
Appalachian State University  
Faculty Senate Minutes 

 
September 14, 2009 (Approved) 

 
The Faculty Senate meeting was called to order by Chair Ramey at 3:18 pm in the William 
Strickland Conference Room in I.G. Greer on Monday, September 14, 2009.  Senators Jennings 
and Scharer were excused.  Senators Napiorski and M. Williams were not in attendance. 
 
I.  Announcements: 
  
 A. Chair Ramey welcomed senators and asked visitors to introduce themselves.  

Visitors were Dr. Tim Burwell (Academic Affairs), Dr. Dave Haney (Academic 
Affairs), Dr. Lorin Baumhover (Chief of Staff), Dr. Bobby Sharp (IRAP), Dr. Jeff 
Butts (BIO), Dr. Wendy Lewis (CHEM), Dr. Kate Brinko (Hubbard Center),  
Mr. David Larry (University Attorney’s Office), Ms. Michele Armstrong (SGA), 
and Mr. Thomas Brigman (Undergraduate Student). 

 
B. Chair Ramey asked for a motion to approve the excused absences of Senators 

Jennings and Scharer.  Motion passed.  (Vote #1). 
 
C. Chair Ramey requested a moment of silence for the death of Dr. Eric Hatch, 

Psychology professor. 
 
II.  Visitors’ Reports: 
 

A. Ms. Jeannine Underdown Collins, Chair, Board of Trustees, shared fond 
memories when she was an ASU student and provided an overview of the Board 
of Trustees functions and responsibilities.   

 
B. Dr. Bobby Sharp (IRAP) briefed the Faculty Senate on the upcoming SACS 

reaccreditation process and timeline.  (Appendix A). 
  

III. Minutes: 
 

A. Chair Ramey asked for a motion to approve the April 6, 2009 Faculty Senate 
minutes.  Senator Miller moved and Senator Werts seconded.  Motion passed.  
(Vote #2).  

 
B. Chair Ramey asked for a motion to approve the April 27, 2009 Faculty Senate 

minutes.  Senator Short moved and Senator Marland seconded.  Motion passed.  
(Vote #3). 
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IV. Provost’s Report 
 

A. Dr. Aeschleman updated the Senate on the budget and discussed the Chair 
Stipend Policy.  (Appendix B). 

 
B. Senator Stoddard expressed his concern about the conditional payment clause that 

is being added to faculty contracts which states “any and all payments in 
fulfillment of this contract are dependent upon and subject to the availability of 
funds to the university as set forth in this agreement”.  Dr. Aeschleman replied 
that the Office of State Budget has mandated that a conditional payment clause be 
included in faculty contracts.  Senator Stoddard asked why only one party of a 
contract is obligated to fulfill the terms of a contract whereas the other party is not 
necessarily obligated; and why is it necessary that every faculty sign a contract 
with this clause which essentially releases the UNC system from compensating 
faculty?  Mr. Larry, University Attorney, replied that it is a directive from the 
Office of the State Budget.  Senators expressed their concerns and asked 
questions related to this issue.  Chair Ramey interjected that this issue is a state-
wide concern and a high priority for the Faculty Assembly.  Chair Ramey referred 
to Section 3.7.1.1 of the Faculty Handbook which discusses the issue of financial 
exigency.  Senator McCaughey moved that “The Academic Policy and Faculty 
Welfare Committees jointly make a recommendation to the Faculty Assembly 
about faculty’s rights and responsibilities in cases of the state’s or university’s 
inability to pay our contracted salary” and Senator Newmark seconded.  Motion 
FS 09-10/09-01 passed.   
(Vote #4). 

 
V.  Committee Reports (Committee Chair’s name is in bold print) 
  

A. Academic Policies  (McCaughey, Miller, Newmark, Sherman, W. Williams) 
 

No Report. 
 

B. Budget Committee (Anderson, Brown, Frindethie, Geary, Short) 
 

No Report. 
 

C. Campus Planning Committee (Marland, Raichle, Roggenkamp, Scharer) 
 
 No Report. 
 
D. Committee on Committees (Rardin, Gross, Mitchem, Napiorski, Stoddard) 

 
 No Report. 
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E. Faculty Welfare and Morale Committee (Carpenter, Gonzales, Ulmer, Wangler, 
 Werts)  
 
 No Report. 
 

 F.  Welfare of Students Committee (Galloway, Horst, Jackson, Jennings, Sanders, 
Winn) 

 
  No Report. 
    
VI.  Unfinished Business 
 
 A. Chair Ramey called attention to the updated Faculty Coordinating Committee 

Membership List for 2009-2010 stating that adjustments were made only to the 
term lengths to ensure staggered appointments.  (Appendix C).  Chair Ramey 
explained that it was the first time that Faculty Senate had been charged with 
appointing and approving faculty to serve on these committees.  General 
Education program was allowed to assign one person to each committee for the 
2009-2010 academic year who would serve a three-year term.  Henceforth, the 
General Education program will no longer be involved in selecting faculty to 
serve on these committees.    Senator Newmark moved and Senator Marland 
seconded to approve the updated Faculty Coordinating Committee Membership 
List.  Motion FS 09-10/09-02 passed.  (Vote #5).  

 
 B. Chair Ramey introduced the updated Criminal Background Check Policy.  

(Appendix D).  Dr. Carey commented that other universities do not have faculty 
committees reviewing criminal background reports.  Chair Ramey remarked that 
Human Resource Services would be willing to provide an annual report to the 
Faculty Senate which summarizes what convictions were uncovered in 
background checks without listing individual names.  Faculty Senate could decide 
if a review of the criminal background check policy was warranted after receipt of 
said report.  Senator Reesman moved and Senator Wangler seconded to approve 
the Criminal Background Check Policy as presented.  Motion FS 09-10/09-03 
passed.    

  (Vote #6). 
 

C. Chair Ramey asked for a motion to approve Mr. Kern Maass (TEC) to serve on 
AP&P as the F&AA representative.  Senator W. Williams moved and Senator 
Marland seconded.  Motion FS 09-10/09-04 passed.  (Vote #7).  Chair Ramey 
mentioned that a representative is still needed from A&S.   

 
D. Chair Ramey stated that the Board of Governors has not yet approved the Post-

Tenure Review process. 
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VII.  New Business 
 
 A. Chair Ramey reported that in June Appalachian State gained an additional Faculty 

Assembly delegate with a corresponding one-year term.  Chair Ramey asked for a 
motion to approve Dr. Stella Anderson (MGT) to serve in this capacity.  Senator 
Ulmer moved and Senator Winn seconded.  Motion FS 09-10/09-05 passed.  
(Vote #8).   

 
 B. Chair Ramey shared the membership lists for Faculty Senate committees stating 

that he asked one member of each committee to call the first meeting.  (Appendix 
E).  Each committee is responsible for selecting a chair and he will be forwarding 
issues to the appropriate committees.  One issue, in particular, was what could 
Appalachian State do to benefit faculty and staff if a close family relative (spouse, 
child) attended the university, such as tuition discount, free or reduced parking, 
residence hall preference.  Senator Marland asked Chair Ramey if he could find 
out how many employees this would affect and Chair Ramey replied that he 
would. 

 
VIII. Adjournment 

 
Chair Ramey asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Senator Rardin moved and Senator 
Marland seconded.  Motion passed.  (Vote #9).  The meeting was adjourned at 5:04 pm. 
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Appalachian State University 
FACULTY PRESENT AND VOTING SHEET for September 14, 2009 

 
Y = Yes             N = No               A = Abstain 

 
SENATORS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Susan Anderson Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Frank Aycock Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Rob Brown Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Ellen Carpenter  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Lynn Duryea or John 
Stephenson 

   Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Martial Frindethie Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Amy Galloway  A A Y Y Y Y Y Y 
John Geary Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Eva Gonzales Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Lisa Gross Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Rene Horst Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Alecia Jackson Y Y Y Y Y     
Susan Jennings E X C U S E D   
Eric Marland Y Y Y Y Y A Y Y Y 
Martha McCaughey Y A A Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Ray Miller Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Pam Mitchem  Y Y Y Y Y     
Patricia Napiorski A B S E N T    
Adam Newmark Y Y Y Y Y A Y Y Y 
Brian Raichle Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Patrick Rardin Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Karen Reesman Y Y Y Y Y Y    
Susan Roggenkamp Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Robert Sanders Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Katherine Scharer E X C U S E D   
Jim Sherman Y Y Y Y Y Y Y   
Glenda Short Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Jim Stoddard Y Y Y Y Y A Y Y Y 
Connie Ulmer Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Kim Wangler Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Margaret Werts  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Maury Williams A B S E N T    
Wayne Williams  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Wendy Winn  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

 
 
Vote Number 
 

Action 

1 Motion to approve senators’ excused absences. 
Motion passed. 

2 Motion to approve April 6, 2009 Faculty Senate minutes. 
Motion passed. 

3 Motion to approve April 27, 2009 Faculty Senate minutes. 
Motion passed. 

4 Motion FS 09-10/09-01 that “The Academic Policy and Faculty Welfare 
Committees jointly make a recommendation to the Faculty Assembly about 
faculty’s rights and responsibilities in cases of the state’s or university’s 
inability to pay our contracted salary”.   
Motion passed. 

5 Motion FS 09-10/09-02 to approve the updated Faculty Coordinating 
Committee Membership Lists.   
Motion passed. 

6 Motion FS 09-10/09-03 to approve the updated Criminal Background Check 
Policy.   
Motion passed. 

7 Motion FS 09-10/09-04 to approve Mr. Kern Maass (TEC) to serve on 
AP&P.  Motion passed. 

8 Motion FS 09-10/09-05 to approve Dr. Stella Anderson (MGT) to serve as a 
delegate to the Faculty Assembly.   
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Motion passed. 
9 Motion to adjourn.  Motion passed. 
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Appendix A           Faculty Senate 
Process and Timeline 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) Reaccreditation 
Appalachian State University 

September 14, 2009 
 
From the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), The Principles of 
Accreditation: Foundations for Quality Enhancement (3rd Ed., 2008; www.sacscoc.org): 
 
The process for initial and continued accreditation involves a collective analysis and judgment by the institution’s 
internal constituencies, an informed review by peers external to the institution, and a reasoned decision by the elected 
members of the Commission on Colleges. Accredited institutions periodically conduct internal reviews involving their 
administrative officers, staffs, faculties, students, trustees, and others appropriate to the process. The internal review 
allows an institution to consider its effectiveness in achieving its stated mission, its compliance with the Commission’s 
accreditation requirements, its efforts in enhancing the quality of student learning and the quality of programs and 
services offered to its constituencies, and its success in accomplishing its mission. At the culmination of the internal 
review, peer evaluators representing the Commission apply their professional judgment through a preliminary 
assessment of the institution; elected Commissioners make the final determination of an institution’s compliance with 
the accreditation requirements. (p. 5) 
 
The process described below is specific to an institution seeking reaffirmation of accreditation. 
 
Preparation by the Institution 
 
As part of the reaffirmation process, the institution will provide two separate documents. 
 
1. Compliance Certification 
 
The Compliance Certification, submitted approximately fifteen months in advance of an institution’s scheduled 
reaffirmation, is a document completed by the institution that demonstrates its judgment of the extent of its 
compliance with each of the [sixteen] Core Requirements, [fifty-eight] Comprehensive Standards, and [seven] Federal 
Requirements. Signatures by the institution’s chief executive officer and accreditation liaison are required to certify 
compliance. By signing the document, the individuals certify that the process of institutional self assessment has been 
thorough, honest, and forthright, and that the information contained in the document is truthful, accurate, and 
complete. 
 
2. Quality Enhancement Plan 
 
The Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), submitted four to six weeks in advance of the on-site review by the 
Commission, is a document developed by the institution that (1) includes a broad-based institutional process 
identifying key issues emerging from institutional assessment, (2) focuses on learning outcomes and/or the 
environment supporting student learning and accomplishing the mission of the institution, (3) demonstrates 
institutional capability for the initiation, implementation, and completion of the QEP, (4) includes broadbased 
involvement of institutional constituencies in the development and proposed implementation of the QEP, and (5) 
identifies goals and a plan to assess their achievement. The QEP should be focused and succinct (no more than 
seventy-five pages of narrative text and no more than twenty-five pages of supporting documentation or charts, 
graphs, and tables). 
 
Review by Peers 
 
1. The Off-Site Peer Review 
 
The Off-Site Peer Review Committee, composed of a chair and normally eight to ten evaluators, meets in Atlanta, 
Georgia, and reviews Compliance Certifications of a group of institutions to determine whether each institution is in 
compliance with all Core Requirements (except Core Requirement 2.12), Comprehensive Standards, and Federal 
Requirements. The group of institutions evaluated, called a cluster, will consist of no more than four institutions similar 
in governance and degrees offered. At the conclusion of the review, the Off-Site Peer Review Committee will prepare 
a separate report for each institution, recording and explaining its decisions regarding compliance. The report is 
forwarded to the respective institution’s On-Site Review Committee which makes its final determination on 
compliance. 
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2. The On-Site Peer Review 
 
Following review by the Off-Site Committee, an On-Site Review Committee of peers will conduct a focused evaluation 
at the campus to finalize issues of compliance with the Core Requirements, Comprehensive Standards, and Federal 
Requirements; provide consultation regarding the issues addressed in the QEP; and evaluate the acceptability of the 
QEP. At the conclusion of its visit, the On-Site Review Committee will finalize the Report of the Reaffirmation 
Committee, a written report of its findings noting areas of non-compliance, including the acceptability of the QEP. The 
Report of the Reaffirmation Committee, along with the institution’s response to areas of non-compliance, will be 
forwarded to the Commission for review and action on reaffirmation. 
 
3. Review by the Commission on Colleges 
 
The Committees on Compliance and Reports (C & R), standing committees of the Commission, review reports 
prepared by peer committees and the institutional responses to those reports. A C & R Committee’s recommendation 
regarding an institution’s reaffirmation of accreditation is forwarded to the Executive Council for review. The Executive 
Council recommends action to the full Commission which makes the final decision on reaffirmation and any follow-up 
activities that it requires of an institution. The full Commission convenes twice a year. (pp. 6-8) 
 
Examples of Core Requirements 
 
2.7.1 The institution offers one or more degree programs based on at least 60 semester credit hours or the equivalent 
at the associate level; at least 120 semester credit hours or the equivalent at the baccalaureate level; or at least 30 
semester credit hours or the equivalent at the post-baccalaureate, graduate, or professional level. If an institution 
uses a unit other than semester credit hours, it provides an explanation for the equivalency. The institution also 
provides a justification for all degrees that include fewer than the required number of semester credit hours or its 
equivalent unit. (Program Length) (p. 17) 
 
2.7.3 In each undergraduate degree program, the institution requires the successful completion of a general 
education component at the collegiate level that (1) is a substantial component of each undergraduate degree, (2) 
ensures breadth of knowledge, and (3) is based on a coherent rationale. For degree completion in associate 
programs, the component constitutes a minimum of 15 semester hours or the equivalent; for baccalaureate programs, 
a minimum of 30 semester hours or the equivalent. These credit hours are to be drawn from and include at least one 
course from each of the following areas: humanities/fine arts, social/behavioral sciences, and natural science/ 
mathematics. The courses do not narrowly focus on those skills, techniques, and procedures specific to a particular 
occupation or profession. If an institution uses a unit other than semester credit hours, it provides an explanation for 
the equivalency. The institution also provides a justification if it allows for fewer than the required number of semester 
credit hours or its equivalent unit of general education courses. (General Education) (p. 17) 
 
Examples of Comprehensive Standards 
 
3.1.1 The mission statement is current and comprehensive, accurately guides the institution’s operations, is 
periodically reviewed and updated, is approved by the governing board, and is communicated to the institution’s 
constituencies.(Mission) (p. 23) 
 
3.3.1 The institution identifies expected outcomes, assesses the extent to which it achieves these outcomes, and 
provides evidence of improvement based on analysis of the results in each of the following areas: (Institutional 
Effectiveness) 
3.3.1.1 educational programs, to include student learning outcomes 
3.3.1.2 administrative support services 
3.3.1.3 educational support services 
3.3.1.4 research within its educational mission, if appropriate 
3.3.1.5 community/public service within its educational mission, if appropriate (p. 25) 
 
3.5.4 At least 25 percent of the discipline course hours in each major at the baccalaureate level are taught by faculty 
members holding the terminal degree—usually the earned doctorate—in the discipline, or the equivalent of the 
terminal degree. (Terminal degrees of faculty) (p. 27) 
 
3.7 Faculty 
3.7.1 The institution employs competent faculty members qualified to accomplish the mission and goals of the 
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institution. When determining acceptable qualifications of its faculty, an institution gives primary consideration to the 
highest earned degree in the discipline. The institution also considers competence, effectiveness, and capacity, 
including, as appropriate, undergraduate and graduate degrees, related work experiences in the field, professional 
licensure and certifications, honors and awards, continuous documented excellence in teaching, or other 
demonstrated competencies and achievements that contribute to effective teaching and student learning outcomes. 
For all cases, the institution is responsible for justifying and documenting the qualifications of its faculty. (See 
Commission guidelines “Faculty Credentials.”) (Faculty competence) 
3.7.2 The institution regularly evaluates the effectiveness of each faculty member in accord with published criteria, 
regardless of contractual or tenured status. (Faculty evaluation) 
3.7.3 The institution provides ongoing professional development of faculty as teachers, scholars, and practitioners. 
(Faculty development) 
3.7.4 The institution ensures adequate procedures for safeguarding and protecting academic freedom. (Academic 
freedom) 
3.7.5 The institution publishes policies on the responsibility and authority of faculty in academic and governance 
matters. (Faculty role in governance) (pp. 28-29) 
 
Example of a Federal Requirement 
 
4.2 The institution’s curriculum is directly related and appropriate to the purpose and goals of the institution and the 
diplomas, certificates, or degrees awarded. (Program curriculum) (p. 35) 
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Reaccreditation Timeline 
Appalachian State University 

September 2009 
 

 
2009 

 
Spring:  

• Submit Fifth Year Interim Report (April 15) 
• Off-Campus Site Visit (April 7) 

 
Fall:  

• Establish Leadership Team comprising at least the Chancellor, 
Provost, SACS liaison, and a faculty member; begin orientation 

• Appoint Compliance Certification Report (CCR) Cmte Chair and 
Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) Cmte Chair; begin orientation 

• Begin process of preparing CCR; form committees 
• Begin process of identifying QEP; form committee 
• Annual Meeting:  December 5-8, 2009 Atlanta, GA 

 
 
2010 
 

 
Spring, Summer, Fall: 

• Committees prepare CCR sections 
• Continue identifying and developing QEP 
• Fifth-Year Interim Report Follow-up:  April 15, 2010 
• SACS 2010 Institute on Quality Enhancement and Accreditation 

July 25-28, 2010 
Tampa, FL 

• Annual Meeting:  December 4-7, 2010 Louisville, KY 
 

 
2011 

 
Spring, Summer, Fall: 

• June:  Leadership Team Orientation visit to Atlanta (limited to 
four people) 

• Committees prepare CCR sections 
• Continue developing, refining QEP 
• Annual Meeting:  December 3-6, 2011 Orlando, FL 

 
 
2012 
 

 
September: 

• Submit CCR 
 

Spring, Summer, Fall:  Finalize QEP 
 
November: 

• SACS Off-Site Peer Review 
 

December:  
• Annual Meeting:  December 8-11, 2012 Dallas, TX 

 
 
2013 

 
Spring:  

• Submit Focused Report (response to Off-Site findings six weeks 
before on-site visit) 

• Submit QEP Proposal (six weeks before on-site visit) 
• On-Site Review Committee visit (anytime January-April) 

 
December:  

• Reaffirmation at Annual Meeting (Date TBA) 
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