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Faculty Senate:

We meet tomorrow at 3:30 pm in Peeple's #115. 

If you would like to add anything to the agenda, please let me know. 

If your committee met during the past month, please be prepared to address the Senate on what was discussed
and action taken (if any)

Regards,

Robert
President of Faculty Senate
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Faculty Senate Minutes 

November 12, 2014 

 
Members Present: Herb Blankson, Christian Griggs (for Tammy Byron), Robert Culp, Brent Evans, 

Chuck Fink, Cynthia Fisher, Fernando Garcia, John Gulledge, Richard Hambrock, Kent Harrelson, 

Leslie Harrelson, Celeste Humphrey, Cathy Hunsicker, Ellie Jenkins, David Brown (for Barbara 

Jones) April Kay, D.K Kim, Clint Kinkead, Jonathan Lampley, Sarah Mergel, Lovey Mesco, Marge 

Shirilla, Kelson Smith, Jane Taylor, Christy Walker, Deb Richardson (for Gail Ward), Christopher 

Wonzy, James Wright 

 

Members Absent: Richard Collison, Matt Hipps, Cheryl Owens, Keith Perry, Jason Schmurr, Kay 

Wagner, Molly Zhou 

 

Guests Present: Baogang Guo 

 

Meeting called to order at 3:35 P.M.  

 

Robert Culp noted that we have a quorum. 

 

Board of Regents Letter 

 

Robert Culp announced he sent a letter to the Board of Regents. Kelson Smith asked when it went 

out. Robert Culp asked Kent Harrelson, who indicated the paper copy was mailed on Thursday, 

November 5, 2014. There was no other discussion about the letter. 

 

Changes to the Bylaws  

 

Robert Culp asked the members if everyone received a copy of the proposed changes. 

 

Sarah Mergel gave an overview of cosmetic changes to the composition of several faculty senate 

committees.  

 Sandra Stone had asked to change composition of the FDW Intellectual Property 

Subcommittee to allow untenured faculty to sit on the subcommittee. The Development 

Committee had no problem with the change. 

 Due to recent changes in the departmental structure, language about the number of 

department representatives needed to change on the Academic Programs Committee, 

Faculty Development and Welfare (FDW) Committee, and the Promotion and Tenure 

Committee. To prevent future bylaw changes, the language about school/department 

representation would take out a specific number. 

 Under Academic Programs Committee, there is also a proposed changed to add the 

executive committee as faculty senate representatives to the APC. Robert Culp then 

addressed the rationale to add faculty senate representation to the APC. He noted as the 

primary body representing faculty interests on campus it was hard to do without a larger 

voice in the programs offered on campus. 

 



Cathy Hunsicker called for a motion; Leslie Harrelson seconded the motion. Robert Culp called for a 

vote, and the senators present approved the changes with no comments, questions, or opposition 

(See Attachment #1). 

 

Committee Reports/Discussion 

 

Christopher Wozny reported on the Faculty Development Subcommittee.  

 Committee met the same day as the session with Linda Nilson on spoke on the LEAP 

Initiative. Wozny noted that Marina Smitherman’s biggest concern about the event was the 

level of participation; nearly thirty faculty scheduled to attend did not show up. This raised 

a question for the committee about issues of motivation and getting faculty to attend CAE 

events.  

 He noted the committee (or CAE) would be sending survey to faculty to gauge their interest 

in development activities. Specifically the survey would have questions about the types of 

programs we would like, the content areas we are interested in exploring, and when faculty 

would be interested in coming. Sarah Mergel asked if the survey was anonymous because if 

it was not it would raise IRB concerns. Christopher Wozny said yes it was anonymous; then 

he mentioned student evaluations as a similar process in terms of gauging effectiveness.  

 Wozny also noted that the Development Subcommittee passed a resolution to recommend 

that the FDW Committee look seriously at the creation of an activity period. Robert Culp 

asked if the subcommittee had recommended a proposed time for the meeting. Wozny said 

they left the resolution general because the members did not feel the item fell under their 

purview.  

 Celeste Humphrey reported that Marina Smitherman calculated a few scenarios that would 

allow us to have this period without a major adjustment to the current schedule. Sarah 

Mergel noted the senate would need to look at whether we can create an activity period as 

well as shorten the semester, which is another faculty concern on the table. Wozny then 

said he only wanted to mention the issue and reminded the assembled body of the 

appropriate steps for going forward with such a suggestion. 

 

Baogang Guo reported on the International Education Committee. 

 Baogang Guo began by asking question about his status as a “member” of the senate because 

he did not receive any notification about the meeting. Sarah Mergel noted that he is not a 

member of the senate but attends as a guest. She also pointed out that Guo could ask a 

member of his committee who was in the faculty senate to report about the committee’s 

progress. Robert Culp also noted he was welcome to attend and report as a guest. Robert 

Culp also said he would send Guo notifications about future meetings. 

 Guo noted that his committee had been working hard to prepare a full program from 

International Education Week. He then asked members of the senate to help publicized the 

events and to encourage student/faculty participation. He also noted that he is facing a 

similar dilemma as the CAE in terms of participation; it is an embarrassment when no one 

shows up to events. Robert Culp asked if Guo had any event he would like to see well 

attended. Guo referenced the email he sent to the campus community with information on 

the events. Cathy Hunsicker then clarified the question. Guo indicated the Fulbright speaker 

on 11/20/14 3:00 to 4:30 would be the most important to attend. Culp asked the senate to 

mark their calendars. 



 

Chuck Fink reported on the Assessment Committee. They will be having their second meeting next 

week. They hope to have most of the committee in attendance so they can have a fruitful discussion 

on assessment.  

 

James Wright reported on the Academic Conduct Committee 

 ACC met and had a brainstorming session on the role the faculty should play in cases of 

academic dishonesty. Specifically, due to incidents where students were caught cheating 

and found not responsible, the committee discussed how these issues could be moved 

under faculty purview instead of under the Student Conduct Board. 

 Robert Culp said this was interesting and then asked there was a replacement for Donna 

Lee Sullins in Student Life handling this issue. Sarah Mergel said there was a new staff 

member, Brittnie Lee. James Wright said he had been in contact with her about this issue. 

 Cynthia Fisher, who sat on the Student Conduct Board, mentioned that in the past board 

members could see previous abuses by looking up the case number. She then said in this 

case it apparently was not allowed. Robert Culp then asked a question regarding that. Sarah 

Mergel asked if she could address that issue. She said that apparently board members were 

not supposed to be able to access that information in the past. Her comments raised more 

questions as to why and she explained that the case in question was a history student, and 

student life staff told the faculty as well as the testing center involved in this case that prior 

incidents could not be brought before the committee at this hearing. The ability to do so had 

been an error in the past.  

 This information prompted concern by some senators who thought that there was 

supposed to be a list of people with multiple offenses, which in turn brought up the question 

of legality. Robert Culp then asked a question about repeat offenders and the possibility of 

stiffer penalties. April Kay seemed to think that the reason to report a student was so that 

other faculty would know about previous offenses. James Wright said there were issues of 

legality and the possibility of being sued that limited the reporting or sharing information 

on past offenses, but he reiterated the desire to put this process back in the hands of faculty. 

Robert Culp did mention that this issue stayed with Student Life as more of an 

administrative issue because of the legal issues that might leave the college vulnerable. 

 Someone then asked about whether this would come down to a statement in the syllabus 

James Wright responded it could, but that it would have to be a universal statement so as to 

not leave any doors open. Christopher Wozny asked about language governing this; Sarah 

Mergel indicated it appeared the Student Code of Conduct. James Wright said that we would 

need language in the college statutes to protect the faculty. Someone then asked if faculty 

had no recourse. James Wright said the proper recourse is to report them to Student 

Conduct, and if the board finds a student responsible, then it would go into their record. But, 

right now, it does not go onto their record (aka transcript). James Wright also noted some 

faculty have statements and enforce those policies, but if the student appeals their decision, 

it can cause problems based on the current process. 

 Celeste Humphrey said in the past as long as you had a statement you could do what you 

wanted regarding the student’s punishment, but that does not seem to be the case. James 

Wright said that regardless of the statement the issue should be handled through Student 

Life. Sarah Mergel commented, a statement on cheating in the past probably did cover 

faculty, but the climate has changed somewhat as we live in a more litigious society and we 



put ourselves at risk without a universal policy. James Wright also noted with this particular 

student a faculty member was advised to give the student an incomplete and work with the 

student to correct the situation in spite of the clear policy in the syllabus about the 

consequences for cheating.  

 Celeste Humphrey said it sounds like we do need a campus-wide policy and wanted to know 

what we can do. Sarah Mergel said the ACC planned to do research on how the faculty can 

control the process so we are covered. April Kay said she thought we already had a 

universal statement; Sarah Mergel said she thought the directive from administration was 

that we had to have a statement through there was no universal statement. 

 There was some subsequent discussion about grades and interference with grades. Sarah 

Mergel explained that in the incident with the incomplete that it had to do with timing of the 

hearing. Lovey Mesco commented that this did not seem to be the same as forcing a faculty 

member to give an incomplete. 

 Clint Kinkead asked what evidence you would need to submit in the case of cheating to 

prove the student responsible (i.e., if you caught the student with notes, why did the board 

not find the student responsible). James Wright explained the student in this case stole the 

notes after the testing center discovered them. Thus, there was no legitimate proof the 

student cheated. Kinkead then asked if seeing a student cheat was not enough proof, and 

Sarah Mergel explained that in this case the cheating happened in the testing center. Cathy 

Hunsicker asked about catching a student looking on someone else’s test and how you can 

prove what you see. 

 Lovey Mesco expressed some concern that the senate was talking about the student/case. 

Meanwhile, someone asked if the Student Conduct Board assesses on the basis of more 

likely than not that the student engaged in academic dishonesty. James Wright said they 

judge on the preponderance of evidence. Lovey Mesco pointed out that there was none. 

Several senators then asked about testing center monitoring. 

 Richard Hambrock (?) said in cases he saw while on the Student Conduct Board it was left to 

the professor to determine how to handle cheating in the class as far as a grade went and 

the Student Conduct Board dealt with other sanctions such as expulsion or activities student 

could do to learn a lesson from the situation. 

 Robert Culp said, as he understood the process, on the first offense, it would be recorded 

but it would not go to the board; on the second offense, it would go to the Student Conduct 

Board. He recognized the current problem with not being able to consider past incidents, 

but suggested we move on. 

 

Clint Kinkead reported on Rigor Committee. 

 Kinkead said the committee had been discussing several things. One was regarding 

attendance policy; he passed out survey on how many days a student can miss without 

repercussions (See Attachment #2). With the survey he is not suggesting that the senate set 

an attendance policy, he just wants to gather information on the issue. He says miss class 

means unexcused. There was then some side discussion of program-wide policies for the 

health occupations. 

 Kinkead said the question of attendance as it related to rigor stemmed from concerns about 

faculty members who have been encouraged to help students missing class to pass the class 

in order to lower DFW rates.  



 Kelson Smith noted that in many institutions do not track attendance; students who do not 

attend just do not do as well in the course. He believes that we mostly track attendance for 

financial aid purposes; he wanted to know what was happening at other institutions. 

Christopher Wozny said he thought all USG institutions encouraged or required faculty to 

take attendance for financial aid repayment question because federal guidelines require 

repayment in some circumstances. Kelson Smith wondered how faculty could track 

attendance in large classes. Celeste Humphrey suggested clickers and Herb Blankson 

mentioned scanning IDs. 

 Cathy Hunsicker asked about excused medical absences like pregnancy. Kinkead said he 

was not sure medical leave (in that sense) was excused; excused would be college 

sponsored events and the like. He meant excused or unexcused really relates to the 

disappearing students who miss three or four weeks, then return, and expect the faculty 

member to accommodate them. The survey is really trying to gauge at what point do faculty 

think that attendance is such a problem that it warrants a consequence. Robert Culp 

mentioned that if a student misses a month—excused or unexcused—that may still be a 

problem.  

 Kelson Smith then pointed out he has student athletes missing class and he does not find 

out until well after the fact that they were at a college-sponsored event, but he thought 

there was a procedure by which they were supposed to inform their professors. Collectively 

the senate agreed there was a procedure. Herb Blankson made a comment about the policy 

and Robert Culp said problems should be reported to the Athletic Department. 

 Kinkead read a proposed statement for the senate to consider in terms of a policy regarding 

the use of DFW for evaluation purposes (See Attachment #3). The statement suggested that 

there needed to be pattern of over 40 percent for more than one semester. Christopher 

Wozny mentioned that the senate is speaking in a vacuum on this issue. Perhaps, we should 

request information from deans and chairs about how they view rates for evaluation Celeste 

Humphrey said this was a great idea. Wozny then made a motion that we make the request; 

it was seconded. Robert Culp asked Wozny to draft language for the request; he agreed to 

do so.  

 Cathy Hunsicker raised an issue, before the vote, about what Sandra Stone had said about 

her instructions to deans and chairs. Clint Kinkead said her vote did not count. Wozny said if 

that were the case then we would not need to be talking about it. Robert Culp did point out 

that DFW does fit into the rigor question because if a faculty member feels they cannot give 

low grades they might be punished. Kinkead noted that it is a concern of faculty so it is our 

job to address it. He also mentioned an unofficial list of faculty with too many doing well. 

Robert Culp then asked should we expand the question; Celeste Humphrey pointed out that 

we were asking how deans and chairs use DFW rates. Kent Harrelson commented that it 

really was the same issue, because it all related to grade distribution. He suggested we refer 

to the question as “grade distribution” in the communication with the deans and chairs. 

Wozny accepted a friendly amendment. Culp called for a vote. It passed with no opposition.  

 Leslie Harrelson, out of curiosity, asked if people in the room had classes where everyone 

did well. She thought it odd that too many students doing well would be a concern. Robert 

Culp noted that most seniors they knew what faculty expected of them so the distribution 

would lean toward the higher side. Someone from the health occupations also noted that 

some programs do have GPA requirements, so faculty would have students who could and 

would achieve the better grades. 



 

Robert Culp asked if there were any other items to discuss.  

 Cathy Hunsicker asked about pay (or lack thereof) for independent studies, and more 

specifically, what committee would handle this. She thinks it is wrong to ask a professor to 

teach an independent study without compensation because the professor is still doing the 

work whether it is for one student or many students. She had never worked at an institution 

where it was like that. 

 Kent Harrelson said Sandra Stone conducted an opinion survey of what we should be doing, 

but there was no follow up as to what those asked thought about the issue. Kelson Smith 

asked about independent studies as it related to overloads. Hunsicker said she was told she 

would not be paid an overload, but it would work toward a high on the annual evaluation. 

Robert Culp mentioned the Welfare subcommittee did look into this a few years ago and 

academic affairs decided that faculty who taught six (?) independent studies (or 18 credit 

hours) would get a course release. April Kay said that the sciences were following that 

policy. 

 Robert Culp said he thought it would go to the Welfare subcommittee; Sarah Mergel 

confirmed that. Someone then asked a question about how pay would be calculated. Should 

a faculty member receive one-thirtieth of his/her pay for an independent study? Robert 

Culp said that was something the subcommittee could discuss.  

 Christopher Wozny also pointed out that not all independent studies require the same 

amount of work by the faculty. Overseeing student progress on readings and assignments is 

not the same as meeting with a student on a one-on-one basis for 150 minutes a week. 

Wozny also pointed out in Cathy Hunsicker’s case a dean or chair requested faculty to teach 

the course, but did not say it was a requirement. Presumably, she or any faculty member 

could say no. Chuck Fink also mentioned that in natural sciences, they have a committee 

regarding research and course releases and faculty can go to the dean requesting course 

releases. The issue was referred to the Welfare subcommittee. 

 Robert Culp also brought up a second issue related to compensation—summer pay. He 

expressed concern about not knowing until after a class begins how much the college will 

pay you because it compensation is calculated based on total number of students in a class. 

Sarah Mergel noted the only other option would be flat pay for summer courses because the 

college cannot budget until they know the enrollment. She also pointed out that for newer 

faculty the difference between flat pay and percentage pay is minimal, but for more 

established faculty with higher pay the difference could be significant.  

 Robert Culp suggested then that the college should promise a certain minimal salary 

regardless of the final numbers. Celeste Humphrey then addressed the issue of how they 

calculated the total number of students and whether they were combined or not. Moreover, 

she mentioned that in the past they would combine numbers for two different faculty 

members to help those with lower enrollments. Christopher Wozny again pointed out that 

summer teaching is optional. Cynthia Fisher pointed out that in her program it was a 

requirement. Kelson Smith also made a comment about required versus optional. The issue 

was referred to the Welfare subcommittee. 

 

Meeting adjourned around 4:30 P.M. 

  



Attachment #1 

Proposal #1 – Article VI Committees, Section 2. FDW Intellectual Property Subcommittee 

 

Intent: To change the composition of the Intellectual Property Subcommittee to allow untenured 

faculty members to serve. 

 

Rationale: In looking at staffing the subcommittee, the members of the Faculty Development and 

Welfare Committee could see no reason to require members of this subcommittee to be tenured. 

Therefore, they would like any member of the full FDW Committee to be able to serve on this 

committee. 

 

V. Intellectual Property 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Intellectual Property Rights and Usage Subcommittee is to review 

policies regarding the rights and equities in intellectual property created by faculty, staff, and 

students of Dalton State College. 

 

Composition: The subcommittee shall be composed of the following:  

(a) Faculty senator (1) 

(b) Vice president for academic affairs (ex-officio) 

(c) Tenured faculty, sSelf-selected faculty from FDW committee (4) 

(d) Librarian (1) 

 

Duties: The subcommittee shall determine circumstances, on a case-by-case basis in accordance 

with previously adopted rules and protocols, in which a faculty member may require use of self-

authored or self-edited textbooks or other learning materials that are not provided to students free 

of charge. Such materials are to be sold by the Dalton State College Bookstore or through a 

commercial bookseller and are not to be sold directly to students by a Dalton State College faculty 

member. The purview of this subcommittee is confined to the legitimacy of the faculty author’s 

pecuniary compensation and does not extend to the substantive content of textbooks or other 

learning materials. In routine cases of individual effort, the Dalton State College Intellectual 

Properties Policy provides for ownership of intellectual property. In the cases of sponsor-supported 

efforts, institution- assigned efforts, institution-assisted efforts, and other efforts as designated in 

the Intellectual Properties Policy, the Intellectual Property Subcommittee shall meet to consider 

and make recommendations concerning ownership and equities in keeping with DSC Intellectual 

Properties Policy. The subcommittee will also review issues related to copyright violations and 

disputes. 

 

Proposal #2 - Article VI Committees, Section 2. Academic Programs Committee, Faculty Development 

and Welfare (FDW) Committee, FDW Faculty Development Subcommittee, and Tenure and Promotion 

Committee 

 

Intent: To change the departmental representation of several faculty senate committees and 

increase the faculty senate’s voice in changes to academic programs. 



 

Rationale: Beginning in Fall 2014, the Department of Social Sciences split into the Department of 

Social Sciences and the Department of History, which has increased the total number of academic 

departments on campus. Since the college will continue to grow and change to meet the needs of 

our students, these changes use generic language to refer to departmental representation. 

Therefore, in the future, the faculty senate will not need to update the Bylaws with similar changes. 

 

Academic Programs Committee 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Academic Programs Committee shall be to formulate academic 

policies for the College. 

 

Composition: The committee shall be composed of the following:  

(a) Faculty senators (15) to include the members of the Executive Committee and one 

additional faculty senator 

(b) Vice president for academic affairs, who serves as chair 

(c) Deans 

(d) Vice president for enrollment and student services 

(e) Registrar 

(f) Academic advisor, appointed by the Academic Advising coordinator (1) 

(g) Other faculty, elected by vote of the faculty in the department/school, 1 per 

department/school (10) 1 per department in schools with departments, 1 per 

school in schools without departments 

(h) Student, appointed by SAC, voting (2) 

 

Duties: The committee shall review and formulate academic regulations including entrance 

requirements, advisement, and degree requirements. The committee shall be responsible for the 

approval and review of all academic programs, course offerings, the appropriate hours of credit, 

catalog description of the courses, and, where appropriate, the inclusion of program elements that 

support diversity and equity at the College. 

 

Faculty Development and Welfare (FDW) Committee 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Faculty Development and Welfare Committee shall be to exercise 

oversight of matters pertaining to the development and welfare of Dalton State College faculty. 

 

Composition: The committee shall be composed of the following:  

(a) President-elect of the faculty senate 

(b) Faculty senators (4) 

(c) Tenured faculty, elected by vote of the faculty in the department/school, 1 per 

department/school (10) 1 per department in schools with departments, 1 per 

school in schools without departments 

(d) Director of the Center for Academic Excellence 

(e) Vice president for academic affairs ex officio 

 



Duties: The committee, via its subcommittees, shall address opportunities for faculty professional 

development, monitor and promote faculty welfare, provide input into the academic calendar, and 

consider matters of intellectual property rights and use of materials produced by faculty. The goal 

is to promote teaching, scholarship, and service. 

 

Faculty Development and Welfare (FDW) Subcommittees 

 

I. Faculty Development 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Faculty Development Subcommittee is to identify, promote, and 

support professional development opportunities and to oversee initiatives for faculty development 

in the areas of teaching and learning for full-time Dalton State College faculty. 

 

Composition: The Faculty Development Subcommittee shall be composed of the following:  

(a) Faculty senator (1) 

(b) Tenured faculty, self-selected from FDW committee (4) 

(c) Assistant vice president for academic affairs 

(d) Director of the Center for Academic Excellence 

(e) Other faculty, elected by vote of the faculty of each department/school, one per 

school (10) 1 per department in schools with departments, 1 per school in schools 

without departments 

(f) Director of First-Year Experience (1) 

(g) Member of Student Services staff, to be selected by the vice president for 

enrollment and student services (1) 

 

Duties: The subcommittee shall suggest, propose, and work with the College administration to 

provide, support, and promote the most appropriate opportunities for faculty to enhance their 

teaching effectiveness. The subcommittee will make recommendations to the director of the Center 

for Academic Excellence as appropriate. 

 

Tenure and Promotion Committee 

 

Purpose: The purpose of the Tenure and Promotion Committee shall be to serve as an advisory 

body to the vice president for academic affairs concerning all faculty members under consideration 

for tenure and promotion. 

 

Composition: The committee shall be composed of the following:  

(a) Faculty senator (1) 

(b) Tenured faculty, elected by vote of the faculty of each department/school, one per 

department (10) 1 per department in schools with departments, 1 per school in schools 

without departments 

(c) Committee members shall be elected for two-year terms 

(d) The chair for the following year will be elected at the last meeting of the year 

 

Duties: The Tenure and Promotion Committee shall conduct reviews of all faculty applications for 

tenure or promotion that have been submitted by school deans in accordance with the procedures 



described in the Dalton State College Faculty Annual Evaluation Process Manual of Procedure, The 

Faculty Handbook, and Board of Regents’ policies. 

 

Attachment #2 

 

Attendance Policy 

11/11/14 

The rigor committee is interested in proposing/studying an attendance policy for the campus. 

Please read the question below and mark an answer that you feel is best. 

 

In a typical A-session course meeting twice weekly for 16 weeks, there are 32 class meetings. How 

many unexcused absences should a student be allowed before the student is asked to withdraw or 

receive an F for the course? 

A.   5 

B.   7 

C.   9 

D. 12 

E. Other ______________ 

 

Attachment #3 

 

DWF Faculty Evaluation Policy 

11/11/14 

 

For faculty evaluation purposes, DWF rates shall only be considered when above 40% for the 

previous two semesters. Other measure of teaching effectiveness shall also be considered. 
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