
The Citadel Faculty Council (FC) Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, March 17, 2015 

Bond Hall 295 

11:00 A.M. 

 

NAME DEPARTMENT PRESENT 

BAHK, JUAN MODERN LANGUAGES, LIT & CULTURES X 

BARTH, MIKE BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION  

BOTT, TIM HEALTH, EXERCISE & SPORT SCIENCE  

BRYANT, CHAD  NAVAL SCIENCE X 

BUBACZ, MONIKA ENGINEERING LEADERSHIP & PROJECT MGMT X 

BURTON, CATHERINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE  

DONNELL, DAVID BIOLOGY X 

DORKO, MIKE CHEMISTRY X 

FEKULA, MICK LEADERSHIP STUDIES  

FLORES, RUFINO MILITARY SCIENCE  

GRAHAM, TAMMY EDUCATION X 

HELTON, C. DENISE LIBRARY  

KNAPP, KEITH HISTORY X 

LASSITER, KERRY PSYCHOLOGY  

LIPSCOMB, AQUILA MATH AND COMPUTER SCIENCE  

JEFFERSON, RENEE EDUCATION X 

MAXWELL, LAUREN RULE ENGLISH X 

MAYS, TIM CIVIL & ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING X 

McCOY, CARL AIR FORCE  

PORTER, JACK POLITICAL SCIENCE X 

POTISUK, SIRIPONG ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING  

RENOUARD, JOE HISTORY X 

SOLLITT, LUKE PHYSICS  

THOMPSON, TOM ENGLISH X 

WOOLSEY, BILL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION X 

ZHANG, LI MATH AND COMPUTER SCIENCE X 

 

 

1. The meeting was called to order at 11:02 a.m. 

 

2. Chair Mike Barth presented the Faculty Council Interim Summary for Academic Year 2014-2015 to 

General Rosa, Provost Hines.  Highlights from the report (attachment 1) and discussion include the 

following items. 

 

a. Consider liaisons between Faculty and Staff Councils; for example, membership on the Campus 

Affairs consists of faculty and staff. 

b. Quarterly lunch meetings are being held with General Rosa.  The next meeting will be held in April.  

Faculty interested in attending should contact Chair Barth. 

c. Volunteers from Faculty Council provided input to the Human Resources Salary Study.  Consider 

creating an employment committee with membership consisting of faculty and staff. 

d. General Rosa reported that the $500 million bond bill was not passed.  Internal funding may be 

needed for Capers Hall.  The Capers Town Hall meeting is scheduled for Thursday, April 23, 2015. 

e. Provost Hines presented factors involved in allocating resources for faculty research and 

development; the reorganization of the front office within the Graduate College; and Request for 

Proposals from businesses that provide back office support for online programs. 



 

3. Dave Trautman presented changes to Memorandum 3-601 that were approved by the Faculty Tenure & 

Promotion Committee. 

 

Annex C, B. Review Process, 3. Ballots, a. 

The departmental/school representative to the FTPC votes at the Department/School level and abstains 

from voting on the FTPC. 

 

Annex C, B. Review Process, 3. Ballots, g. 

A committee member may submit ballots electronically to the committee (departmental/school or FTPC) 

chair or direct the chair as to how to cast ballots for him or her if unforeseen circumstances prevent the 

committee member from attending a scheduled meeting of the departmental/school committee or the 

FTPC. 

 

The changes to Memorandum 3-601 were approved by Faculty Council by a unanimous vote (Yes-13, 

No-0, Abstain-0). 

 

4. The minutes of January 27, 2015 and March 3, 2015 were approved by a unanimous vote (Yes-13, No-0, 

Abstain-0). 

 

5. The meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Tammy Graham & Renée Jefferson 

Co-Secretaries 



Attachment 1 to the March 17, 2015 Faculty Council Minutes 

 

To: LTG John Rosa, President of the Citadel 

 

From: Mike Barth, Chair of Faculty Council 

 

RE: Faculty Council Interim Summary for Academic Year 2014-2015 

 

This year the Faculty Council has been concentrating its efforts in two main areas: improving communications 

and improving governance. The two concepts, though, are inextricably linked. Campus-wide, communications 

have improved in the last few years with the creation of the joint councils (e.g., the PBRC) which get people 

from across campus talking together in one room. We have been looking at ways to improve faculty 

communications among ourselves and with other non-faculty groups. Improving communications will improve 

governance, just as changes our governance structure which will improve communications. Although this report 

discusses these efforts separately, they are essentially the same issue. 

 

Governance 

 

Last year during one of your visits to Faculty Council, we spoke about the different perceptions of the role of 

Faculty Council among faculty members. Some faculty members consider Faculty Council an advisory 

organization, while others view it as having a stronger governance role, more akin to the role of a faculty senate. 

The distinction is important, and the appropriate role of the Faculty Council has been under discussion since its 

creation. Since the 1960s, the Citadel faculty has periodically talked about changing the governance model to a 

faculty senate model: 

 

 In 1966, Academic Board recommended a subcommittee be formed to look at faculty senate concept. 

Although nothing came of it, it did reflect the general changes in academia evolving across the country 

with respect to governance. 

 In 1977, Committee Three of Faculty Council produced a one-page report on the faculty senate concept, 

stating that the current structure of Academic Board/Faculty Council/Standing Committees performed 

all of the same functions that a faculty senate would perform, but in a different structure. They also 

opined that changing to a faculty senate would be difficult, or at least more difficult that accepting the 

status quo. 

 In 2000, there was a draft plan for a faculty senate presented to Academic Board. Essentially, it would 

merge Faculty Council and Academic Board (see the Academic Board minutes of October 31, 2000 

located at http://www3.citadel.edu/acadboard/oct312000.htm). That idea was championed by then-

Provost Harry Carter, but it died on the vine following objections from Faculty Council. 

 In 2007, an ad hoc committee of Faculty Council produced a report on the faculty senate concept (see 

the April 17, 2008 minutes of the Faculty Council for a copy of the report at 

http://www3.citadel.edu/fcommittees/FacCouncil/mins20080417.doc). Bill Woolsey, who chaired that 

effort, said that unlike the 2000 recommendation to Academic Board, this committee recommended a 

faculty senate comprised of faculty rather than a conglomerate board of administrators, deans, 

department chairs and faculty members. 

 In 2011, Faculty Council recommended creation of an Ad Hoc Committee on Governance to address the 

Senate concept. The recommendation was forward to Academic Board late in the academic year, but did 

not reappear in August when the new academic year started. Faculty Council followed up in 2014 and 

re-ignited the discussion. 

 In 2014, Academic Board passed a resolution to institute the Ad Hoc Committee on Governance and 

have it look at a number of areas, including the faculty senate concept; the role of deans and department 

chairs; and faculty teaching, research, and service commitments. Much of this work is being done 

http://www3.citadel.edu/acadboard/oct312000.htm
http://www3.citadel.edu/fcommittees/FacCouncil/mins20080417.doc


already on a disjointed basis, but the ad hoc committee is to look at it holistically and provide a 

recommendation to both Faculty Council and Academic Board. 

 

Earlier this month, members of the ad hoc committee sat in with Faculty Council as Harry Carter and Bill 

Woolsey both described their faculty senate models. After the discussion, it was recommended that the ad hoc 

committee provide a position paper draft for the March 17, 2015 Faculty Council meeting.  

 

Faculty Council will also be considering other interim changes in its governance structure: (a) allocation of 

membership by school rather than by department, and (b) selection of a Faculty Council chair from the overall 

campus population, rather than simply picking one of the members of Faculty Council. 

 

Improving Communications 

 

We have been stressing the need to improve communications, although the results have been a mixed bag.  

 

 Members volunteered to provide faculty input to the salary study being conducted through Human 

Resources. This interaction is beneficial to HR because they get a faculty perspective, but it is also 

important for faculty to get a perspective on the non-faculty side of the house.  

 Joe Garcia spoke to the Faculty Council in the Fall about the budget and answered questions. The 

members have access to the budget numbers for their own schools through their deans, but we are still in 

the dark about the other schools and about the other budget areas across campus. While the big picture is 

important, members have also been concerned about the specifics that affect them.  

o Many of the faculty don’t appreciate the nuance of having E&G budgets (which Col. Garcia 

briefed as having increased), operating budgets (which have declined this year following the 

restructuring of the budget process that passes lapse savings back to the budget authorities), and 

the TCF funds (which are down this year from the last two years, but are in line with the five 

years prior to that.  

o One of the main areas of concern has been the amount of resources for faculty research and 

development, which come out of the TCF grant. Faculty Council asked the Financial Affairs 

Committee to review the numbers for the past several years, and it was noted that there was 

indeed a significant drop in FY 2015 from the levels of the previous two years, the FY 2015 

number is certainly in line with the FY 2008-FY 2012 numbers. Faculty research things for a 

living, and while we may or may not agree on interpretations of data, we rely on access to data to 

be able to form educated opinions. 

 

 
 



 Our Financial Affairs Committee has been working on providing analysis for the faculty on efficiency 

and teaching costs, but the process is slow on our end. Members have worked with Institutional 

Research to obtain data and with the Financial Services folks for technical help. We had hoped to 

receive some preliminary analysis at the March 2015 meeting, but key members are on multiple 

committees. If we can streamline some of the governance commitments and provide better incentives for 

service, we may end up get more service output with less service input. The study should also give us a 

better appreciation of the joint nature of college teaching. While we focus on our own particular 

departments, it really is a team effort. As we gain a better understanding of that among ourselves, we 

will be better able to communicate our needs to one another and to the administration. 

 The chairs of Faculty Council and Staff Council have been attending each other’s meetings to get a 

better handle on cooperation between staff and faculty. It turns out that there is a lot of similarity in the 

topics of discussion at the two councils. Some of the standing committees of Faculty Council have 

counterparts on the Staff Council, and we have talked about finding ways to eliminate the overlap by 

using joint committees. Specific instances are the Faculty Employment Committee and the Campus 

Affairs Committee.  

 Quarterly meetings between members of Faculty Council and the President were established in Fall 

2014. This concept has now morphed into quarterly lunch meetings between the President and selected 

faculty members who may or may not be on Faculty Council. The chair of Faculty Council has been 

asked to recommend names, commencing with the April lunch meeting. This is a good example of an 

opportunity for improving the two-way communications on key campus concerns, assuming that the 

lunch attendees are selected wisely and with a purpose. 

 In Fall 2014, the chair and secretary of Faculty Council met with the Speaker of the Faculty Senate at 

the College of Charleston to compare notes on governance ideas and to examine issues that affect both 

institutions. Some items of note from that discussion: 

o  The Speaker of the Faculty Senate meets with the President monthly as well as with the Provost 

monthly, which is reflective of the differences in the governance structure at the two institutions.  

o The Speaker is elected from the general faculty pool rather than from the Senate membership. 

There are also restrictions on other types of service for the Speaker (e.g., cannot chair a 

department), the effect of which is to free up the Speaker’s time to better concentrate on the 

Senate issues and on the needs of the faculty as a whole. 

o The Faculty Senate enjoys dedicated staff support. Part of one of an administrative assistant’s 

time is allocated to support the administrative needs of the Senate. 

o The membership of the CofC Senate is more heavily weighted towards seasoned, senior faculty 

members.  

o Membership of CofC standing committees is determined by the senate itself. In contrast, here at 

the Citadel the Faculty Council, through the Committee on Committees, makes 

recommendations. This creates inherent delays in the Citadel process, and those delays tend to 

reduce the momentum of faculty governance and clutter communications channels. 

o Like our standing committees, some of the CofC committees do more work than others, and 

accountability can be an issue. If we improve accountability, we improve communication and 

governance simultaneously. 

 

 


