


Faculty Senate Minutes 
March 26, 2014 

 
 
Members Present: Sharon Beavers, Herbert Blankson, Tammy Byron, Emma Cooley, Robert Culp, Kent 
Harrelson, Leslie Harrelson, Mike Hilgemann, Celeste Humphrey, Barbara Jones, April Kay, Clint Kinkead, 
Jonathan Lampley, Sarah Mergel, Keith Perry, Vince Postell, Jason Schmurr, Sandra Stone, Natalie Trice, 
Gail Ward, Seth Weitz, Molly Zhou 
 
Members Absent: Matt Chenoweth, Bob Clay, Richard Collison, Cynthia Fisher, Fernando Garcia, Matt 
Hipps, Cheryl Larsen, Cheryl Owens, Sunny Park  
 
Vince Postell called the meeting to order upon verification that a quorum was present at 3:40 PM. 
 
The senate held off on approving the minutes of the February 26, 2014 minutes until such time those 
minutes have been submitted to the members for review. 
 
Unfinished Business 
 
(1) Faculty Advising Evaluations (Vince Postell) 
 
The senate continued its discussion on the Faculty Advisor Outcome Survey (See Attachment #1). To 
begin the discussion, Vince Postell asked Sandra Stone (when she arrived while the discussion of 
concerns was in process) what exactly was being evaluated—the process or the advisors. Dr. Stone said 
both the process and the advisors will be evaluated using this survey. The purpose of collecting data is 
so the college can assess the quality of advising. SACs requires the college to assess advising. As of now, 
the college has no way to measure contact with students. 
 
Dr. Postell suggested the senate discuss the concerns raised at the November 13, 2013 meeting (See 
Attachment #2). The following represents a list of comments raised by the members at the February 26, 
2104 as they relate to our concerns and specific survey questions. 

• Sharon Beavers suggested that in the first sentence of the form be revised to take out “our 
student’s progress.” 

• Robert Culp asked how the administration would administer the; Sarah Mergel said she thought 
the administration intended to send it to students electronically. 

• Several members expressed concern about the question on how often did you meet with your 
advisors; Celeste Humphrey suggested changing meet to contact and specifying a time, such as 
this year. Dr. Humphrey explained the concerns about “meet” to Dr. Stone who said that change 
made sense. 

• Jonathan Lampley suggested defining contact; then Celeste Humphrey and Jonathan Lampley 
suggested moving the fifth question on whether the student had contact with their advisor prior 
to being released for registration before the question about meeting with the advisor. 



• Robert Culp suggested the survey should not be anonymous from the student perspective (i.e., 
ask the student’s name) because some student advisees are “know troublemakers.” If deans and 
chairs will use the survey for evaluation, then they should know which students made the 
comments. 

• Jason Schmurr asked about “in your major” because sometimes the faculty advisors are not “in” 
the major. Someone suggested changing the question to meet with your assigned faculty 
advisor. Dr. Stone expressed some surprise that faculty advisors met with faculty outside their 
major, but she also said the this change was okay. 

• Someone asked a question about when or how often the administration would administer the 
survey. Dr. Stone suggested it would be at the end of the academic year or once a year. Several 
members then asked about how the timing would relate to the length of time it takes to process 
a change of major form. 

• Herb Blankson asked about the question relating to how many times the student meet with 
their advisor. His concern raised a further question about how different schools/departments 
handle advising. For example, the business programs are more structured than the social 
science or natural science programs. Robert Culp talked about how business faculty need to be 
on top of pre-requisites and mapping because of how and when their department offers the 
courses students need to graduate. 

• In an attempt to structure the discussion, Vince Postell asked how we wanted our discussion to 
proceed: Should we discuss the form or the list of concerns from the last meeting? Celeste 
Humphrey said we probably need to deal with the concerns first. 

• Dr. Stone and several members raised the question about whether we want to make face-to-
face meetings required. Leslie Harrelson said she thought requiring meetings would not fit the 
type of student body at DSC. Email, texting, and other forms of communication are equally valid 
when it comes to advising so long as there is contact between the advisee and his or her advisor. 

• Sharon Beavers, going back to the issue of how different programs handle advising, noted that 
in programs like education the question about mapping out a plan for graduation might not be 
valid every year because advisees and advisors make two-year plans. If a student made a plan 
the previous year, they might answer no the second or third time they take the survey so it 
could affect the results. Dr. Beavers also said that the survey is too long. 

• In response to the question about in-person meetings, Sandra Stone suggested requiring 
advisors to meet with advisees on a face to face basis when they the student is first assigned to 
the adviser. Sharon Beavers asked if DegreeWorks has pictures. Dr. Stone said that they were 
working on including pictures in DegreeWorks and the new advising tracking program. 

• Sharon Beavers also asked if the college was trying to capture multiple points of data from this 
one instrument. Dr. Stone said for SACs the college needs to report on whether students are 
getting advising information on an ongoing basis until they finish their program of study.  

• April Kay asked a question about handling students when they come to an advisor already off 
their plan. Sarah Mergel suggested adding a question about how long this person has been your 
advisor to protect advisors from criticism when they did not necessarily make an error. 

• Dr. Stone suggested we should stop seeing other people’s advisees, so that the assessment 
would be more accurate. Robert Culp worried about what happens when someone else releases 



your advisee to register and you lose control over the process; perhaps advisors need to be 
notified when someone else works with their students.  

• Sarah Mergel suggested a policy change requiring anyone working with a student related to 
advising to make a note in DegreeWorks or new advising program.  

 
At this point, Vince Postell said our approach to “creating this instrument” with a committee of too 
many simply would take too long. He recommended creating an ad-hoc committee to look at the survey 
and faculty members would be able to share concerns with the committee. Robert Culp suggested that 
we use this instrument as is to see how it works; Dr. Postell thought it would be better to fix it now. 
Vince Postell then called for a motion. Celeste Humphrey moved on the motion to create and ad-hoc 
committee and Seth Weitz seconded the motion. The senate approved the motion. 
 
The members of the committee are as follows: 

• Mike Hilgemann – STEM (Chair - By Coin Toss) 
• Gail Ward – Heath Occupations 
• Tammy Byron – Liberal Arts 
• Molly Zhou – Education 
• DK Kim – Business 

 
(2) Faculty Senate Officer Nominations (Vince Postell) 
 
The senate returned to its discussion of electing new senators and new officers for the 2014-2015 
academic year. Vince Postell expressed concern about electing a president-elect whose term in the 
senate expired prior to the end of their term as president. Kent Harrelson checked the bylaws and 
confirmed that faculty senators can serve up to three consecutive three-year terms so a sitting member 
could be elective now and serve for the required four years through their presidency.  
 
Dr. Postell then discussed some of the responsibilities of the president-elect and the parliamentarian. He 
also asked members if their departments had elected new officers. Sarah Mergel said the Social Science 
representatives will continue to serve next year. Jonathan Lampley said that he and Natalie Trice will 
rotate off for English, but he plans to stand for reelection. Celeste Humphrey noted that she and April 
Kay will continue to serve next year for Natural Sciences. The other senators were unsure about who will 
represent their department next year. Dr. Postell then opened the floor for nominations for the open 
positions. 
 
President-Elect 

• Kent Harrelson nominated Sarah Mergel 
• April Kay nominated Celeste Humphrey 

 
Parliamentarian 

• Gail Ward nominated Kent Harrelson 



 
Dr. Postell then asked the nominees if they were willing to stand for election. All indicated a willingness 
to serve. The senate will vote at the April meeting by secret ballot. 
 
New Business 
 
(1) Proposed Amendment to the Faculty Senate Bylaws (Celeste Humphrey) 
 
Celeste Humphrey passed out draft changes to the Faculty Senate Bylaws for the Evaluations 
Subcommittee to reflect proposed changes to the tenure and promotion process at the college (See 
Attachment #3). The change relates to the composition of the committee as administrators will no 
longer be voting members of the committee. Dr. Humphrey noted that the Faculty Senate 
representative will also come from the FDEW Committee (which needed to be added to the wording). 
Dr. Humphrey indicated the handout was for information only at this time as some changes would be 
made before distribution to the members of the Faculty Senate for consideration at the April meeting.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:40 PM. 
 
The next meeting of the Faculty Senate will be Wednesday, April 9, 2014 @ 3:30 PM 
 
Respectfully Submitted by Sarah Mergel 
 



Attachment #1 
 

Dalton State College Faculty Advisor Outcome Survey 

 

Please answer the following questions so that we can evaluate our students’ progress in advising.  After 
completing the questions, click on SUBMIT.  Thank you! 

*Required for submission. 

 

What is your major?* 

___________________ 

 

How many times did you meet with the faculty advisor in your major?* 

o Never 
o Once 
o Twice 
o Three to Five 
o More than Five 

 

With which advisor did you meet?* 

___________________ 

 

Did your advisor use DegreeWorks in discussing your progress? 

o Yes 
o No 
o Don’t know 

 

Did you have contact with your advisor (email, phone, or face-to-face) before he/she released you to 
register for your classes?* 

o Yes 
o No 

 

Did your advisor discuss degree completion and assist you in mapping out a plan for timely 
completion of your degree? * 

o Yes  
o No 
o Don’t know 

 



 

Did your advisor discuss with you your plans for “after graduation”? * 

o Yes 
o No 
o Don’t know 

 
Was your advisor knowledgeable about careers and jobs related to your major?* 

o Yes 
o No 
o Don’t know 

 
How did you schedule appointments with your advisor? 

o Through campus email 
o By phone 
o Signed up on list outside advisor’s office 
o Came as a walk-in 

 

If you had an appointment, was your advisor prompt? 

o Yes 
o No 

 

If you had an appointment, were you prompt? 

o Yes  
o No 

 

Were you treated courteously by your advisor? 

o Yes  
o No 

 

Which option best describes how your questions were answered? 

o All of my questions were answered 
o Most of my questions were answered 
o Some of my questions were answered 
o None of my questions were answered 
o Not applicable 

 

If necessary, did your advisor contact or refer you to another department to resolve issues? 

o Yes 
o No 
o Not necessary 

 



 

Please rate the quality of the academic advising you have received 

o Excellent 
o Good 
o Fair 
o Poor 

 

Please rate the availability of your advisor 

o Excellent 
o Good 
o Fair 
o Poor 

 

Please rate the willingness of your advisor to assist you 

o Excellent 
o Good 
o Fair 
o Poor 

 

What would you like to have received more information about, if anything, during your advising 
sessions? 

o Careers related to my major 
o Transfer information 
o Additional educational options 
o My major 
o Every area was adequately covered 
o Other:   

 
 



Attachment #2 
 
Faculty Senate Concerns about the Faculty Advisor Outcome Survey 
 
At its meeting on 13 November 2013, the Faculty Senate reviewed the proposed Faculty Advisor 
Outcome Survey submitted by Dr. Stone for our consideration. After discussing the survey, the members 
had the following questions and concerns. 
 

• In terms of evaluating performance, who will the faculty be compared to (professional advisors, 
other faculty members in their department, or other faculty members across the campus)? 

• Will the possibility that different departments/schools/majors have different advising standards 
be considered in using the results? And if so, how?  

• Will the possibility that some faculty members have a small number of advisees and some have 
a significant number of advisees be considered in assessing the results? And if so, how? 

• How will change of advisers be considered for students who change major or students who shift 
advisors within a department? 

• Will the results of the survey be used for the purposes of evaluating faculty? And if so, should 
the survey be approved by the Faculty Evaluation Committee? 

• Will this be used for/against faculty in annual reviews? 
• Should there be more training for faculty on advising before assessing the process? More 

specifically, is the question regarding use of Degree Works appropriate given that not all faculty 
or students have been properly trained in its use? 

• Does the phrase “meet with your advisor” mean face to face or does meet include email and 
phone communication? Would communicate be a more appropriate term?  

• How does the institution define availability as it relates to advising? Does it include email, 
phone, and face to face? If so, should that be reflected in the survey? 

• How often will this be administered—every semester, every year, or upon graduation? 
• Is the form too long? More specifically, should there be a question related to general 

satisfaction? If students respond no, then they could be prompted to answer additional 
questions to address their problems or issues. 

• Should there be a question that asks a student if they intend to graduate from DSC or they plan 
to transfer to another institution? No amount of good advising will convince a student who 
intends to transfer to stay. So perhaps data on transfer students should be considered 
differently. 

• If the survey is not being used for the purpose of faculty evaluation, then it should not ask the 
name of the advisor. 

• The first sentence of the survey probably should be changed, because this survey is not really 
asking about student progress in advising, but faculty performance in advising. 

 



Attachment #3 
 

Proposed Amendment to the Bylaws 
Current Wording 
III Evaluation 
Purpose:  The purpose of the Evaluation Sub-Committee is to oversee the faculty evaluation process to 
include tenure and promotion. (The current faculty evaluation committee shall continue to meet until 
the revision of the faculty evaluation procedures is complete and approved by the faculty senate.) 
 
Composition:  The Evaluation sub-committee shall be composed of 
(a) Faculty Senator (1) 
(b) Tenured Faculty, from FDEW committee, one from each school (5) 
(c) Chair and Dean selected by the VPAA 
 
Duties:  The Evaluation sub-committee shall recommend, to the Academic Policy Committee through 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs, modifications in policy, structure, and/or implementation of 
faculty evaluation as the need arises, and student evaluation of faculty as the need arises, including 
issues around annual goals, annual evaluations, tenure, promotion, and post-tenure review.    
 
It shall also mediate, as needed, in disagreements between faculty and administrators regarding setting 
and achieving annual goals, annual evaluations, tenure or promotion procedures and requirements. The 
chair and dean would recuse themselves from such mediation if they are involved in the process.              
 

New Wording 
III. Evaluation 
Purpose: The purpose of the Evaluation Sub-Committee is to provide procedural oversight of the faculty 
evaluation process including promotion and tenure according to the Dalton State College Faculty 
Evaluation Manual. (The current faculty evaluation committee shall continue to meet until the revision 
of the Faculty Evaluation procedures is complete and approved by the faculty). 
 
 
Composition: In order to ensure continuity the evaluation sub-committee shall be composed of 
(a) One tenured faculty senator 
(b) Tenured faculty members one from each school serving staggered 3 year terms (if a school has no 
tenured faculty a non-tenured faculty member may serve. 
(c) Chairs and deans may attend faculty evaluation committee meetings as non-voting members as 
assigned by the VPAA 
(d) The chair of the committee is to be elected by the committee the last meeting of the previous spring 
 
Duties: The Evaluation sub-committee shall recommend to the Faculty Senate and the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs modifications in policy, structure, and/or implementation of faculty evaluation as the 
need arises, and student evaluations of faculty as the need arises, including issues of annual goals, 
annual evaluations, tenure, promotion, and post-tenure review. 
 
It shall also mediate, as needed, in disagreements between faculty and administrators regarding setting 
and achieving annual goals, annual evaluations, tenure or promotion procedures and requirements.  
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