faculty and staff, based on statements and proposals that 
came up in the course of our February meetings. 

 

We will be requesting time at the April 10th meeting to present a more detailed report of our 
findings.  Our findings will be made available to the College community. 

 

We believe that these discussions have been helpful and will complement the ongoing 
Presidential search and will be valuable to the new President in their first year guiding the 
College.  Therefore, we ask that the life of the ad hoc committee be extended through the 
2018-2019 academic year. 
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Memorandum  
From:   Richard  Nunan,  Chair  

on  behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  By-‐Laws  and  the  Faculty/Administration  Manual  
   (George  Pothering,  Mike  Lee,  Liz  Jurisich,  Jannette  Finch,  Deanna  Caveny-‐Noecker)  
To:   Faculty  Senate  
Re:   Committee  motions  concerning  Faculty  Hearing  Committee  structure  &  procedures  
  
The  Faculty  By-‐Laws  Committee  has  seven  motions  to  put  before  the  Senate  for  the  March  
Senate  meeting.    The  first  two  are  simple  language  modification  motions  carried  over  from  last  
year,  and  are  set  forth  in  this  cover  memo.    A  third,  also  included  in  this  cover  memo,  is  simple  
in  concept,  but  somewhat  detailed  in  execution.      
  
The  fourth  &  fifth  motions,  concerning  the  structure  and  procedures  of  the  Faculty  Hearing  
Committee  and  the  conduct  of  hearings,  are  quite  complex,  running  to  23  pages  of  text  
(attached).    Summarizing  the  content  of  that  document  is  the  main  task  of  this  cover  memo.      
  
The  sixth  motion,  a  follow-‐up  to  some  of  Dr.  Chris  Fragile’s  recommendations  on  behalf  of  the  
2016-‐17  Post-‐Tenure  Review  Committee,  and  to  some  additional  related  recommendations  
from  Provost  McGee,  plus  one  minor  innovation  proposed  by  us,  the  2017-‐18  By-‐Laws  
Committee,  isn’t  too  complicated,  but  a  bit  detailed,  and  also  attached  separately.    
  
Some  uncontroversial  elements  of  the  2016-‐17  recommendations  from  last  year’s  ad  hoc  
Committee  on  Hearings,  and  from  last  year’s  PTR  Committee,  have  already  been  incorporated  
in  the  Faculty-‐Administration  Manual  (FAM  hereafter),  while  Motions  4,  5,  &  6  concern  the  
potentially  more  controversial  recommendations  of  those  two  Committees.  
  
Finally,  Motion  7  is  yet  another  (more  substantive)  innovation  concerning  PTR  evaluation  stan-‐
dards  language,  proposed  by  the  2017-‐18  By-‐Laws  Committee.    Because  this  motion  functions  
quite  independently  of  the  other  PTR  recommendations,  we  offer  it  as  a  separate  motion.  
  
Motion  1  
FAM 162 VIII.A.9 Class Attendance: Instructors ascertain whether both excused and 

unexcused absences count in determining the basis for a grade of “WA,” which 
stands for “withdrawn failure due to excessive absences” and is equivalent to a 
failing grade.  

Request by Mary Bergstrom on behalf of the Office of the Registrar, in order to more accu-
rately reflect what a ‘WA’ grade means, which is an ‘F’, not a ‘W’, with respect to GPA.  
While the By-Laws Committee recognizes that this modification is unlikely to eliminate all 
confusion that results from conflating ‘W’ grades (which are not ‘F’s) and ‘WA’ grades 
(which are), it is a step in the right direction.  Changing the grade labels involves complica-
tions which fall well outside the Committee’s authority. 
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Motion  2  
FAM 164 VIII.A.11 Final Examinations and Final Course Grades: At the request of the 

student, a faculty member should make available information and/or an evaluation 
of the student’s progress prior to the drop date withdrawal deadline.  

Request by Lynn Cherry, to comply with current institutional language. 
  
Note  that  the  language  in  brown  is  not  part  of  the  proposed  language  for  these  motions.    It  is  
simply  explanatory  gloss  for  the  Senate’s  information.  Language  in  blue  is  new  language  
proposed  (or  endorsed)  by  the  2017-‐18  By-‐Laws  Committee,  in  these  particular  cases  to  replace  
strike-‐through  language.    That  color-‐coding  will  apply  throughout  these  motions.  
  
  
Motion  3  
          Replace binary-gendered pronouns with gender-neutral substitutes throughout the FAM. 
 
The practical significance of this motion is illustrated throughout the long attached motion on 
matters governing faculty hearings.  Traditional English usage practices are profoundly sexist, a 
practice which academic institutions have been combatting for some time now.  But traditional 
usage is also profoundly binary with respect to third person gender references such as he/she or 
her/him. Not everyone subscribes to this dual-valued allocation of genders, and we believe the 
College should be more inclusive in its official documents.  Doing this does sometimes necessi-
tate resorting to plural pronouns in contexts where singular forms would be more traditional.  But 
the practice is becoming more commonplace, and thus our language is arguably evolving, in 
terms of what is now regarded as grammatically correct. 
 Although the effects of this motion are already integrated into the attached proposal on 
hearings, the intent of the motion is much broader, eventually encompassing the entire FAM.  
Conversely, Motions 4 & 5 below, concerning substantive changes in matters relating to faculty 
hearings, can be approved with or without passage of Motion 3.  The pronoun modification 
language in the body of the attached document can be reversed again, if needed. 
  
  
The  next  two  motions  are  really  an  integrated  unit,  but  they  have  been  separated  out  because  
they  involve  distinct  ratification  processes.    Motion  4  concerns  the  By-‐Laws  section  of  the  FAM.    
As  an  alteration  in  the  Faculty  By-‐Laws,  in  addition  to  securing  Senate  endorsement,  it  must  be  
approved  also  by  the  Faculty  as  whole.    Motion  5  concerns  hearing-‐related  issues  which  fall  
outside  the  By-‐Laws  section  of  the  FAM.    Those  recommendations,  if  approved  by  the  Senate,  
have  to  then  be  acceptable  also  to  the  Administration.  
  
Motion  4  

Modify By-Laws Article V, Section 3 (Standing College Committees), Subsection B.12 
(Faculty Hearing Committee), pp. 26 and 27 of current FAM, so as to restructure committee 
membership as explained in attached detailed motions on hearings (pp. 2-4 of 1st attachment). 
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This proposal is a variation, with some new innovations, on a recommendation conveyed by the 
ad hoc Committee on Hearings to the Faculty Senate at the April 2017 meeting.  As the ad hoc 
Committee originally suggested, we have proposed eliminating the distinction between regular 
and alternate committee members in favor of a committee of the whole.  But we have also pro-
posed augmented its size by one member, increased the number of full professors by two, and 
proposed a different method for selecting individual hearing panels.  Our reasoning for these 
measures in included in the attachment.  Red ink indicates language retained (or deleted) from 
the ad hoc Committee’s original proposal concerning Hearing Committee structure last year.  
(See page 1 of first attachment for a detailed summary of the color-coding.) 
 
The  remaining  19  pp.  of  the  first  attachment  constitute  Motion  5.    But  for  the  sake  of  organiza-‐
tional  clarity,  the  motion  is  subdivided  by  its  distinctive  parts  below.  
  
Motion  5  

A.   Clarification of FAM language governing the rights of probationary faculty and adjuncts 
to grieve certain kinds of allegations about the circumstances of their termination or non-
renewal before a faculty hearing panel.  (FAM pp. 72 and 78-80, plus enumeration modi-
fications on 89-91;  attachment pp. 5-11)   

This is entirely a By-Laws Committee innovation, motivated by concerns about the lack of 
clarity in FAM language governing the grievance rights of Instructor-rank faculty, and adjunct 
faculty.  It’s unrelated to the ad hoc Committee’s recommendations, but nonetheless also 
relevant to the larger hearing process reform initiative in which the ad hoc Committee and By-
Laws Committee have both been engaged. 
 

B.   Timing sequence issues with regard to hearing procedures. (FAM 125, 126, 149, 181; 
attachment pp. 12-16)  These actually come up throughout the attachment (see summary 
on p.1)   

The By-Laws Committee has made some necessary modifications of timing issues in some 
locations, but in general, the By-Laws Committee parts company with the ad hoc Committee on 
the question of shortening timing intervals.  The By-Laws Committee’s reasoning for its reversal 
on this question is laid out in detail on attachment p. 14 
 

C.   Conflict of interest findings by faculty hearing panel. (FAM p. 182; attachment pp. 17-18) 
The proposal offered by the ad hoc Committee concerning conflicts of interest has been both 
augmented and modified significantly.  It has also been moved from the location originally 
proposed by the ad hoc Committee.  Note also the distinction between the hearing panel and the 
Hearing Committee  (the ‘committee of the whole’).  That was intentional. 
 

D.   (Mostly) minor repairs of language governing hearing and post-hearing procedures. 
(FAM 183, 186-188, legendary missing last page of FAM; attachment pp. 19-23). 

Some of these modifications were devised by the ad hoc Committee last year, others by the By-
Laws Committee this year.  Note (potentially) limited role of the alternate panel member, whose 
existence in this proposal is another By-Laws Committee innovation. The last page, discovered 
in a secret Pentagon storage room near the Ark of the Covenant, was unavailable to the ad hoc 
Committee last year.    
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Motion  6      

Modify FAM language governing Post-Tenure Review Procedures to clarify timing issues 
about when a faculty member can come up for a Superior Rating.  (Second attachment) 
 

This motion reflects the more substantive elements of the set of recommendations submitted to 
the Senate by Chris Fragile on behalf of the 2016-17 Post Tenure Review Committee during the 
April 2017 Senate meeting.  The more straightforward details, like the more straightforward 
details in the ad hoc Committee on Hearings recommendations, were incorporated in the draft 
2017-18 FAM over the 2017 summer, and approved then by the 2016-17 and the 2017/18 By-
Laws Committees, after which they were ratified by the Senate at the September 2017 Senate 
meeting.  The chief difference between the 2016-17 PTR Committee recommendations and 
Motion 6 involves a softening of the PTR Committee recommendations concerning deferments.  
  
Motion  7  
            Insert  new FAM language governing Post-Tenure Review standards of evaluation for a  
     Superior Rating.  (Third attachment) 
 
This motion is largely self-explanatory.  It is offered in the hope of securing both more flexible 
and more consistent application of the PTR standards for a superior rating. 
     
The  By-‐Laws  Committee  thanks  Senate  members  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  read  through  
and  deliberate  carefully  about  these  detailed  and  rather  complex  motions.  
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