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Faculty Senate 

 
March 6, 2019 

Meeting Minutes 
www.coastal.edu/facultysenate  

 
 

Note: The remarks of the senators and others are summarized and not verbatim. The recording 
of this meeting is available in the Faculty Senate Recorder’s office.

 
 
PRESENT: Subhajit Chakraborty, Mitchell Church, Jessica Doll, Vicki King-Skinner, Arlise 
McKinney, Nicholas Rhew, Nicole Schoenecker, Cheryl Morgan, Sandra Nelson, Jim Arendt,  
Ellen Arnold, Elizabeth Baltes, Aneilya Barnes, Adam Chamberlain, Susan Bergeron, Jeffry 
Halverson, Kyle Holody, Drew Kurlowski, John Navin, Gillian Richards-Greaves, Kimberly 
Schumacher, Christian Smith, Renee Smith, Todd Wren, Min Ye, Debendra Banjade, Gibson 
Darden, Mark Diehl, Diane Fribance, Clint Fuchs, Erin Hackett, Keshav Jagannathan, Kelly 
Johnson, Michael Murphy, Kerry Schwanz, Zhixiong Shen, Doug Van Hoewyk, Bryan 
Wakefield, Daniel Williams, Tally Wright, Matthew Wilkinson, Andrew Busch, Ina Seethaler, 
Scott Bacon, Allison Faix, James Solazzo  
 
SUBSTITUTIONS: Richard Costner for Suzanne Horn, Tim Fischer for Richard Johnson, Yun 
Sil Jun for Alejandro Munoz-Garces, Ray Moye for Kate Oestreich, Karyn Tomczak for 
Benjamin Sota, Scott Carr for Brian Bunton, Til Hanebuth for Roi Gurka, Fredanna McGough 
for Susan Montenery 
 
ABSENT: Richard Martin, James Davis, Lindsey Pritchard, Sara Brallier, Kelly Johnson 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Approval of the February 6, 2019 minutes were moved by 
Keshav Jagannathan and seconded by Wanda Dooley. The minutes passed (48 in favor, 0 not 
in favor, 2 abstain). 
 
CONSENT AGENDA:  All items from the March 6, 2019 Consent Agenda passed. 
 
PRESIDENT, PROVOST AND OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS:   
 
President DeCenzo: 
 

• The House budget came out and there was an additional $2 million dollars allotted to 
Coastal.  This is additional funding for projects in the works.   
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Provost Byington: 

• Freshmen numbers are looking strong for the fall.  Transfer students are down a bit, but
the university is very optimistic for the coming year.

• The census close out date is March 25.  Coastal’s numbers are up 0.50% from last spring.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT:  

Renee Smith, Chair, reported the following: 

• Approval of administrative actions 11 and 12 from the February 6, 2019 meeting.

• A Statement of Correction was generated on Graduate Studies Administrative Action
#GC-74-FA18

• Results of the Student Evaluation of Teaching Instrument (SETI) feedback.

COMMITTEE REPORTS:   

Dr. Amy Tully, ad hoc Non-Tenure Track Faculty Committee 

• To view Dr. Tully’s full report, please view the below presentation.

NTT Committee 
Report

Dr. Becky Childs, ad hoc Administrator Evaluations Committee 

• To view Dr. Childs’s full report, please view the below results.

Administrator 
Evaluations

OLD BUSINESS:  None. 
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NEW BUSINESS:  
 

A. Faculty Executive Committee (moved and seconded in committee) 
 
 

1. Motion to create a new standing committee:  Non-Tenure Track Faculty.  The motion 
passed (49 in favor, 1 not in favor, 1 abstain). 
 

2. Motion to adopt the new Student Evaluation of Teaching Instrument (SETI).  The 
motion passed (30 in favor, 19 not in favor, 5 abstain). 
 

B. Distance Learning Committee (moved and seconded in committee) 
 
1. Motion to edit ACAD-SENA 128 – Distance Learning.   

 
• A motion to refer ACAD-SENA 128 – Distance Learning to the Faculty Senate 

Executive Committee for review was made by Nicholas Rhew and seconded by 
Mitchell Church.  The motion passed (41 in favor, 1 not in favor, 0 abstain).   
 

• A motion was made by Ray Moye and seconded by John Navin to extend the 
meeting to 6:15 p.m.  The motion passed (24 in favor, 20 not in favor, 0 
abstain).  

C. Faculty Manual Committee (moved and seconded in committee) 

1. Motion to modify the faculty manual titles “teaching lecturers” and “senior teaching 
lecturers”.  The motion passed (43 in favor, 1 not in favor, 0 abstain).  

 

2. Motion to modify the faculty manual section on Membership of Student Conduct 
Board.  The motion passed (41 in favor, 1 not in favor, 1 abstain). 

 

QUASI COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE:  None. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS:   
 

• Administrator evaluations will be conducted in April.   
• Dr. Arlise Mckinney, Associate Professor of Management and Decision Sciences, will 

serve as the Faculty Senate appointee to the Access, Inclusion and Diversity Council.   
• The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) will be holding a Happy Hour 

at Sam Snead’s from 5:00-7:00 on Wednesday, March 20. 
• The Hackler Event will be on March 27, from 4:30 – 6:00. 

 
With no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:06 p.m. 
 



 
NOTE:  Download the meeting minutes and open in Adobe. The keyboard shortcut to open/close the navigation 
pane is F4. Click on the paperclip symbol to view all attachments in this document. 

 
 
 

 

Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes                    March 6, 2019 Page 4 of 4 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lydia Deeck, Faculty Senate Recorder 
 
Approved by Renee Smith, Faculty Senate Chair 





Report of the Ad-hoc Administrator Evaluation Committee 
 
 
Committee Charge 
The charge of the committee was the following: 


Purpose: (1) Review existing administrator evaluation policy and procedure, (2) Review best 
practices, including AAUP recommendations, (3) propose new (i) policy and (ii) procedure for 
administrator evaluations. Faculty holding academic administrative appointments should be 
consulted as necessary. 


Rationale: According to existing policy, the executive committee is charged with overseeing 
administrator evaluations. The evaluation instrument is outdated and the results are not useful for 
making improvements to administration.  


Committee Membership 
The committee had a representative from each college as well as a representative from Faculty 
Welfare and for Institutional Research.   
•Rebecca Childs, Chair, COHFA  
•Suzanne Horn, COE  
•Joseph Fitsanakis, COHFA  
•Allison Faix, LIB  
•Ina Seethaler, HONR  
•Jacob Voegel, COB  
•Eric Wright, COS  
•Louis Rubbo, Faculty Welfare  
•Molly French, Representative from IRAA 
 
 
Process of the Committee 
Below is the process that the committee followed and an explanation.  
•Examine AAUP practices 
•Review current (2014-2017) CCU instrument 
•Examine data and research on administrative evaluation and instruments 
•Implement guiding principles for development of new instrument 
•Develop instrument (items and scale)  
•Develop procedural suggestions  
 
Examination of the previous instrument and research on evaluation of administrators yielded 
several key competencies for those in leadership roles.  These were:  


•Across all administrators  
–Development of the institution 
–Communication 
–Work environment 
–Decision making processes 


•Within chairs, deans, provosts 







–Faculty development 
–Teaching excellence  
–Scholarly excellence  


 
It should be noted that the key competencies noted above were present in the items on the 
previous evaluation (2014-2017). Often, though, they appeared in multiple items such that one 
competency could have potentially had three or more questions using the same keyword.  After 
discussion of the competencies, survey taker fatigue, and an examination of previous return rates 
(2014-2017) (as seen in the table below), the committee developed goals for a new instrument. 
The primary goals were to 1) cover the key competency areas,2) encourage response rate, and 3) 
develop an instrument that would allow the data from the evaluation to be used for professional 
development by administrators.  
 


 
 
 
The significant changes from the previous instrument can be best summed up in the following 
bullet points:  
• Development of an opt in system for those administrators a stakeholder wishes to evaluate.  
•Development of items with a focus on key competencies.  Ideally, this will help to reduce 
perceived duplication in questions and remove semantic ambiguity.    
•The addition of gap analysis that will allow stakeholders to identify areas they percieve as 
important.  
•The movement of the summative question to beginning of each survey rather than end. 
•The potential to allow up to two custom questions by each administrator. 
• A direct link for feedback on the instrument.  
  
One of the most noteworthy goals was the addition of gap analysis.  Gap analysis allows 
stakeholders to identify areas that they view as important.  In allowing stakeholders to identify 
areas of importance, the results of the instrument can be used to aid in the improvement and 
professional development of administrators (a key component of the rationale found in the 







charge of the committee). The committee felt that for the instrument to truly be useful and to 
give worthwhile feedback on administrative performance, the administrators need to know the 
areas that their stakeholders feel to be important.   
 
Another change the to survey instrument was the move of the summative question about 
administrators to the beginning of the instrument rather than at the end.  Moving this question to 
the beginning allows a respondent to give their initial summative evaluation before moving on to 
more detailed questions.  The instrument still keeps an open comment field at the end of each 
section so that respondents can provide a context or more detail on any of their answers.   
 
Since the committee views the evaluation instrument as a living document, we included a link 
that asks for feedback on it.  This will allow for a more nuanced look at the ways that users feel 
about the coverage and their interaction with the evaluation tool.  
 
As a result of these changes, there has been a 65% decrease in the number of items (as seen in 
the table below).  The committee feels that the newly designed instrument still covers the key 
competencies (and even allows for the addition of up to two questions by each administrator) 
while also encouraging participation through fewer items and clearer less semantically 
ambiguous questions.  


  
 
 
Policy/Procedural Suggestions 
 
There are several policy and procedural suggestions that came out of the ad hoc committee work 
on this instrument.  First, the committee feels that the survey should run for 2 years and then at 
that two-year milestone the committee should talk to administrators about perceived strengths 
and weaknesses in the design and utilization.  Secondly, the committee believes that the 
instrument should be administered either during late March/early April or during Evaluation 
Week.  Finally, the committee would like to suggest that the title of the instrument be changes to 
Administrator Feedback or Administrator Evaluation and Feedback, if the word evaluation needs 
to stay in the title.   
 


    
 2017 instrument Proposed instrument % reduction 
President 19 7 -63.2% 
Provost 21 10 -52.4% 
Associate provost *12.5 *6.33 -49.3% 
Dean *25.33 10 -60.5% 
Associate dean *21 5 -76.2% 
Department chair *29.25 10 -65.8% 
Total (all administrators) 128.08 48.33 -62.3% 
Average (per 
administrator) 22.05 7.63 -65.4% 


    






















































































