MEETING OF THE FACULTY COUNCIL

Friday, October 13, 1995, 3:00 p.m.

* % ¥ % % % % % Ascembly Room, 2nd Floor, Wilson Library * * *# # * * * *

Chancellor Michael Hooker will preside. Attendance of elected Council members is required.
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AGENDA

Memorial Resolutions:

A. For the late Alan Keith-Lucas: George S. Lensing for Dean Richard L. Edwards.
B. For the late Charies Sydney Smith: Laurie E. McNeil, Chair.

Chancellor Hooker’s remarks: questions or comments on any subject will be invited.
Rachel A. Windham, Chair, Employee Forum.

Chair of the Faculty Jane D. Brown (including report on the Faculty Assembly).
Reports from Executive Committee of the Faculty OOCD.Q_”

H A. Statement on Extending Employment Benefits to Domestic Partnerships: Paul B. Farel.
B. Proposed Policy on Faculty Salaries: Craig J. Calhoun.

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:1

¥ A. Faculty Hearings: Madeline G. Levine and John V. Orth, Co-Chairs.
B. Faculty Grievance: John E. Semonche, Chair.

QOld or New Business.

+ A.  Update on Task Force on Women at Carolina: Noelle A. Granger, Chair.
B. Update on Land Use Planning Committee: Thomas B. Clegg, Chair.

George S. Lensing
Secretary of the Faculty

Copies of these documents are being circulated to all members of the Faculty Council and to
Chairs and Deans, so that all faculty members may have the opportunity to read them. Council
members: please bring your copies to the meeting and discuss with your constituents ahead of
time.

These reports are being circulated and will not be discussed formally unless members of the
Council have questions.

THE DUE DATE FOR THE NEXT MEETING OF THE AGENDA COMMITTEE IS OCTOBER 6.

COUNCIL MEMBERS: PLEASE REMEMBER TO SIGN THE ROLL AND FIND YOUR NAME TAG ON ONE OF THE

SEATS IN THE FIRST THREE ROWS.




A Memorial in ceiebration of the life of Alan Keith Lucas

Whereas Dr. Alan Keith Lucas served as a well loved distinguished facuity

member of the School of Social Work, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and

Whereas Alan Keith Lucas provided enlightened leadership in the development

of child care workers in North Carolina, the United States and other nations, and

‘Whereas Alan Keith Lucas nurtured the development of the highest professional
standards of social work practice in his students and in child care workers throughott

the world, now

Therefore we, the faculty of the School of Social Work, unanimously adopt this
memorial to the fruitful and productive life of Alan Keith Lucas, and cause this memorial
resolution to be spread across the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and to all

the alumni of the School of Social work.

Adopted this Seventeenth Day of August, 1995



MEMORIAL RESOLUTION
Charles Sydney Smith, Jr.
1916 - 1994

University Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus

Charles Sidney Smith, Jr., University Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus at UNC-
Chapel Hill, died on September 4, 1994 after a two-month struggle with congestive heart failure.
With Chuck’s death, the scientific community lost one of the pioneers of solid state physics.

Chuck was born in 1916 in Lorain, Ohio. He graduated from Case Institute of Technology
(now Case-Western Reserve University) in 1937, and received his Sc.D. from MIT in 1940.
After two years as an instructor at the University of Pittsburgh, he returned to Case and taught in
its Physics Departiment for 26 years, serving as chairman during 1958/59. IHe came to the
University of North Carolina in 1968 as Director of its Materials Research Center and University
Distinguished Professor. After his retirement in 1981, he continued to teach advanced
undergraduates and graduate students the techniques of X-ray diffraction, and to lend his skills to
research projects of his younger colleagues, right up until his final illness. In 1993, the
university named a term endowed professorship in his honor.

Chuck was a thoroughly dedicated teacher, and truly shone in the teaching laboratory. One
year, he actually “took” the laboratory component of an elementary physics course, working with
a student partner. He produced a critical analysis of each experiment, with suggestions for
improvement and also thoughtful considerations of what additional physics might be extracted.
At a more advanced level, his careful and meticulous instruction in X-ray methodology gave his
students a wealth of research-quality skills and insights. His slightly crusty exterior did not
prevent the students from appreciating the value of what he had to offer them.

Much of Chuck’s research dealt with the study of the effects of high pressure on the elastic
moduli of metals and ionic crystals, as a means of elucidating microscopic interatomic
interactions. Both the experimental work and its analysis were characterized by the careful and
systematic approach he applied to everything he did, and he became an international avthority in
his field. He was a Fellow of the American Physical Society, and was a longtime member and
secretary of the Solid State Sciences Panel of NAS/NRC and of the APS Division of Solid State
Physics (now DCMP). Of his approximately 50 publications, one of the most useful has been his
review of the effects of symmetry on crystal properties, especially the elastic constants; this
appeared in the 1958 volume of the Seitz/Turnbull Solid State Physics series.

One paper which had a major impact on our understanding of the electronic properties of
the semiconductors germanium and silicon was an exploration of the piezoresistance effect,
carried out during a sabbatical leave at the Bell Telephone Laboratories during 1952/53 and
published in Physical Review in 1954. This was the exciting period of research into the
fundamental physics of elemental semiconductors, stimulated by the recent discovery of the
transistor. At the time, the valence and conduction band extrema ol these cubic crystals were
often assumed to lie at the center of the Brillouin zone, and to have spherical symmetry in k-
space. Chuck’s measurement of elements of the piezoresistance tensor were therefore expected
to show only small etfect of stress-induced changes in the electron-phonon scattering. Instead,
for each material, it was found that one of the shear coefficients was exceptionally large,
exceeding the expected value by a factor of 20 - 30. Chuck’s host, Conyers Herring, quickly
realized that these results demonstrated that the conduction band minimum must lie away from
the origin, along [111] in Ge and [100] in Si, and that the effective masses must therefore be
anisotropic; the large piezoresistance coetficients reflected transfer of electrons into ellipsoids
corresponding to greatly different mobilities along the field. This immediately explained why a
variety of measurements of different transport properties had given different values of the
effective mass of the electrons; subsequent cyclotron resonance experiments verified this picture.

Chuck was a well-ordered and clear-thinking person, with little tolerance for sloppiness or
irresponsibility. He also had a subtle sense of humor, and was warm-hearted and always eager to
be helpful. He and his wife Barbara were avid bridge players, and had a deep attachment to the
Rhode Island beach cottage they visited each summer. Chuck is survived by their three children-
-David Smith, Anne Smith, and Barbara Usher--and three grandchildren.

We have lost a great colleague and a dear and valued friend.

Lawrence Slitkin & Laurie M¢Neil



Charles Sydney Smith, Jr.
(text to be read at Facalty Council meeting)

Charles Sidney Smith, Jr., University Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus at UNC-
Chapel Hill, died on September 4, 1994 atter a two-month struggle with congestive heart failure.
With Chuck’s death, the scientific community lost one of the pioneers of solid state physics.

Chuck was bormn in 1916 in Lorain, Ohio. He graduated from Case Institute of Technology
(now Case-Western Reserve University) in 1937, and received his Sc.D. from MIT in 1940.
After two years as an instructor at the University of Pittsburgh, he returned to Case and taught in
its Physics Department for 26 years, serving as chairman during 1958/59. He came to the
University of North Carolina in 1968 as Director of its Materials Research Center and University
Distinguished Professor. After his retirement in 1981, he continued to teach advanced
undergraduates and graduate students the techniques of X-ray diffraction, and to lend his skills to
research projects of his younger colleagues, right up until his final illness. In 1993, the
university named a term endowed professorship in his honor.

Chuck was a thoroughly dedicated teacher, and truly shone in the teaching laboratory. One
year, he actually “took™ the laboratory component of an elementary physics course, working with
a student partner. He produced a critical analysis of each experiment, with suggestions for
improvement and also thoughtful considerations of what additional physics might be extracted.
At a more advanced level, his careful and meticulous instruction in X-ray methodology gave his
students a wealth of research-quality skills and insights. His slightly crusty exterior did not
prevent the students from appreciating the value of what he had to offer them.

Much of Chuck’s research dealt with the study of the effects of high pressure on the elastic
moduli of metals and ionic crystals, as a means of elucidating microscopic interatomic
interactions. Both the experimental work and its analysis were characterized by the careful and
systematic approach he applied to everything he did, and he became an international authority in
his field. He was a Fellow of the American Physical Society, and was a longtime member and
secretary of the Solid State Sciences Panel of NAS/NRC and of the APS Division of Solid State
Physics (now DCMP).

One paper which had a major impact on our understanding of the electronic properties of
the semiconductors germanium and silicon was an exploration of the piezoresistance effect,
carried out during a sabbatical leave at the Bell Telephone Laboratories during 1952/53. This
was the exciting period of research into the fundamental physics of elemental semiconductors,
stimulated by the recent discovery of the transistor.. His experimental results, which deviated
drastically from the predictions of the theories prevailing at the time, led to a significant advance
in the understanding of the physics of the materials that make up today’s electronic devices.

Chuck was a well-ordered and clear-thinking person, with little tolerance for sloppiness or
irresponsibility. He also had a subtle sense of humor, and was warm-hearted and always eager to
be helpful. He and his wife Barbara were avid bridge players, and had a deep attachment to the
Rhode Island beach cottage they visited each summer. Chuck is survived by their three children-
-David Smith, Anne Smith, and Barbara Usher--and three grandchildren.

We have lost a great colleague and a dear and valued friend.

Larry Slitkin & Laurie McNeil



October 13, 1985, Faculty Council Meeting
RESOLUTION ON FACULTY SALARY POLICY

. BACKGROUND

The setting of faculty salaries is a matter of ethical, symbolic, and material importance in
the university and therefore a legitimate concern of the whole faculty as part of its
responsibility for self-governance. Concerns about the way this is handled at UNC were
raised by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools reaccreditation self-study.
Before this, a variety of UNC faculty groups had also brought forward a variety of issues
regarding allocations of salary funds among units and among individual faculty at the
University of North Carclina at Chapel Hill. These issues were investigated by a
committee appointed by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Council and chaired by
Professors John P. Evans and C. Arden Miller. Taken together, these inquiries reveal the
need for clear policy on faculty salaries. They also call for mechanisms that put the
principles guiding salary allocations into practice. The Executive Committee of the
Faculty Council has formulated a statement of principles, about which it seeks the input
of the broader faculty and relevant administrators. This advice will help to shape the

development of proposed implementing mechanisms.
PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE ACTION

1. All salary decisions shall be taken in accord with open, publicly stated criteria.
Toward this end, every unit employing faculty must develop a clearly stated and
openly discussed statement of policy, including criteria and procedures for -

determining salaries.

2. These'policies shall be subject to regular review by the faculty of the units
concerned.

3. Responsible administraters should allocate resources to salaries based cn
equitable recognition of merit, including
A. both long- and short-term indicators of merit;

B. muitiple criteria of merit; and
C. attention to actual salary levels, not only percentage amounts of increases.

4. Salary resources are appropriately used to remedy inequities resulting from:
changing market conditions;

inadequate funding;

discrimination;

compression due to the disparity between internal rates of increase and
competing offers; and,

inappropriate disparities arising from other sources.

m oomp

5. Salaries may vary both within and among different academic fields in accord with
prevailing market conditions where this is necessary to meet the mission of the
University; however, responsible administrators should balance market demands
with recognition of the importance of minimizing disparities in order to achieve

academic community.

6. The above principles shall guide determination of all faculty salaries. Where
faculty also serve as administrators, administrative merit may be considered when
determining that portion of their salary not attributable to thetr regular faculty
duties. Funds that the State designates for faculty increases shall not be used

disproportionately to reward administrators.



October 13, 1985

11 September, 1995
Statement to Faculty Council on Extending Employment Benefits to Domestic Partnerships

A domestic partnership is a committed relationship in which the partners consider themselves
life partners, share a principal residence and are financially interdependent’. Neither of the partners is
married to someone else, both are over eighteen (18) years of age, both are mentally competent to
sign a contract, and they are not related by blood to a degree of closeness that would prohibit legal
marriage in North Carolina.

In recent years, the Employee Forum, Student Government, and Faculty Council! have all
devoted considerable attention and effort in order to ensure that no member of the university
community feel excluded or disenfranchised. Chancellor’s Policies prohibit discrimination on the
basis of gender, race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation. These policies, coupled with recognition of the
importance of diversity in fulfilling the university’s mission of teaching, scholarship, and service,
have gone far to extend the feeling of community. The university manifests its commitment to
diversity through its curriculum (e.g., Afro-American Studies, Women’s Studies) and other programs
(e.g., Bridges, Sonja Haynes Stone Black Cultural Center, Upward Bound).

One segment of the university community that has not enjoyed full recognition and benefits
includes individuals who have formed domestic partnerships that, despite being non traditional, are
enduring. These individuals, when employed by the university, do not receive benefits equal to those
enjoyed by married employees. As a matter of both law and conscience, all employees shouid have
equal access to employment benefits. Consequently, Professor Jane Brown, Chair of the Faculty,
formed an ad hoc committee consisting of Linda Cook, Paul Farel, Laura Gasaway, and Peter
Schledorn to examine the extension of benefits, previously reserved for married couples, to domestic
partners. |

In seeking to provide benefits to domestic partners, UNC-CH can look to universities (e.g.,
Duke University, Princeton University, Southern Illinois University, University of North Dakota,
University of [llinois, University of Pennsylvania, University of Washington, Seattle) and private
companies {e.g., Kaiser Permanente, RJR Nabisco, SASS, RTI, IBM) that have already done so. The
description of a domestic partnership suggested by the committee is based on that used by these and

other institutions.

' Possible criteria for establishing financial interdependence:

1.  Domestic partner registration with a municipal government

2. Joint mortgage, deed or lease,

3. Notarized agreement pertaining to the financial arrangements of the partnership
4. Designation of domestic partner as beneficiary for life insurance,

5. Designation of domestic partner as beneficiary for retirement contract,

6. Designation of domestic partner as primary beneficiary in employee's will

7. Joint ownership of a motor vehicle,

8. Joint checking account or SECU account,

9. Joint credit account,

10. Health care proxy.



October 13, 1835, Faculty Council Meeting
RESOLUTION ON FACULTY SALARY POLICY

. BACKGROUND

The setting of faculty salaries is a matter of ethical, symbolic, and material importance in
the university and therefore a legitimate concern of the whole faculty as part of its
responsibility for self-governance. Concerns about the way this is handled at UNC were
raised by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools reaccreditation self-study.
Before this, a variety of UNC faculty groups had also brought forward a variety of issues
regarding allocations of salary funds among units and among individual faculty at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. These issues were investigated by a
committee appointed by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Council and chaired by
Professors John P. Evans and C. Arden Milier. Taken together, these inquiries reveal the
need for clear policy on faculty salaries. They also call for mechanisms that put the
principles guiding salary allocations into practice. The Executive Committee of the
Faculty Council has formulated a statement of principles, about which it seeks the input
of the broader faculty and relevant administrators. This advice will help to shape the

development of proposed implementing mechanisms.
PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE ACTION

1. All salary decisions shall be taken in accord with open, publicly stated criteria,
Toward this end, every unit employing faculty must develop a clearly stated and
openly discussed statement of policy, including criteria and procedures for
determining salaries.

2. These'policies shall be subject to regular review by the faculty of the units
concerned.

3. Responsible administrators should allocate resources to salaries based on
equitable recognition of merit, including
A. both long- and short-term indicators of merit;

B. multiple criteria of merit; and
C. attention to actual salary levels, not only percentage amounts of increases.

4. Salary resources are appropriately used to remedy inequities resuiting from:
A. changing market conditions;
B. inadequate funding;
C. discrimination;
D. compression due to the disparity between internai rates of increase and
competing offers; and,
E. inappropriate disparities arising from other sources.

3. Salaries may vary both within and among different academic fields in accord with
prevailing market conditions where this is necessary to meet the mission of the
University; however, responsible administrators should balance market demands
with recognition of the importance of minimizing disparities in order to achieve

academic community.

6. The above principles shall guide determination of all faculty salaries. Where
faculty also serve as administrators, administrative merit may be considered when
determining that portion of their salary not attributable to their regular faculty
duties. Funds that the State designates for facuity increases shall not be used
disproportionately to reward administrators.



QOctober 13, 1995
Faculty Hearings Committee
) (Elected Committee)
Annuat Report

Members: Patricia Z. Fischer (alternate for Marie M. Bristol, 1998); S. Elizabeth Gibson (2000);
Madeline C. Levine (Co-chair,1996); Genna Rae McNeil (1999); John V. Orth (Co-chair, 1997).

Meetings during past vear: 9-21-94; 1-23-95; 2-17-95; 3-3-95; 4-19-95; 4-26-95; 5-2-95.

Report prepared by: Madeline G. Levine (Co-chair) with review by current members of
committee who served during period covered by this report.

Committee charge: According to the Faculty Handbook, the Hearings Committee "conducts
hearings (@) on the request of a faculty member who has been notified before the end of his or
her tenure or term of reappointment that he or she is to be discharged, and (b) on the request
of the Chancellor to make inquiry into the fitness of a faculty member to continue in his or her
position." The ruies governing the conduct of Committee hearings are specified in the
document Trustee Policies and Regulations Governing Academic Tenure in The University of

North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

The Committee dealt with three formal appeals during 1994-95:;

fn one case, it advised the grievant that not all available avenues of appeal had yet been
exhausted, but that should the grievant still wish to appeal to the FHC after taking the one
missing step, the Committee was prepared to consider the appeal. This colleague ultimately
decided to accept an appointment at another institution rather than ﬁ_@:ﬁ for qmmcuo_:q:m:ﬁ at

UNC.

in the second case to come before it, the Committee turned down a request for a hearing after
it concluded that the appellant had not provided a clear statement of the impermissible
grounds or material procedural irregularities allegedly implicated in the department's or school's
negative decision. In this instance, before reaching its decision the Committee had requested
additional explanatory particulars from the grievant that might clarify the basis or hases for
appeal, but found the grievant's second letter of complaint no more compelling than the first.

Finally, the Committee conducted a full, formal hearing of a colleague’s allegations that several
impermissible grounds and material procedural irreguiarities adversely affected his/her
reappointment decision. Having heard testimony and reviewed evidence provided by both the
grievant and the department or school, the Committee ruled against the grievant.

The Committee members would like to take this opportunity to remind all our facuity coileagues
that the purview of the Faculty Hearings Committee is limited to reviewing the process by which
a reappointment and/or tenure decision is reached and to suggest possible remedies when it
finds that that process has been tainted by the impermissible grounds specified in the Trustee
Policies and Regulations Governing Academic Tenure in The University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill or by material procedural irregularities. The FHC is not empowered, nor should it be, to
reconsider a colleague's professional qualifications for reappointment or tenure.

Notice of speciai circumstance: The Committee is composed of five faculty members with

permanent tenure who serve five-year, staggered terms. The Committee is usually chaired by its
senior member. Because of an.unusual confluence of retirements and leave assignments, during
AY 1993-94 and again in 1994-95 the Committee was chaired by members with less than the usual

four years' prior experience.,



October 13, 1995
Faculty Grievance Comimittee
(Elective Committee)
Annual Report

Members: John C. Boger (1994-97); Pamela A. Cooper (1993-96); Cary M. Grant (1995-98); Reginald F,
Hildebrand (1995-98); Erika C. Lindemann (1995-98); Terrence V. McIntosh; Laurie L. Mesibov (1993-96);
Lee G. Pedersen (1994-97); and John E. Semonche, (1993-96), Chair. Members leaving committee during
the past year: A. Reid Barbour, Janice H. Schopler, Outgoing Chair, and Chuck S. Stone.

Meetings during past year: 10-7-94; 11-18-94; 1-30-95; 2-20-95; 4-10-95; 5-8-95; and 9-8-95
Report prepared by; John E. Semonche (Chair) with review of the full committee.

Committee charge: “The Committee is authorized to hear, mediate, and advise with respect to the
adjustment of grievances of all persons designated as members of the Faculty.” (The Faculty Code of
University Government)

Previous Faculty Council questions or charces: None

Report of activities:

In the past year, the previous chair, Janice Shopler, received sixteen inquiries about bringing matters
before the Grievance Committee. One involved extensive mediation and is still under negotiation; one
involved extensive consultation but no action has yet been taken; two were referred to the University
Hearings Committee; eight required brief consultation and, in some instances, referral to University
services, and the remaining four involved consultation and advice that resulted in self advocacy by the
grievants. The present chair has responded to two inquiries, one of which involved some discussion and
has not proceeded any further, and the other of which was a continuation of a matter dealt with by the
previous chair that has now resulted in the filing of a formal grievance. A subcomumittee of three
members was appointed on August 24, 1995 to hear the grievance.

A major part of the Committee’s work in the past year has focused on revising Committee procedures
to increase clarity, to incorporate procedures for dealing with grievances related to sexual and racial
harassment as outlined in University policies, and to eliminate gender-based language. The work was
completed on May 8, 1995. These procedures are provided to anyone considering filing a formal
grievance with the Committee, are available in the office of the University attorney, and are being
distributed to Deans, Directors and Department Chairs.

In addition, the Committee conducted a survey of the faculty that produced responses from 574 of the
2200 canvassed, a little more than 38%. We were interested in finding out how the faculty perceived
the Committee and whether members would use the Committee if they were unable to resolve a
grievance they had. Also, we wanted to probe the faculty’s interest in mediation. We will be digesting
the responses in the coming year, and determining which issues should be put on the Committee’s
agenda.

Recommendations for action by Faculty Council: None




October 13, 1995, Faculty Council Meeting

THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA
AT
CHAPEL HILL

Departinent of zmgOmszuc_u\H The University of North Carolina ar Chapel Hill

Physics ard Astronomy CB# 3255, Phillips Hall

Chapel Hill, N.C. 27599-3255

{319) 962-2078 FAX: (919) 962-0480

To: Wayne Jones, Chair, Facilities Planning Committee

From: Tom Clegg, Chair, Faculty Advisory O@::::mm on Long-Range Land-Use
Planning for Outlying Campus Lands f

Subject: Overview of the Faculty Committee's Deliberations

Date: September 7, 1995

After ten months of data gathering and wide deliberations with campus groups, the Faculty
Advisory Committee developed at 1ts last August 30 meeting both general and specific opinions
about the nature of activities most appropriate for outlying campus lands. These are summarized
below. Details supporting these opinions are contained in longer summaries of the Faculty
Committee's meetings and deliberations distributed earlier. Ted Hoskins has asked that I prepare
this written summary so he can transmit these ideas to our JIR consultants prior to their next

campus visit.

General Opinions -

Several views have surfaced frequently and seem, in fact, to encompass broad campus opirion
about the whole current process of land-use planning for outlying parcels at Horace Williams and
Mason Farm:

* Preserve the central campus - Qverriding campus opinion urges that the traditional central
campus be preserved to the greatest extent possible for core SmﬁEn:oza clinical, and training
activities, and for research closely tied to these. Programs not tightly related to these would S@:
be favored for location on outlying lands. Traditional green spaces and building arrangements on
the north campus should also be preserved, and new ones should of similar nature be created on

central campus and on outlying lands whenever possible.

* Favor "Up" over "Out”, - Is it better to expand the University "outward” onto remote parcels or
should it grow "upward" on the central campus? A large contingent of campus faculty, on
considering how m: the ?::.m to preserve the overall quality of what our Chapel Hill campus does
best, votes for "up" over "out". This opinion is not based solely on faculty resistance to change.
Rather, it arises from sincere conviction that much of what provides the basis for real quality of our
present academic and research programs depends critically on the mutual proximity of many key,
central campus programs. This creates an environment for numerous, trequent, and efficient
personal interactions: between students and faculty, between basic researchers and practicing
clinicians, and between Health and Academic Affairs personnel. Campus need for this only grows
as interdisciplinary training and research enterprises are fostered. Any decision to move a
significant part of the University's core training or research activities to an outlying parcel must
weigh heavily the inevitable loss which will ensue from diminished personal encounters among

‘important affected parties.

* "Decant” programs carefully. - Activities which need a central campus presence must be
separated from those which will not suffer from being located at an outlying site. Both types exist,
and locations for many at the extremes can be chosen with confidence. But, there is an interim
class of activities for which the advantages and disadvantages of remote siting must be weighed
extremely carefully. In such individual cases, cautious decision making is strongly recommended.
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» Build generic buildings - Viewed from the perspective of decades, campus programs and their
space needs will surely change. It is then essential that new campus construction, both on the
central campus and on the outlying lands, be flexible and easy to retrofit for future needs.
Specialized construction for individual programs, then, should only occur after serious
consideration is given to designs which might later accommodated in any new space to be created.

s Provide effective transportation systems - Growth on outlying University lands will require
substantial growth in campus and town transportation systems. Minimizing the need for frequent
trips of University personnel between the central campus and outlying lands must be a serious
concern for those selecting University programs to be sited remotely.

» Provide effective communication links - Communications lechnology is changing rapidly.
Campus investment must insure that effective communications links are installed which minimize
the intellectual separation of personnel located physically on the outlying lands, from the core

activities of the central campus.

Specific Opinions -
The Faculty Committee can now also recommend with some confidence that certain activities seem
more appropriate for either the Mason Farm or the Horace Williams tract:

Activities to be preferred for the Mason Farm Tract

» Research, outreach, and training functions closely linked to the Botanical Garden and the
Biological Reserve.

» Finley Golf Course and athletic playing fields.

1

+ Continuing education, center, and institute activites closely linked to the Friday Center.

» Affordable housing for short-term visitors to many units on campus, with an eye to needs of
programs using the Friday Center.

» Public performance space, specifically a possible new large auditorium associated with the Friday
Center which could serve both for performances and for large conference groups.

Activities to be preferred for the Horace Williams Tract

» Expanded physical plant, support, and infrastructure activities.

» Space for "back room" administrative offices, and data processing, storage, and record keeping
activities.

* Space for research activities which are not tightly coupled to activities on the central campus.

* Married student housing.



SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS
MEETING OF THE GENERAL FACULTY AND FACULTY COUNCIL
Friday, October 13, 1995
Assembly Room, Wilson Library

[A complete transcript of the proceedings is available in the faculty section of the campus World Wide Web
service.}

Faculty Council Attendance: Present 62; Excused Absences 21; Unexcused Absences 8.

Professor Jane Brown, Chair of the Faculty, announced that Chancellor Hooker would be arriving
later in the proceedings because of a meeting of the Board of Governors in Boone, N.C.

I.  Memorial Resolutions:
A. Forthe ,m.,:m Alan ﬂmmﬁr.ﬁ__m»m" George S. Lensing for Dean Richard L. Edwards.
B. Forthe _ﬂ,m Charles Sydney Smith: Laurie E. McNeil, Chair.

II.  Rachel A, Windham, Chair, Employee Forum.

Ms. Windham addressed three barriers -- roles, skills, and manners -- that prevent faculty and
staff-employees from working together more fruitfully. She defined roles as leadership roles and
followership roles, but what distinguishes them is not intelligence, "but the role they play." Leaders
and followers share equally four essential qualities in their roles: they manage themselves well; they
are committed to the organizations of which they are a part; they focus their efforts for maximum
impact, and they are courageous, honest, and credible. She thought that faculty could more
effectively teach the necessary skills to those with whom they work -- whether they are technical
skills, conceptual skills, and human relations skills. She deplored the manners of some faculty who
"simply do not understand that we must treat each other with dignity and respect." She concluded,
"The difference between employees who perform well and those who perform poorly is not in how
they behave, or even in how much they are paid, but in how they are treated.”

III.  Chair of the Faculty Jane D. Brown.

Professor Brown commended the faculty who had marched in the procession at University
Day, October 12. She invited members of the Council to enroll in one of the diversity training
sessions that will be conducted in conjunction with the Chancellor’'s Administrative Council and the
Employee Forum. She congratulated Professor Jim Peacock {Anthropology and former Chair of the
Faculty) upon being inducted into the National Academy of Arts and Sciences.

The Executive Committee of the Faculty Council is presenting two reports at the present
meeting, but she wanted to mention its work in helping to create a student alcohol policy together
with the Office of Student Affairs and with Student Government. She asked for two volunteers from
the Council to join in this work. She has also asked the Educational Policy Committee to investigate
problems about resources available for classrooms on campus -- aiming at both short-term and long-
term solutions.

IV.  Reports from Executive Committee of nrm Faculty Council.

A.  Statement on Extending Employment Benefits to Domestic Partnerships: Paul B. Farel.
Professor Farel expressed the continuing concérn of the Executive Committee that "no
member of the University community feel excluded or disenfranchised.” He hoped that domestic
partners could enjoy access to gym and pool privileges and to membership in the Carolina Club. To
change the policy of access to health insurance requires action by the state legislature and will prove
harder to realize. He hoped that the Faculty Welfare Committee, as well as the Employee Forum,
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our delegation to the Faculty Assembly [for the sixteen campuses in the UNC system], and our
channels to the General Administration could address these issues. Professor Joseph Ferrell _
(Institute of Government) commended Professor Farel for the statement as "something we’ve needed
to do for a long time.” Professor Julian Roseman (Radiation Oncology, Medicine) referred to the
ten "possible criteria for establishing financial interdependence” in the statement and asked if alf ten
had been accepted. Professor Farel responded that, while declaring oneself a domestic partner is not
a casual statement, the Committee had not wanted to impose "hard and fast rules” for defining
domestic partnerships, though the first paragraph encompasses a number of legal definitions.

Professor Laurel Files (Health Policy and Administration, Public Health) applauded the
statement and noted support for it, but she thought that it needed to be "institutionalized" in some
way. Professor Farel responded that its goals should be pursued by the appropriate committees of
the Employee Forum and the Faculty Council. She noted that the general response to the statement,
including that of Chancellor Hooker and Assistant to the Chancellor Susan Ehringhaus, had been,
"Yes, this is the right thing to do.”

Professor Howard Reisner (Pathology) hoped the Council could offer a formal resolution of
support. Professor Steve Bachenheimer (Microbiology & Immunology), as Chair of the Faculty
Welfare Committee, offered his Committee to form such a resolution and bring it back to the
Council. Professor Brown agreed that this could be done. Professor Harry Gooder (Microbiology &
Immunology) asked if the Faculty Assembly had not already gone on record in support of domestic
partner benefits. He thought the Assembly the best avenue to the Legislature. Professor Estrada
Bernard (Surgery) expressed concern in his department about the precise definition of domestic
partner; could such a definition, for example, be applied to a business partner? Professor Farel
referred to the statement that such partners must "consider themselves life partners, share a principal
residence and be financially interdependent.”

B.  Proposed Policy on Faculty Salaries: Jane D. Brown.

There has never been a University-wide salary policy, even though the American Association
of University Professors has called for one back in the early *70s. The matter has been reviewed by
three or four committees, including one charged by the Executive Committee and chaired by
Professors Jack Evans and Arden Miller. The Evans-Miller Committee was an information-
gathering committee and had not made formal recommendations, and thus, a subsequent committee
made up of members of the Executive Committee had been working on principles and implementing
mechanisms. The whole of the Executive Committee has been reviewing these documents and
comes forward today with a draft of the "Principles to Guide Actions" for response by the Faculty but
not a formal vote. A similar document on Implementing Mechanisms will follow this one at a later
meeting. The "Principles” will be presented in November for a formal vote.

Professor Brown asked the Council to address three questions: (1) Are the principles
themselves useful? (2) Are the principles applicable to both Academic Affairs and Health Affairs?
and (3) Do we need implementing mechanisms? She noted that the faculty of the College of Arts
and Sciences had already been discussing such principles and mechanisms within their units last fali.
She identified Professors Craig Calhoun (Sociology) and Jim Peacock as the chairs of the
subcommittee that had worked on the principles over the summer, together with Professors Terry
Evens, Melissa Bullard, Bob Pulliam, and Joseph Flora.

Professor Barry Lentz (Biochemistry) sought clarification about the third principle -- that
administrators should allocate resources to salaries based on equitable recognition of merit,
including "both long-and short-term indicators of merit." Professor Peacock responded, "Let’s say
someone takes ten years to write a book. It’s a very significant book, and during those ten years that
person is not given credit for the book and then it is produced. So the idea is that the chair might
look back over the long term.” . ‘

Professor Reisner asked about #4-A ["Salary resources are appropriately used to remedy
inequities resulting from: A. changing market conditions.”] Professor Gooder responded that in
Health Affairs it is not unusual to have faculty salaries deriving in large part from grant monies.
When an individual is sometimes without grant money for a brief time, "the chair has used state
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money to tide them over so they didn’t have a cut in salary. That prevented a salary inequity and it
was a use of state allocated resources.”

Professor Hillel Gitelman (Medicine) said that the principles failed to get at the "root cause of
our salary difficulties” we don’t have the monies to pay the salaries. Professor Lentz agreed. He
thought that some of the principles "beg that fundamental probiem" by "passing the buck from the
state legislature to administrators of this Institution to solve the problem that the state legislature
wants a first-rate Institution and wants to pay second-rate salaries.” Professor Calhoun saw a
distinction between the two concerns. One is the adequacy of salary support and the other is the
procedures for allocating such monies as are available. His committee understood themselves to be
working on the latter.

Professor Joy Kasson (American Studies) was happy to see the issue of inequity "coming to
the fore,” along with the openness of the discussion., Professor Ronald Link (Law School) wanted
clarification about #3.B: ["Administrators should allocate resources to salaries based on equitable
recognition of merit, including multiple criteria of merit."] Professor Peacock responded that
teaching, research, and service were such criteria. Professor Ferrell worried about the price we are
willing to pay for accountability. He thought the challenge was to endorse the principles of fairness
and equity without creating a procedure "that we would ultimately find extremely distasteful,”
especially if it is a very complex bureaucracy of administrative procedures.

Professor Bill Smith (Mathematics) referred to the "red book” of the American Association of
University Professors where consultation with the appropriate faculty group is called for in salary
policies. The policies and criteria should be clearly stated. Primary decisions should be made as
near the unit level as possible. He wondered if the wording in the present statement could be made
clearer that every unit employing faculty should develop, with faculty consultation, these policies.

Professor Bachenheimer returned to the question of "changing market conditions” and the
example Professor Gooder had given about state resources being used to complement a salary that
had otherwise depended on grant monies when such monies had expired. He asked, "Where 1n all
these principles do we address the issue of faculty making conscious decisions to make changes in
their career which are perfectly consistent with our mission to provide teaching, do service, and do
research -- but in the process of changing direction essentially to give up a source of funds?"
Professor Sue Estroff (Social Medicine) thought such procedures should be established not in the
general principles but at the unit level, "with locally agreed upon, locally accepted rules." Professor
Bachenheimer responded that the "unit can’t make up the difference.” Professor Peacock thought
that the principle should be acknowledged that a faculty member could shift emphasis from one
professional responsibility to another. He added, "In practice it’s difficult to work out." Professor
James Stasheff (Mathematics) wanted to return the focus to the issue of how to allocate whatever
money the individual unit has to disperse. It remains for the unit "to go try and find the money
elsewhere, i.e., higher up, not by reallocating its own resources.”" Professor Gooder agreed. Professor
Pete Andrews (Environmental Sciences & Engineering, Public Health) thought that pan-University
funding might be another "arena in which to look at how we share funding for high priorities,”
including faculty change-of-life questions. He thought there were other broader questions about
equity that also should be addressed. Professor Melissa Bullard (History) thought that coupling
principles with implementing mechanisms "very, very important.” She noted the presence of
widespread distrust among faculty, and cited as evidence the findings of the SACS survey, as to how
salaries are presently determined. Much of the problem has to do with "a basic lack of knowledge"
about salary policies.

Professor Link asked for information about the fifth principle -- ["However, responsible
administrators should balance market demands with recognition of the importance of minimizing
disparities. . .."] For example, if market says that salary should be $50,000 but the academic
community says $25,000, which should the administrator award? Professor Calhoun answered that
the principle recognized that "there is good reason not simply to say we pay market prices, period.
It’s also necessary to think about the fact that within a department, within a school, there is some
level of academic community and some need to maintain all the faculty as parts of that community.”
Huno?mmo_qaﬁnw was troubled by the word "balance” because it suggests that market-demand salary
must yield.
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Professor Brown noted a consensus of approval for the principles, but wanted to hear more .
about the need for implementing mechanisms. Professor Steve Leonard (Political Science) referred
to the argument that any kind of mechanisms might prove cumbersome and difficult to carry out with
efficiency. He found that argument "very odd" and an insufficient reason for ignoring mechanisms.
Professor David Pike (German) pointed out that the AAUP guidelines called for both mechanisms
and principles.

Professor Smith thought that such mechanisms may already be present in the Faculty Code,
including the Advisory Committee that can bring issues to the Chancellor’s attention on a regular
basis. The Instructional Personnel Committee, chaired by the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs,
concerns itself with salary matters, along with a subcommittee that is designed especially for the
College of Arts & Sciences. He acknowledged that the Code was written at a time when the
University was simpler "with regard to doing this." He wondered, however, whether we actually carry
out what the Code asks of us. Another problem has to do with the fact that the Instructional
Personnel Committee is not an elected committee. Another is the omission of representatives from
the schools of Health Affairs on the Instructional Personnel Committee. He thought that the
emphasis should be upon the Faculty Code in this discussion because the Code can be amended.

Professor Ferrell thought that the faculty might endorse the principles but wait for the
administrative response before creating mechanisms. He noted the wide diversity of structure and
policy among the various units of the University and thus the difficulty in establishing mechanisms for
the whole campus. He thought that administrators have traditionally responded to the directives of
the Council and would do so in acting upon the principles set forth here. Professor Leonard
disagreed, saying that he had been waiting the previous four years for administrators to consider
these principles and that it was time for the faculty to enact a statement. Professor Reisner agreed
but thought that we might establish a fact-finding group to determine how administrators planned to
implement the principles. Professor Brown observed that Interim Provost Richardson and Vice
Chancellor for Health Affairs Hershey have been a part of the conversations within the Executive
Committee dealing with salaries.

Professor Miles Fletcher (History) welcomed an opportunity to discuss mechanisms along
with principles to guarantee that the principles will be taken seriously. Professor Kasson agreed. She
thought that within the units decisions are still coming from the "top down,” while the Council
represents the "bottom" as the faculty’s decision-making body. Professor Stasheff thought that
information about current practices should be reviewed first. Professor Brown replied that such
information has already been gathered. She then concluded that the principles would be brought
back for a vote in November and that administrators will continue to be consulted. Professor Bullard
added that the Evans-Miller Committee had collected a seven-page survey of every administrator

--and chair to determine present policies on salary distribution and that information was available.

[The "Principles to Guide Actions” of the Policy on Faculty Salaries, as adopted by the Faculty
Council, will be distributed with the November Summary.]

Chancellor Hooker. -

The Chancellor apologized for his late arrival because of the Board of Governors’ meeting in
Boone. He thanked the faculty for their participation in his installation ceremony the previous day.
Professor Kasson inquired about the small number of legislators who had been in attendance. The
Chancellor answered that he had spent the previous day with several of them in Raleigh, but,
because the legislature was not in session, many were dispersed throughout the state and earning a
living. He noted the presence of the Senate President at the ceremony. Professor Brown
commended him for his excellent speech the previous day.

Annual Report of Standing Committees: .
A.  Faculty Hearings: Madeline G. Levine and John V. Orth, Co-Chairs.

There were no questions from the Council regarding the report.
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B. Faculty Grievance: John E. Semonche, Chair.
There were no questions from the Council regarding the report.
Old or New Business.
A.  Update on Task Force on Women at Carolina: Noelle A. Granger, Chair, and Rachel Willis.

Professor Granger recalled that the Task Force had come into existence as a result of a
proposal to create a UNC Women’s Center by the Women'’s Issues Network. The initiative for this
had come originally from students. She and Barbara Del.on are co-chairs of the Task Force.
Chancellor Hardin’s charge was "to produce an inventory and evaluation of existing programs and
services that address the needs and concerns of women on campus, and to suggest strategies for
improving the quality, coordination, and effectiveness of existing resources for women." The Task
Force has made much progress since its first meeting in March. The inventory of existing programs
and services, under the subcommittee chair of Professor Elizabeth Gibson, is nearly complete.
Concerns about programs and services now exist in a printed inventory but not a final draft, The
Task Force is now surveying other institutions of comparable size throughout the country to
determine programs and services for women and how they are coordinated. Professor Steve Leonard
is heading this task. Finally, information about what women faculty and staff here need or are
unaware of will bé gathered by a survey scheduled for distribution in early November. Dr. Rachel
Willis, chair of that subcommittee, was introduced to describe its purpose.

Dr. Willis said that she had worked over the summer on a survey in Academic Affairs for the
Public Service Roundtable and had then been asked to prepare one for the Task Force. She and
Donna LeFebvre are completing the drafting of the survey now. Two graduate students, Felicia
Robb and Gail Corrado, also have assisted. The survey will be conducted by computer through e-
mail, through department networks, and UNC’s home page on the World Wide Web. Members of
the Task Force will oversee clusters of computers for benefit of housekeepers during their breaks.
The survey will include staff, facuity, and students during the first two weeks in November. Professor
Brown questioned about what the survey would be asking. Dr. Willis responded that it focuses
broadly on awareness of present resources like child-care. There are questions for faculty about
maternity leave policies, and for staff about training and development opportunities, and for students
about academic climate on campus for women, and there are questions about readmission policies
following maternity leaves for undergraduates. _

B. Update on Land Use Planning Committee: Thomas B. Clegg, Chair.

Professor Clegg introduced the Committee as a facuity advisory committee to the Facilities
Planning Committee considering long-range land-use for the whole campus with particular focus on
the 940 acres northwest of Chapel Hill (Horace Williams property) and the 1340 acres southeast of
the present campus (Mason Farm lands). The projections are for needs 25-50 years from now. The
University has also hired an external planning firm, JJ&R, which is guiding the process.

The Committee has now been through three phases. The first phase involved twelve faculty
from Health Affairs and Academic Affairs who asked, "What's growing fastest?” He had found
compilations from over a twenty year period of personnel, revenues, sponsored research funding,
space, etc. Over the past twenty years, personnel growth (students, faculty, staff) had grown about
24%; revenues had grown about 52%. But use of space on this campus has grown at 59%! The
growth patterns are consistently upward. . We can project that, within 10-15 years, central campus will
exceed the infrastructure capacity existing today: electricity, chiller capacity, roads, parking, etc. We
have been building an average of 200,000 square feet per year on campus over the past twenty years.
Should money for infrastructure be invested on the central campus or should we put it into
infrastructure for the outlying lands? N

The second phase had three activities. The first activity was a call from Chancellor Hardin to
every member of the community asking how the outlying lands should be used. There were 45-50
responses. The general reaction was, "Maintain the central campus for the core activities. Protect
that natural areas of the campus and these outlying lands." Groups spoke about interests like the
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Botanical Garden and the Biological Preserve on the Mason Farm properties, or the Athletic

Department’s needs for playing fields and the golf course at Mason Farm, or the use of the Horace .

Williams airport on the Horace Williams property. Chancellor Hardin had spoken for the need of
“maintaining a general aviation airport, and plans now call for keeping the present one.

The second activity of Phase 2 was to interview senior administrators at Duke and N.C. State
because both Universities have split campuses. That response had been a warning to avoid a major
transportation problem in connecting with the outlying areas and to avoid creating new research
parks on the property because there are already 30 or 40 private research parks in the area. The
third activity of this phase was to ask unit deans in Academic Affairs and Health Affairs to anticipate
their needs for future growth; this process generated nine notebooks of materials. Many academic
units, it turns out, have satisfied their space needs over the past decade (Social Work, Business,
Dental School, Law, Journalism, etc.). It is clear that continuing education is growing rapidly in both
Academic Affairs and Health Affairs, and they should be brought together in some way. Because of
the Friday Center, the Mason Farm properties would be attractive for that purpose. Much more
usable space remains at Horace Williams than at Mason Farm.

During the summer, the Committee entered the third phase. There is now a review of
continuing education activities and a look at administrative activities occupying space on central
campus and "real research needs.” "General opinion is to preserve the central campus for core
activities. Favor development "up’ over ‘out.”” He added, "And that sentiment comes not out of
resistance to change, but out of an essential intellectual need that we stay together to enhance the
best of this Institution. That means we've got to decant programs carefully.” There has been
criticism in the press of the "up” over "out” philosophy by the local community. There is now a
determination to move at a more measured pace in working with JJ&R to develop alternative plans -
- especially for the Horace Williams properties. "There are tradeoffs in terms of density, in terms of
transportation impact, and in terms. of all the things that influence our lives, and that’s a hard
process.”

Professor Clegg said that he agreed with the idea of building "up" as opposed to "out,” but "I
also realize that there are real limits. This campus cannot grow at the pace it's been growing and not
begin to think seriously about developing the outlying lands. It must also, today, start thinking about
how to do that or risk -- 10, 15, 20 years from now -- having far fewer options to make sensible use of
those properties.” The campus will have an opportunity to respond to the report as it is developed
over this academic year.

Professor Leonard asked if there had been opportunities for the local community to respond
to the plans. Professor Clegg replied that Chapel Hill and Carrboro have had matching advisory
panels reviewing the recommendations throughout the process. Professor Robert Kirkpatrick
(English) asked about the omission of the Battle Park area in this planning. Professor Clegg
answered that all properties should be included: Battle Park, the old Chapel Hill golf course, Goat
Hill, etc. Professor Bachenheimer noted that much of the recent growth has been in the area of
research space, much of it funded by federal dollars. He wondered if the projected leveling-off or
down-turn in future federal monies had been considered in these plans. Professor Clegg said that he
honestly didn’t know what was going to happen, but most of the money for growth and expansion had
come from state revenues.

Professor Gooder commended the "absolutely fabulous” job done by Professor Clegg and his
Committee. He recalled the "disastrous attempt” at long-range planning and the reaction of the
community ten years ago. The communities of Carrboro and Chapel Hill have been included this
time. He thought it important to recognize that in ten years we will hit the "infrastructure limit" for
the central campus. _

The meeting adjourned at 5:03 p.m. .

George S. Lensing
Secretary of the Faculty
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September 8, 1995

October 13, 1995

Actions of the Council

1995-96
Action Destination
Resolution of Recognition To Walter Royal Davis,
and Gratitude for
Walter Royal Davis.

Second reading on amendment to
Faculty Code of University
Government: Section IV.B.

(1)(b) (Educational Policy
Committee). To act as council of
advice to Umversity Registrar and
to add two students to membership.

No resolutions. _—
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[A complete transcript of the proceedings is available in the faculty section
of the campus World Wide Web service.]

Faculty Council Attendance: Present 62; Excused Absences 21; Unexcused

IT.

Absences 8.

Professor Brown: Chancellor Hooker is flying in from Boone where
he’s been at a meeting of the Board of Governors, so he will arrive
momentarily. But we will proceed with the meeting. We’ll begin with
two memorial resolutions. George lLensing will read for Alan Keith-
Lucas.

Memorial Resolutions:
A. For the late Alan Keith-Lucas: George S. Lensing for Dean Richard
L. Edwards.

B. For the late Charles Sydney Smith: Laurie E. McNeil, Chair.

[Each resolution was approved with a moment of standing silence
following the reading of the memorial.

Rachel A. Windham, Chair, Employee Forum.

Professor Brown: So it’s my pleasure to introduce Rachel Windham
who is my suitemate up in Carr Building now and alsc the Chair of the
Employee Forum, who gave a rousing greeting yesterday from the staff at
the festivities for the installation. And so we’re pleased to have such
a great orator with us here again today. Not to set you up or anything,
Rachel! But we appreciate your being here. I also want to introduce
Scott Blackwood who is the Vice Chair of the Employee Forum. Would you
stand? And thanks for being here today. Thanks, Rachel.

Ms. Windham: It ‘s nice to be standing behind a podium where you
can see me. Jane and I always seem to have the same problem. And I
told somebody that we’ve just go to remind the folks who set these
things that they need to understand that the University’s in the hands
of two little women, so they need to give us something to stand on or
lower the podium a little bit.

Yesterday was a wonderful day, and I didn’t realize how many people
really listen to speeches at things like University Day until I got home
last night and listened to some of the messages on my answering machine.
And I was delighted that some people had taken time to call because it
gave me an opportunity to start thinking about my remarks for today. I
have to confess that when George and Jane called me and asked me if I
would speak to the Faculty Council, I was delighted to do that, but I
didn’t realize at the time that I would be doing it the day after
University Day or that I would be doing it on Friday the 13th. So when
I looked at my calendar last week and it hit me, I said a few Hail Marys
just for a little insurance so that I didn’t use up all my words on my
remarks yesterday. And also hoping that my rich childhood and my
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wndmﬁ<mbwso years at Carolina, which some people would probably say were
about the same period, would provide me one more time to speak from my
heart and my soul and with Carolina on my mind.

George asked that I share with you today a few comments about how
the faculty and the employees in the University might work together more
fruitfully. Immediately when I received my topic my mind raced to ideas
about projects because I tend to be an action-oriented and outcome-
oriented person. Aand when I thought about it for awhile, and yesterday
after I got some feedback on my remarks at the event yesterday, I
decided that I don’t want to talk to you about projects. I want to talk
to you about barriers. In my mind there are three barriers that are
central to our working together more fruitfully, and these are what I
want to talk to you about today.

These barriers are roles, skills, and manners. If we do something
to deal with these barriers more effectively, we will work together more
effectively. If we do nothing, it is my belief that we will always be
limited in what we can accomplish as a Carolina team. I believe that if
we begin to manage these three impediments successfully, the projects
will come and:the projects will be done. So let’s begin to knock down
some of the barriers by looking at roles. In the University we have
leadership roles and we have followership roles, and often these are
defined by boxes and lines on organizational charts. The people at the
top lead, and those at the lower levels follow. We know the position
reserved for the faculty and we know the spot occupied by the staff. If.
there’s anybody in this room that’s not clear about that I’11 be able to
clarify from our perspective. We obey those lines and boxes and that
may just be what keeps us from solving some of us our problems. Robert
Kelly wrote once in the Harvard Business Review that leaders and
followers share four essential qualities: they manage themselves well,
they are committed to the organizations of which they are a part, and to
a purpose or person other than themselves, they build their confidence
and focus their efforts on maximum impact, and they are courageous,
honest and credible. Please notice that I said that leaders and
followers share these qualities. And that doesn’t fit within the boxes
and the lines. We seem more comfortable with our stereotype. Leaders
lead and followers, by definition, must be led. Poppycock! Our mistake
in all of this is that we accept that followers are people and the real
truth is that following is a role and what distinguishes followers from
leaders is not intelligence or character but the role they play. We
would work better together if we all would accept that some days we lead
and some days we follow, and it’s situations not boxes that determine if
we’re going to lead this day, this minute, or this meeting.

Now let’s look at barriers, the second barrier, which is skills.
As I stand here looking into a sea of faculty faces, I’m tempted to ask,
"How many of you taught a member of your staff anything this week?" My
guestion is not meant as an admonishment. It’s a thought to ponder.
Why, for the love of Mike, do you not share your skills and talents with
those who could help you do your work better and do your work faster?
At a minimum, you should either teach or see that your staff develop
three critical skills., Productive staff function as productive team
members if they have solid technical skills, conceptual skills, and
human relations skills. We could work together more fruitfully if you
would share your talents in the work place, not just in the classroon.

Now let’s turn to the last barrier, which is manners. You might
remember that last year we had a joint committee which explored the
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whole issue of faculty/staff relationships. The findings of that group
resulted in a conclusion that many of our difficulties stem from poor
manners. Do you, as I do, think it’s remarkable that in this wonderful
University which takes such pride in educating and being an example for
all that is good, that we have people in some spots who simply do not
understand that we must treat each other with dignity and respect? And
don’t think for a minute that I don’t know it goes both ways. But I
will tell you that it is my perception and that of many of my colleagues
the faculty have a decided advantage in terms of how it is tolerated. I
won’t share all my war stories with you, but I think you would be
appalled at some of the things I have heard, some of the things I have
observed, and some of the things I have personally experienced. I’m not
pointing fingers because the people on this campus who behave with such
lack of rearing, as my Southern belle mother would say, are probably not
in this room. The behaviors of these people send a message and they
send it loud and clear. They do not love this University enough
because, if _they did, they would never let their behavior gnaw away at
the core of teamwork. They are not in this room because they are not
that committed. We would work more fruitfully together if we remember
what Eliza Doolittle told the professor at the conclusion of her
metamorphosis; "The only difference between a flower girl and a lady is
not in how she behaves, but in the way that she is treated."” We can all
work long and hard on building faculty/staff relationships. We can hire
consultants. We can get trained. And we can send folks for training.
But the bottom line to how we can respond is in what Eliza told the
professor. The difference between employees who perform well and those
who perform poorly is not in how they behave, or even in how much they
are paid, but in how they are treated. Roles, skills, and manners.
Solving these barriers will go a long way in ensuring that we work more
fruitfully together.

In conclusion, I want to share that every day I’m encouraged by the
strides we make in improving faculty/staff relationships. It is clear
to me that it matters as much to you as it does to us. And on behalf o
the staff, I want to thank you for that. We are working together more
fruitfully, but with Carolina in my heart and in my soul and in my mind,
I envision a time when there will be no need to ask how we might work
more fruitfully together. There will be no need to ask because working
together fruitfully will be so ingrained in our culture that only the
times that we don’t work fruitfully together would be the ones that get
noticed. Thank you very much. [applause]

Professor Brown: Magnificent. Thank you, Rachel. I am proud to
be on the same team with you. And I was sorry to hear that your term of

office is only a year. You’ve accomplished so much. Sigh -- But mine’s
three. In some ways, I -- [laughter], I envy you in other ways.
Iv. Chair of the Faculty Jane D. Brown.

I want to move on to some important business today, so I will,
I basically have some announcements to make, and then we will move on to
the business of the day. I first wanted to say to you all who were at
the festivities yesterday that I appreciated your robing and being
there, and that I would encourage you to keep your robes -- I’m talking
to the Faculty Council members now, especially -- that there will be two
more coccasions this year to show our support for the University, and I
hope to see you all there again.
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I want to invite you all to something special. You got this yellow
sheet of paper in your packet. I’ve been working on this for awhile.
We’ve talked about it previously and we finally have it on the calendar.
The Chancellor has graciously and generously agreed to sponsor these
workshops, so it is paid for. We are going to do this in concert with
the Employee Forum and the Chancellor’s Administrative Council. So
these are diversity workshops that have been occurring around campus for
a couple of years now. Pat Fischer, a professor in Public Health, the
School of Public Health, will lead the workshops. She’s an expert on
diversity training. And I encourage you all to sign up for one of
these. I’d like each of the Council members especially to sign up for
one of the workshops, and I encourage other faculty to join us as well.
So please get your reservation in, and I’1ll look forward to
participating in those with you. Any comment about that? I hope that
at least one of those days will work for you.

I also.wanted to congratulate Jim Peacock who couldn’t be here the
other day because he was just inducted into the National Academy of Arts
and Sciences. Congratulations. [applause]

Steve Bayne continues to remind us that we should be telling you
what the Executive Committee is up to. And so I wanted to do that.
We’re going to hear a couple of reports from the Executive Committee
today as well. There is another discussion we’ve been having that I’'m
seeking two volunteers to continue to help us. And that is the alcohol
policy that the Office of Student Affairs and Student Government have
been working on for the past couple of months. The faculty have only
been lately brought into the process, and they have graciously agreed to
slow the process down a little bit so that the faculty can be even more
involved in it. I’'m looking for two volunteers who would be willing to
work on this in the next month. If you don’t want to make a public -- I
won’t ask for a public volunteer, but I would ask you to see me
afterward if you’d be interested in working, helping formulate an
alcohol policy for campus. And it will be a month’s -- I’m sure it
won’t be daily work for the next month, but it will be a short-term
responsibility. So please see me if you’re interested in working with
Sue Estroff and Pamela Conover on that policy. Thank you.

I also wanted to get back to you that I‘’ve asked the Educational
Policy Committee to look into our concerns about classrooms. They have
taken this responsibility, and I hope they will move very quickly. I’ve
asked them to move quickly enough so that we will at least have audio
visual resources available again for the spring semester. It’s a
complicated problem, apparently, and so we need to, and so I‘m hoping
that we can move to some short-term solutions, and also be involved
finding some long-term solutions. So thank all of you who have written
to me about that, and we’re moving on that.

Reports from Executive Committee of the Faculty Council:

Now a couple other reports from the Executive Committee. As you
know, a couple of months ago we formed a subcommittee also in concert
with Employee Forum to look into the possibility of increasing benefits
for domestic partners of employees of the University. And this was an
excellent committee that moved, that worked quickly, and has made some
progress, and they want to report today about what progress has been
made. Paul Farel will report on that.
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A. Statement on Extending Employment Benefits to Domestic
Partnerships: Paul B. Farel.

Professor Farel: Since its inception, one of the primary concerns
of the Executive Committee has been issues of community, and to try and
work to ensure that no member of the University community feels excluded
or disenfranchised. And that’s the context in which we approached the
issue of domestic partners. You all received the statement. There’s
‘nothing to vote on today. This is just to let you know what we’re
doing. Our hope is that we can continue to concentrate on institutions
that are part of the University community that we can change, such as
the access to gym and pool privileges, membership in the Carolina Club
for domestic partners of faculty. The next step is a little harder: to
change access to health insurance requires going through the state
legislature, and I would hope that we can do that by asking the Faculty
Welfare Committee to pursue this issue, by asking the [Employee] Staff
Forum to pursue 1t through their channels, to ask our delegation to the
Faculty Assembly to keep it at the forefront, and whatever formal and
informal channels we have to General Administration, to make use of
those. I think I’1l1 just stop there and ask if you have any comments.

Professor Joseph Ferrell (Institute of Government): I just want to
thank Paul for splendid work. This is something we’ve needed to do for
a long time. 1It’s a very good statement, and it’s exactly what faculty
government is about. Professor Farel: I’ll accept your thanks on
behalf of both the staff forum and the Faculty Council. This was a
joint committee, and all four members of the committee, two staff, two
faculty, worked very hard on it.

Professor Julian Rosenman (Radiation Oncology, Medicine): T
noticed that you list ten criteria, and it’s at the bottom of the page.
Those are possible criteria. Have they all been accepted, or will there
be some further discussion on that? Professor Farel: We did not want
to set a hard and fast criterion for defining a domestic partnership.
The first paragraph encompasses a number of legal definitions, or is a
composite of a number of legal definitions of domestic partnerships.
Different institutions will want to pick and choose different parts of
it. So, for example, the Carolina Club would like to have a domestic
partner assume the same financial responsibility for charges that a
spouse does. That’s reasonable. To get a gym pass and pool privilege
card, that’s less of a concern. So we really didn’t want to say
anything hard and fast. We just wanted to give some guidelines, and
also to emphasize that declaring oneself a domestic partner is not a
casual statement. Professor Brown: Any other comments?

Professor Laurel Files (Health Policy & Administration, Public
Health): If you’re not asking for a vote, what’s the next step, what
would you like us to do? Right now we have the statement, and I would
think we’d like to support it, but it [should be] institutionalized in
some way. Professor Farel: I hope that it will be pursued by the
committees in the Staff Forum and the Faculty Council, and, as I say,
through the Faculty Assembly. These things are, most of what we can do
on campus I think is already done. And I’d like to emphasize that
everybody to whose attention we brought this was eager to have it
included, that there was no negotiation, there was no fighting. There
was just a -- the response was, "Yes, this is the right thing to do."
And that includes both Chancellor Hooker and Susan Ehringhaus and
everyone else to whom we spoke.
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Professor Howard Reisner (Pathology): I would hope the Faculty
Council would offer a resolution of support. I realize this might not
be binding, but I think you’ve done a marvelous job. And I certainly
wouldn’t want us to get away today without going on record as supporting
this. Professor Brown: Okay. Great. We can bring it back next time
in resolution form if you want to do that. Professor Farel: I would
hope the resolution included some specific avenues to follow. Professor
Brown: Okay. We’ll work on that. Thank you. Great. Anything else?

Professor James Peacock (Anthropology): You could make the motion,
and you could get a vote to suspend the rules if you wanted to do that
today. Professor Brown: Okay. Do we want to have a resolution today?
Professor Steve Bachenheimer (Microbiology) (Chair, Faculty Welfare
Committee): I prefer that we delay this and actually get a written
proposal. For example, it might be possible that the Faculty Welfare
Committee may actually want to formulate such a proposal for voting on
by the Council, rather than seeing something not on paper yet. Voting
for something that we don’t have written. Professor Brown: Okay, we
could do that, and you could do that speedily, so we could have it back
next month? Professor Bachenheimer: Yes, our next meeting is October
31st. So that’s before your next agenda meeting. Professor Brown: Our
Agenda Committee meeting for the next meeting is on Monday, but we’ll
put it on the docket. Okay, can we do that? We have a preliminary
statement and then we could put it on the docket for the next meeting,
and you’ll prepare a resolution. Professor Bachenheimer: And I’11
consult with you about possible language. Professor Brown: Very great.
Thank you. So we will charge the Welfare Committee with bringing back a
resolution at the next meeting. Thank you, Steve.

Professor Harry Gooder (Microbiology & Immunology): Just a query.
Isn’t the Faculty Assembly already on record as supporting some kind of
domestic partnership measures? Professor Farel: I believe they are. I
think that the important thing, though, is to go beyond expressions of
support as Professor Reisner said. That we need to just keep pushing.
It’s something that needs to be continually brought to the surface.
Professor Gooder: Because I think that’s the way to the General
Administration, that we might get to the Legislature. Professor Brown:
That’s right. Their welfare committee had looked into pushing about
insurance benefits, and that has kind of been dropped. So this could,
we could bring that back, with this kind of resolution. Professor
Farel: Perhaps also through our local chapters of the State Employees
Association. Professor Brown: Very great. Anything else?

Professor Estrada Bernard (Surgery): There’s been some sentiment
expressed in the department, my Department of Surgery, about the
definition of the domestic partner in being very specific about it,
because looking at the list of ten things, some of them sound like
relationships that would lead one to extend benefits to a business
partner, and so that there’s some concern about that issue and not being
very lucid about, extending employee benefits. Professor Brown: That
they’re also financially based. Professor Farel: Well, if you share a
principal residence with your business partner and consider yourself a
life partner, then it would fit. There’s an "and" there. 8o financial
interdependence is simply one of those criteria. Professor Brown:
That’s an interesting point. These were based on many other proposals
that have been used in other venues, in other companies and universities
as a list that any unit can choose from. They might want to use all of
them or some portion of them. Professor Farel: Or none of them.
Professor Brown: Or none of them. So if there’re others that you‘’d
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like to suggest. Professor Farel: I think the crucial thing is
"consider themselves life partners" and "share a principal residence,"
as being an important defining characteristic. Professor Brown: Okay.
Anything else? Very great. Thanks very much.

B. Proposed Policy on Faculty Salaries: Jane D. Brown.

Professor Brown: Now to the faculty salary policy. Craig, I
decided that I'm going to lead the discussion. Craig will be here as an
expert witness, having participated in many of the discussions here that
lead us to these principles to guide action. Let me give you some brief
background as I understand it, and then we’ll copen to some discussion
here.

This is a matter that I think also comes out of the rubric that
Rachel already spoke about: about community, about teamwork, about
working together to ensure an environment in which we all feel
comfortable, and we feel as though we’re being treated fairly as
enployees of the University. We have never had a University-wide salary
policy, even though the American Association of University Professors
has called for such a thing, in the early ’‘70s. This has been on the
books for many years, that a University such as ours should have a
salary allocation policy, and that faculty should be involved in the
process of establishing criteria for how salaries will be allocated. So
I think it’s high time that we had a University-wide salary policy. And
over the past three or four years now various committees have studied
the question, have done extensive review of salary policies or the lack
thereof, of salary distribution, of our competitiveness with other
universities, and so on. I’ve made copies of two of those reports here.
One of the committees was charged by the Executive Committee of Faculty
Council two years ago, was headed by Evans Miller and Jack Evans -- I’m
sorry -- Professor Arden Miller and Professor Jack Evans, and they did
an excellent report, and copies are here. They were not charged,
however, with making any recommendations based on the data they’
collected, and so we created a subcommittee of the Executive Committee
including some of the members of the Evans/Miller committee. And they
worked quickly this summer to put together a set of principles to guide
action and implementing mechanisms to satisfy some of the conclusions
that the Evans/Miller report had come to. That’s where we are today.
No, there’s a little bit more. After that subcommittee created a draft
of these, we’ve had extensive further conversation about these. We have
decided to bring forward today the draft of "Principles to Guide Action"
to get further input from you at this point before we bring the
"Implementing Mechanisms." We’ve found implementing mechanisms to be a
much more difficult proposition than principles, basic principles. We
think we may be able to agree on these basic principles. But also in
the interest of not constraining our conversation today we haven’t
called for you to vote on these today, but to simply open the
conversation. If, in this conversation, it sounds as though we might be
able to agree on these principles, we would be prepared to bring them
back to you at our next meeting for a vote, and for confirmation from
the Faculty Council that we agree these are principles that we would
like to have guide us. We may also, at that point, if the sense of the
body today is we need more than principles, we also need implementing
mechanisms, we would be prepared to bring a draft of those back to talk
about as well. _

So. Let us begin. Let me just establish some guidelines for this
discussion. This is a sensitive topic. It seems as though it’s
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especlially as sensitive in the staff. I’m not sure if that’s true. But
we don’t like to talk about sex, politics, or money. And today we’re
going to talk about money. Last October we talked about sex, so it
seems appropriate that we deal with the hard stuff in October. So let’s
be civil to one another as we were in the consensual amorous
relationship policy discussion. Some of us are very angry about this,
Some of us feel as though we’ve really been mistreated, with the lack of
or inefficient salary policies we currently have. I would like us to
temper the anger and speak as civilly about this as we possibly can.
What I’m interested in here is that ultimately what we come up with is a
set of principles that we can agree to and that are workable and that
will lead us to a salary policy that we all find is fair. That’s what
I’'m interested in. And so let’s see if we can move toward that today.

So I think there are a couple of fundamental questions. First of
all, what do you think of these principles to guide actions? Do you
think these.are something we could all agree on? Secondly, do you think
we can apply this to Arts and Sciences and the Academic Affairs side of
campus as well as Health Affairs side of campus? We have had Health
Affairs people inveolved in these conversations, and many of them believe
that we could* include both Academic Affairs and Health Affairs in a pan-
University principles to guide action, such as are proposed here.

Third, do we need mechanisns, further implementing mechanisms, or do you
think these principles would lead us to the fair kind of policy we want?
Howard’s not sure. Okay. We’ll get to you, Howard. And finally, I
want to say that, some of you will probably bring this up, that I think
Arts and Sciences has already made a great deal of progress toward
achieving, toward meeting these principles. That Dean Birdsall asked
all units in Arts and Sciences to involve faculty in discussing
guidelines last fall, last year. And many units have already engaged in
this conversation. So I think that it builds on that process and says
this is the kind of thing we want. We want faculty involved in
establishing the guidelines for how salaries will be allocated. So,
let’s -- I want to hear now what you think. And I also want to point
out some of the people who have been involved in the conversation, and I
can turn to when I don’t know the answer. I’m going to try to
facilitate the conversation and let others answer questions. Craig
Calhoun and Jim Peacock were the co-chairs of this little committee this
summer that have drafted these principles. Who else? Who else is here?
Will you identify yourselves? Yes. Terry Evens was on the
subcommittee. Is Melissa Bullard here? Yes. Melissa Bullard was on
the subcommittee. Bob Pulliam. Is Bob here? From Health Affairs, was
on that subcommittee. Joe Flora is not here, but he was also on that
subcommittee. Anyone else? There are others here who know lots about
this. 1Is Jack Evans here? No, he’s not. Okay. Very great. What do
you think of these principles? Let’s start with that.

A consensus., Very dgreat. Let’s move on. [laughter] Professor
Barry Lentz (Biochemistry): I have first just a brief question about
item #2, item #3, rather. '"Long- and short-term indicators of merit."
The others are self evident. I don’t quite understand what went into
the thinking of long- and short-term indicators. Professor Brown:
Okay. Will someone from the subcommittee speak to that? Professor
Peacock: It’s very simple. Let’s say someone takes ten vears to write
a book. It’s a very significant book, and during those ten years that
person is not given credit for the book and then it is produced. So the
idea is that the chair might look back over the long term. Professor
Brown: Okay. Does that satisfy that? Good.
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Professor Reisner: Just another informational point. What is
meant by 4.A.? Professor Brown: 4.A., "changing market conditions."
Professor Reisner: Well in terms of "Salary resources are appropriately
used to remedy inequities resulting from," I certainly understand what
"changing market conditions" are. Professor Gooder: I’11 try to give
you an example, Howard. It is not unusual in many department in Health
Affairs where you have a faculty member who derives a significant
portion of their salary from grant monies, that it’s possible to
conceive, and this has actually happened, that the individual’s been
without a grant for a short period of time, say six months, in between
subnitting grant applications, and the chair has used state money to
tide them over so they didn’t have a cut in salary. That prevented a
salary inequity and it was a use of state allocated resources.

Professor Hillel Gitelman (Medicine): I have a problem with these,
and they sort of mystify me. And the problem is, and I don’t think this
gets at, the root cause of our salary difficulties. Willy Sutton was a
bank robber and when you asked him why he robbed banks, he said, “"That’s
where the money is." If you ask me what the problem with our salaries
is, we don’t have the monies to pay the salaries. And I think that’s
more the root'cause. For, the principles that are enunciated here are
terrific -- in fairness, in openness, and having a plan that is openly
arrived at. I think nobody could have any argument with them. But what
do you do when you have an organization to run that needs more funds
every year to fulfill its salary obligations and doesn’t get them?
That’s where the problem is. That, I think, is by-and-large the main
source of our difficulties. And so having all this equity built in
doesn’t help us get at that particular problem. And it’s that
misdirection that bothers me.

Professor Brown: Barry, do you want to speak to that? Professor
Lentz: I have exactly the same problem as expressed by Mr. Gitelman.
Not with items 1 and 2, or even with item 3, because they seem to make
sense. I think we all should be doing that in our salary deliberations.
But items 4 and 5 beg that fundamental problem. And worse than begging
the fundamental problem, pass the buck from the state legislature to
administrators of this Institution to sclve the problem that the state
legislature wants a first-rate Institution and wants to pay second-rate
salaries. And [the legislature] gives us the problem of how do we do
that without having the funds. And it’s the wording here that bothers
me, in items 4 and 5, because I don’t want to see us passing that buck.
I don’t want to see us letting the legislature abrogate that
responsibility.

Professor Craig Calhoun (History and Socioclogy): I would :
completely agree. I think I probably speak for the committee but I
won’t guarantee that in saying that we would probably all be happy to
have a faculty salary policy that also says the state should give the
University a great deal more money, and all salaries should be higher.
And to have that as a principle. It seems to me that what is at issue
is a distinction between two concerns. One is the adequacy of salary
support. Is there enough money in the system? And the second is the
procedures for allocating such monies as are there. And we understood
ourselves to be charged with working on the second of those two issues.
The issues of equity, openness, fairness, appropriate procedures for
distribution, which are all that these principles are meant to speak to.
And I certainly would be open, I think others would be open, to hearing
how they possibly prejudice the case on the first issue of adeguacy of
salary funds -- I don’t see it, but we certainly look into changing it



Transcript, October 13, 19985 10

if that’s the case. My own view is that the more we can demonstrate
that we have effective, clear, open, and fair procedures for allocating
salaries, the better the position we are in for calling on external
supporters to give us more money.

Professor Joy Kasson (American Studies): I would support that and
add to it that I think it’s no coincidence that this subject comes up at
a time, or has increased urgency, at a time of financial constraint. I
think in plush times these inequities could have been masked by more
raises being available. But I think I would agree that we all have been
asked to try to deal with the political issue and the kind of gquestiocn
of the adequacy of our funds. But I think that I'm really happy to see
today at Faculty Council this issue of inequity coming to the fore,
inequity and openness. I think, to me those are the two striking things
about this statement of principles, and I think it’s really important
for us to discuss it in that light. Professor Brown: Thanks, Joy.

Professor Ronald Link (Law School): Could I just hear a committee
comment on 3.B., "multiple criteria of merit"? What was on the
committee’s mind? Professor Peacock: Well, for example, teaching,
research, and*service. [laughter] Professor Bachenheimer: Damn, I
thought it was teaching, service, and athletics. [laughter] Professor
Brown: Does that satisfy you, Ron? Not to be flip, but I think that is
what that means. 8o that a department would be clear about how those
are being, the relative weight of those criteria.

Professor Ferrell: 1It’s difficult to disagree in principle with
anything in the policy. I think we’re certainly all in favor of
fairness. We’re all in favor of equity. But to me the important
question is what price are we willing to pay for accountability. Pecople
who have been involved with public personnel administration are familiar
with how the structure is set up to guarantee fairness and
accountability. If you have ever gotten involved in the evaluation
process staff employees have to go through, T doubt very much that you
would see that as a very attractive model. The long-~term intent is for
fairness, accountability, and impartiality, is to set up a very complex
bureaucracy of administrative procedures that everyone must follow. In
order in that setting the price of fairness and accountability is .
elimination of discretion. And I think that is our challenge, How to
endorse the principles of fairness and equity to make faculty salaries
without putting into place a procedure that we would ultimately find
extremely distasteful. I don’t have an answer for that. That is the
issue. Professor Brown: That’s probably why we haven’t brought
mechanisms to you. [laughter] Do we want to move on to that
conversation? Is everyone, all the comments about principles as they
stand, or --.

Professor William Smith (Mathematics): I would say one thing about
it. I guess I sent you a document, and obviously the kind of thing
you’re talking about here is not something that you need for this
University, and you mentioned in your opening that the American
Association of University Professors addressed this as well as other
issues as far as the role and the extent of faculty involvement in
various budgetary decisions that affect the University, and this is
clearly one. And the document that the AAUP prepared is in the red book
with regard to the easy part, as you put it, the statement of
principles, does put forth some which I think are wise and in fact,
might in the history of this University have been accepted -- as to
whether or not it would have worked or not is another matter. That is,
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that essentially at whatever level any, and I’1ll restrict nyself to
salary, decisions are made, they should be made in consultation with an
appropriate faculty group. That’s a nice general principle. How one
then puts that into action is, I guess, is considered the hard part.
The second basic principle I think that they put forth is that there
should be clearly stated policies and criteria that are developed with
consultation of faculty. And then I think the third and general basic
principle they put forth is that although at every level perhaps there
-is some type of decision affecting salaries made, that the primary or
most difficult decisions -- we look at them -- are made as near to the
unit level as possible. And I, myself, think those three principles as
very well enunciated in the AAUP document are wise. My only question
about principles as stated here I think is in #1, which is perhaps the
most important one because it tells you to go about and do what you said
to do, namely the hard part. And I think it says something that is very
agreeable with the three basic principles I’ve stated, except perhaps
that whoever’s drafting this, if it is to come back in the form of a
resolution, might work with the wording a little more to make it clear
that every unit employing faculty will develop, with faculty
consultation, these policies. One could cynically read it as a unit,
and I have trouble sometimes figuring out when we tell a unit to do
something, that means who’s going to do it. But a unit is going to
develop these criteria. You could read that that the rest of us are
going to discuss it. I think the policy should be discussed, and the
directions from Dean Birdsall and the College, I don’t know how many of
our departments followed it. But basically he clearly did direct
chairman of the department when it came forth from the salary policy, to
discuss this and develop it in conjunction with the faculty in their
department. And I think it’s an important ingredient, to back it down
to that unit and I would like the basic principle to be clear on that
point.

Professor Bachenheimer: I’d like to talk about the flip side of
4.A. ["changing market conditions"]. Now Harry mentioned as an example
of 4.A. the situation where there might be a gap in funding, and this is
a particularly acute issue for people where 30 to 100% of their salary
is soft, comes from research grants or a clinical practice, whatever.
The flip side of 4.A. is at some point some faculty member may decide
that he wants to give up his grants, because he wants to devote all of
his time to teaching or to writing a textbook. And so any part of that
grant that went towards his salary would obviously disappear because he
would give up his grant. So the question is, where in all these
principles do we address the issue of faculty making conscious decisions
to make changes in their career which are perfectly consistent with our
mission to provide teaching, do service, and to do research -- but in
the process of changing direction essentially give up a source of funds
which the University desperately needs to match its salary obligations?
How do we, as a group, or how do individual units address the issue of
supporting faculty when they wish to make major changes in their career,
different, in the emphasis of their career? Professor Brown: Okay. Do
you want to address that? It would seem to me that it isn’t, a faculty
member would know what the --. Professor Bachenheimer: But we’re
talking about a real dollar issue. Someone brings in a hundred percent
of their salary. I have colleagues wheo bring in 100% of their salary,
don’t get 1 cent from the state. It’s all on research grants. One day
that person may say that this is too much. You know. The anxiety level
is too high. 1I’ve got to devote my energy to teaching or writing a book
or service. Professor Brown: Okay. Great. We got it.
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Professor Sue Estroff (Social Medicine): I think that’‘s the kind
of detail that we really thought ought to be decided on the unit basis,
rather than coming up with broad, you can’t do that to us kind of
principles, that these principles empower the units to have a
conversation about that within each unit and to come up with locally
agreed upon, locally acceptable rules. So while I take that as an
interesting instance of how it might work the other way, I think we feel
very strongly that the principle of conversation and consultation would
resolve that problem at the unit level, and coming up with broader
mechanisms to try to apply to something that specific would keep us at
this for five years.

Professor Bachenheimer: It’s clear that the unit can’t make up the
difference. We’re not talking about a conversation that can only occur
within a unit. We’re talking about a -- and I understand the question
of detail. I don’t want to get bogged down in detall, but there’s a
concept here that may be totally new to some people in this room.
Clearly this is not an issue that can be solved within a unit.

Professor Peacock: Well it is a tough issue, and a question of detail,
but as you suggest, the multiple indications of merit at least begins to
address it. TIn this case if somecne -- I mean there are three
contributions: teaching, research, service, all of which are
acknowledged by the University. According to its mission, if a faculty
menmber decides at a certain point to shift emphasis from one of those to
the other, which you’ve described, then at least in principle the others
should be acknowledged as well as the past research, and given priority
up to that point. That’s in principle. In practice it’s difficult to
work out.

Professor James Stasheff (Mathematics): It seems to me you’ve
raised an issue that’s not matter of salary allocation, because the
money is disappearing. It’s a separate issue. Given the money the unit
has, how is it going to allocate it? Presented with that scenario, it
seems to me it’s up to the unit to go try and find the money elsewhere,
i.e., higher up, not by reallocating its own resources. Of course we’re
in a department where it doesn’t apply. [laughter}

Professor Gooder: Steve, as you well know I’ve gone through the
process in the last few years, having become like Jane heavily involved
in University activities and less time in grants. And the only answer
is to take it up with the higher-ups, as was just recommended. And I so
wrote to the Chancellor a few days ago.

Professor Richard (Pete) Andrews (Environmental Sciences &
Engineering, Public Health): It seems to me we’re tying together
several interrelated pieces of the conversation about this, one of which
is the equity involved in the levels, the actual levels, of people’s
salaries, how those are determined. The other has to do with the
broader, several broader conversations about the sources of those
salaries, one of which is the overall pie, a second is the various
specialized pies. We had a conversation in connection with the SACS
report, you remember, about the life cycles of faculty members, and how
we accommodate those sorts of things. We had another conversation, the
Chancellor has spoken to already, about pan-University funding
questions, which may be an arena in which to look at how we share
funding for high priorities, which might include, you know, dealing with
these faculty change-of-life questions under some circumstances. But I
do think those are broader questions than making sure we have equity
principles here and a conversation about how the decisions made or
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actually the level of salary that people are awarded. Professor Brown:
So this definitely brings up some bigger questions that need to continue
to be addressed.

Let’s then focus again on the principles, and do we want to speak
for a minute -- I don’t want to go all day on this -- so are there any
more comments about these principles? I think we’ve heard some very
good comments. We can go back and rewrite, having what we’ve heard.
‘Unless anybody wants to say anything more about these right now, let’s
turn to the other question about -- Oh, Melissa does. Very great.

Professor Melissa Bullard (History): I’d just like to add one
comment about the larger questions that these principles bring up. A2and
now that the Chancellor is here I can pick up on a theme that he has
repeated several times in the last few months, namely the importance of
perceptions. And I think having principles and eventually some
procedures in place is very, very important such that people will
perceive that our procedures are fair and that these allocation
decisions are made with equanimity, and I think that in itself will help
build trust and perhaps repair some of the distrust that exists, as was,
for example, documented in the SACS survey, the survey that Evans/Miller
did, also the survey that was done in West House. They showed a very
high level of faculty, what should I say, faculty concern, 1, that there
was a very clear lack of clarity in salary policies across the campus,
and 2, that many people felt that the decisions made within their
various units were somehow unfair. A lot of that is tempered by the
fact that there is just a basic lack of knowledge. So I think
developing this dialogue, this discussion, getting people tec talk about
these issues, which is, in itself, is a groundbreaking event in the last
200 years of this Institution. I think it’s all for the good in helping
us participate, building on our teamwork, our sense of community, that
we can have a perception of clarity and fairness.

Professor Link: O©One other point of information for the committee.
Paragraph 5, after the "however, responsible administrators should
balance market demands with recognition of the importance of minimizing
disparities...." What’s the committee’s intent with that language?
Suppose market says salary of $50,000, suppose academic community says
salary of $25,000. Is the administrator free to pay 50, or must the 50
be reduced? Professor Calhoun: I’ll try to answer, again, not speaking
for the whole committee. I think the idea here is to point out that
there are two considerations at a minimum that should be in an
administrator’s mind, not just in thinking about the salary of any
particular individual, but in thinking about the way salary funds are
allocated among units and across fields. Recognizing as these
principles do that there are a variety of different reasons for salaries
to differ among fields including, but not limited to, market demand,
condition of the University, and so forth. The notion is that there is
also good reason not simply to say we pay market prices, period. It’s
also necessary to think about the fact that within a department, within
a school, there is some level of academic community and some need to
maintain all the faculty as parts of that community. Does that speak to
it? Professor Link: It speaks to =-- what troubles me is the word
"balance" suggests that some of the market demand must yield to the
academic community. I agree that administrators should take both into
account and make a judgement, but I don‘t think their hands should be
tied. And I think "balance" suggests some of the market demand salary
must yield. Professor Brown: I think that could be changed. Professor
Link: Well, I don’t have wording to suggest; they can decide.
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Professor Brown: I want to move on now to -- What I hear is a lot
of sentiment in favor of having such principles -- do I see head nods
about that? oOkay. Very great. Some straw vote. And we’ll bring it
back for a real vote. Now I’d like to hear just a little bit about, "Do
we need, would you like to see, implementing mechanisms? Would you like
to see us then saying, and this is more what we expect here, more
concretely?" Professor Steve Leonard (Political Science): The
-objection from expediency has been made in a number of other wvenues,
that is, the objection to the implementation of any kind of creation,
any kind of mechanism that might create cumbersome procedures for
considering these sorts of questions, so the argument from expediency
has been made elsewhere in other venues. The only point that I would
like to make about -~ Professor Brown: You mean that we would have
guidelines only because we can’t achieve mechanisms? Professor Leonard:
Well, that this would, that these mechanisms might be particularly
cumbersome and difficult to carry out with any efficiency, and so on.
That they wouldn’t be expedient. That particular argument strikes me as
very odd in light of the importance of this particular issue to the well
being of this Institution. If, in fact, expediency were a consideration
in the making' of policy here at the University of North Carclina at
Chapel Hill then, in fact, we could probably get rid of 90% of the
faculty committees that we currently have, including this body. So, I'm
not sure that expediency alone is sufficient reasdn for not considering
the inmportance of developing mechanisms that might be unable to address
this particular issue, given its importance for the well being of the
Institution. Professor Brown: Okay. Thank you. I think expedience is
not our strong suit pericd. [laughter] And I think it is not an
appropriate excuse for not moving on mechanisms. So I want to hear more
about mechanisms, briefly.

Professor David Pike (German): I’m glad I don’t have to be quite
so categorical. I was glad to hear two people refer to the AAUP in
connection with this discussion. And in terms of whether or not we
should be considering mechanisms that go along with principles and
pelicy I would point out that the AAUP doesn’t just talk of principles.
They have procedures and mechanisms, some of which may be applicable to
what we do here, some of which may not be, but I don’t think it would
ever occur to the AAUP to advance policies absent procedures that are
designed to make sure that those policies are implemented. If you want
to read a little bit more about it, the gentleman over here knows the
red book probably better than I do, but it’s in the red book, and some
of it is fairly explicit, and very little of it comports with what we do
here.

Professor Smith: If I could be excused from quoting the red book -
- it’s big -- I’d like to say something about the Code which is a little
thinner. Professor Brown: Our own Code? Professor Smith: Our own
Code, I believe it is referred to as the Faculty Code. 1In fact, rather
than talk, I’d like to just let Joe get up and tell us what it says,
since he’s probably memorized it and I haven’t. I made a reference a
minute ago that these principles which the AAUP has put forth I think
had long been recognized by this University, as a matter of fact
formally adopted by the University, in some sense endorsed, and 1 think
highly recognized in the history of this University, going back to when
our version of the Code, what 40 years ago? 357 [Professor Ferrell:
60. Professor Brown: Whatever. Move on.] =--a long time ago were
established. And I think in the context of looking at implementation,
in fear of telling people a lot of what they already know let me mention
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some things that are mentioned in the existing Code. One, there is a
faculty Advisory Committee which meets regqularly with the Chancellor and
is charged to talk about whatever it deems important with the
Chancellor, or talk about whatever the Chancellor thinks important to
talk about. I think there’s both. That Committee does, in broad
strokes, I’ve been on it, talk about budgetary matters, some of which it
brings up, some of which the Chancellor brings up. At least in my
experience, and I think probably in the experience of others, it
‘probably does not get into salary issues, at least I don’t know that it
has except for in very general strokes. The Faculty Code also calls for
an Instructional Personnel Committee, although it’s clear the Code was
written by a committee itself, it uses various different words in
different places, at least by my reading, this is a committee that is
chaired by the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, and it is concerning
itself with salary matters. It doesn’t use the "s" word but I think
it’s clear that that’s what’s meant. That Committee then has a
subcommittee which is also mentioned specifically in the Ccde, for the
Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences. 1It’s also renamed another
committee, but the members are the same -- it’s sometimes called the
Advisory Committee to the Dean of Arts and Sciences. And I think it is
clear that with regard to salary matters that Code calls for the Dean to
consult with that Committee. So I think the Code, as it’s now written,
does not ignore these matters. However, I think then we would have to
say that probably the Code was written at the time that the University
was simpler with regard to doing this. That’s one thing.

A second reservation is whether we carry out and actually do what
the Code says to a great extent, which is perhaps another question. The
other is although the Advisory Committee is an elected committee of the
faculty; the Instructional Personnel Committee is not an elected
committee of the faculty. As a matter of fact, it’s listed as an ex
officio committee, although it contains on it four members who are
elected within the College of Arts and Sciences. And that constitutes
the bulk of the Dean’s Advisory Committee, which I think we could say
was an elected committee. The fifth problem I think you have with the
existing structure as it is in the Code is, of course, with the Division
of Health Affairs, which probably wasn’t very large when this whole
thing came about anyway. It’s not mentioned at all except to say it’s
not excluded. Sometimes the Code is very pointed, but it’s not.
Professor Brown: So it is not excluded in the current Code? Professor
Smith: It is excluded from the Instructional Personnel Committee, as I
mentioned. I think when you talk about the mechanism here you are
talking about faculty involvement in University affairs. As a result, I
think, you are talking about the Faculty Code. The faculty can amend
that Code, to change it. I think it has to do so very deliberately, but
it indeed can do it. One of the things that it has to look at is: Are
there things that are established with the Code that are supposed to be
doing what you’re trying to set up another body to do? I think it’s a
very complicated thing. The one thing I meant in going through my
litany of things that are called for in the Code, and here they do use
the "s" word, but again there’s the same problem -~ it applies only to
the College of Arts and Sciences faculty. The Code does require that
the professors in the department, those holding the rank of professor,
should be consulted in that unit on salary matters.

Professor Brown: Joe -- we’re going to need to complete this
conversation. We have some other matters to address today. So what
you’re saying, Bill, is that we need to be looking at what’s already in
the Code, that may already have established some mechanisms. Professor
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Smith: Among other things. Professor Ferrell: Just, not much to add
to what Bill said. It think it would be my preference -- and I'm
speaking now not on behalf of the Committee, but just as a person who'’s
been around here for awhile -- to, if the faculty’s sense is to endorse
the principles, to do that and see what the administrative response is,
before the faculty attempts to go ahead and instruct the administration
how they would like to see them put into place, one of the things that’s
been extremely interesting to me -- last year in December you instructed
the Government Committee to do a very simple thing, of just simply
allowing certain lecturers to vote for Faculty Council. We have worked
on that for a year. One thing I discovered in the course of that is
that all of us, the view of almost everyone as to how the faculty
operates and what the University is like, is based on your departmental
experience. And our knowledge of how other parts of the University
operate is very, very limited. In the course of just addressing that
one simple little thing I learned more about the diversity of this great
Institution. than any other thing I’d very been involved in. It is not
correct for someone in the College of Arts and Sciences to assume that
the Business School runs its affairs pretty much the way you do. It is
not correct for a faculty member of a department in the Medical School
to assume that the Journalism School runs their business pretty much the
way you do. It is a very diverse Institution. About the best we can do
at this level is to adopt all the policy statements, ask our
administration to take those into account and translate those broad
policy statements into things will work in individual units, so that
mechanisms come from the bottem up, and not from the top down. So I
fear trying to go at it from the top down, that may eventually be
necessary, if nothing happens from the bottom up. But in thirty-some
years of dealing with this administration my experience has been that
the administration listens very carefully to what this body says. I’m
aware of no instance in which the Faculty Council or the General Faculty
have made their views on an important issue known with crystal clarity
and have been ignored by the administration. I’ve never seen that
occur. What some of us would have liked to see come out of some of
those things wasn’t exactly what happened, but there were reasons that
it didn’t happen. But I think the best approach would be to give them
an opportunity to respond to us before we start telling them what to do.

Professor Leonard: I’m not sure how much longer we should wait
until the administration responds to these particular, what should we
call them? -- principles? I’ve only been here for ten years. Four of
those ten years I’ve been involved with a group of faculty who have
asked administrators repeatedly to consider these principles in
determination of salary. Those meetings, those requests, have not been
dealt with, shall we say, expediently. And I think it’s time for
faculty to simply provide a statement of what we believe to be an
appropriate orientation towards the determination of salary here at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and hope that the
administrators here can find some way of putting that policy into place.

Professor Reisner: I’d just like to speak to Steve’s point,
because I agree. I’d rather see, not to see us just drop the ball, to
simply wait for administrators to propose something to us. On the other
hand, I do think we’re working in the absence of an awful lot of
knowledge. I really don’t have it firmly in my mind how my own
department sets salary. I certainly don’t know how Political Science
sets salary. I think one thing that we could do would be to establish a
fact-finding group which would go at these statements of principles, and
try to find out how the administrators who would be sort of compelled to
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do our dirty work for us intended to do it. I point out that we’re
asking responsible administrators to administer our principles. I think
it’s fair for us to go and say to the various administrators, "How would
you feel about this? How would you administer this? And by the way how
do you establish salaries in our particular administrative unit?" And I
think this would be very useful information. And I think that would
form the basis of trying to establish policy, an actual procedural
policy, could be equitable across the entire University. Professor
Brown: We have already been in conversation with a number of
administrators. Dick Richardson and Garland Hershey both have sat in on
a couple of the recent conversations. We’ve been in touch with the Dean
of the Medical Schoeol about what would cccur out of this, and I think
they’ve been extremely helpful and generous with their time and thinking
about this with us. And I’m sure they would continue to be, continue to
work with us about that.

Professor Miles Fletcher (History): T agree the Institution is a
very complex one. I personally would like the opportunity to discuss
mechanisms as well as principles. I think we need to follow through on
this issue and we have the obligation to see if we can make sure that if
we believe in' these principles we endorse them so that they actually
have some effect. And I have confidence that we can decide on
procedures that are reasonable in terms of effort and extra burdens on
the faculty. Professor Brown: OQkay, I want us to have two more
comments and then close the conversation. Joy and then Jim.

Professor Kasson: Well, I just wanted to second Miles‘’s comment
and the other people who have spoken in favor of at least bringing
mechanisms up for discussion. And Joe Ferrell’s knowledge of the
working of the University is clearly something that we all rely on. But
I just want to question for a minute his comment about the bottom and
the top. In some ways the units are the bottom structurally speaking,
but part of the problem is that within those units the decisions are
still coming from the top down, and in a way Faculty Council represents
the bottom in the sense of the community speaking about these issues. I
would like to see us, despite the complexity, the diversity, and the
difficulty of this, I would like to see us deal with mechanisms.

Professor Stasheff: I was just going to suggest that, as
indicated, current procedures vary greatly from department to
department, or unit to unit -- excuse me, to use the politically correct
terminology. [Professor Brown: We’re just trying to grope for words
there.] Right, right, that’s fine. If we’re going to discuss it at
all, it might be good to have information about current practices first.
Professor Brown: We have that. Professor Stasheff: Then let’s
distribute it. Professor Brown: We have a lot of models we could be
looking at. So we could do that. Okay, what I hear ~- I’ll do another
kind of head nod vote here -- is that we’d like to see, that we’ll bring
the principles back in a form that we can vote on, and that we’d bring a
draft of mechanisms. And those mechanisms we’ll continue to work with
administrators as we develop those, we’ll look at models that have
already been developed in departments or units, and bring back a set of
mechanisms that we hope will work. And then have a conversation abkout
that. Is that agreeable to everyone? Very great. Melissa, you needed
a final word?

Professor Bullard: Oh no. Just a point of information. The
Evans/Miller Committee did do a 7-page survey of every single
administrator and chair in this University, so there’s quite a lot of
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VI.

data on current practices. Professor Brown: There’s a lot of data,
yeah. And these are available here. Anybody can take them and be
prepared for our next conversation. And we’ll distribute other
information as we proceed. Thank you very much. I appreciate that
excellent conversation. We will proceed.

Chancellor Hooker.

Thank you. I’m sorry I’m late. I was in Boone at the Board of
Governors meeting. I have no report to make. I just want to thank all
of you who came to the University Day ceremony yesterday. I was very
pleased with it. I hope you were as well. I especially appreciate the
faculty showing up. It’s crucially important for many reasons for the
faculty to participate in ceremonies like this, and I thought we had a
great turnout. And I thank you. I’d be happy to address any gquestions
or comments. Rachel, I haven’t had the opportunity to see you since
yesterday -- those were great remarks yesterday.

Professor Kasson: I just wanted to ask you, from where I was
sitting when President Spangler asked the state legislators to stand, I
didn’t see very many. Chancellor Hooker: No, there were very few.
There were four/five senators and two reps -- not many. Professor
Brown: What do you think that means? [laughter] Chancellor Hooker: T
spent the previous day in Raleigh meeting with a lot of them, and a lot
of them, they all knew that this was going on, and I met with the two
key people who weren’t there the previous day in Raleigh and had great
meetings with them, so it didn’t bother me. And obviously I’d like for
all of them to have been there. I would like for the members of the
Board of Governors to have been there, but they weren’t. They were in
Boone. And this is not the time of year when legislators are in
Raleigh, and so it’s a little harder to get over here when you’re not
yet coming over from Raleigh; you’re coming from the far corners of the
state, and we have, as you know, a part-time legislature, and most of
them are out earning a living at this time. And so I imagine many of
them made the calculation that it was not worth their time to leave
their gainful employment and journey to Chapel Hill, and if so, I think
that speaks well of their sanity. [laughter] I was delighted to see
the Senate President there yesterday. 1I’m told that he is not one for
this kind of ceremonial function. So it was a very good sign that he
was there. Thanks very much. Again I apologize for being late.
Professor Brown: No, thank you. Thank you for your excellent statement
yesterday. We all appreciate it.

Annual Reports of Standing Committees:
A. Faculty Hearings: Madeline G. Levine and John V. Orth, Co-Chairs.

Professor Brown: We have two annual reports of standing
committees. And if you remember, we agreed that unless there was a
resolution attached to the standing committee report, we don’t need to
hear the report. We’ve assumed that you have all done your homework and
read the report. Usually we also have a committee member here if you
have any comments about it. Unfortunately there is no member of the
Faculty Hearings Committee here today -- they’re all out of town today =~
- but if you have any comment, I’d be happy to take it back to the
Committee. Anybody want to say anything about the Faculty Hearings
Committee report? Okay. Very great.
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VII.

B. Faculty Grievance: John E. Semonche, Chair.

And John Semonche is here as Chair of the Faculty Grievance
Committee. Any comment for John? Thank you for your good work, John.
Thank you for being here.

0ld or New Business.

And two updates to finish us off today -- or maybe not. Maybe you
have some other business as well.

A. Update on Task Force on Women at Carclina: Noelle A. Granger,
Chair, and Rachel Willis.

Noelle Granger and Rachel Willis will give us an update on the Task
Force on Women at Carolina. They’ve been working hard and they’re up to
something right now that we need to be aware of. Come on up here.

Professor Granger: I asked Jane to allow Rachel and me about five
minutes. I hope we’ll hold to that. ([Willis: Absolutely.] To bring
you up to date on what the Task Force on Women at Carolina has been
doing. And what I’m going to do is give you a time-line of what we’ve
done so far, and Rachel is going to tell you about an upcoming
electronic survey. I first would like to recognize that the Task Force
came about in part as a result of the submission to the Chancellor from
the Women’s Issues Network, a working proposal for a UNC Women’s Center.
This was, in part, what I think went into the formation of this Task
Force. This was a student initiative, and I want to recognize that.
The first of the recommendations that was made in this working proposal
was the establishment of a task force to assess campus needs in women’s
concerns. The co-chairs of the Task Force are myself and Barbara Delon,
who is Personnel Officer for the Academic Affairs Library. We were
named in January. And former Chancellor Hardin gave the charge to the
Task Force, to us, at the end of January. And this charge specifically
stated: "To produce an inventory and evaluation of existing programs
and services that address the needs and concerns of women on campus, and
to suggest strategies for improving the quality, coordination, and
effectiveness of existing resources for women." The Task Force had its
first meeting at the end of March, and since that time I think we’ve
made remarkable progress, and this is due in no small part to the
extraordinary enthusiasm and commitment of the members of the Task
Force.

Let me report on three things. The inventory of existing programs
and services is nearly complete under the subcommittee chairman of
Elizabeth Gibson who is in the School of Law. Everyone on the Task
Force was given an assignment, to determine the programs and services
affecting women in schools, programs, curricula, units, administrative
offices, departments, etc. This was really a Herculean job, and it’s
still ongoing because we keep finding nooks and crannies in which we
have to look. Concerns about the programs and services were also
gathered, and a compilation of our findings now exists in a printed
inventory, but not the final draft. We also decided to survey other
institutions locally and ones of comparable size and character
nationally to determine what programs and services for women they have
and how they were coordinated, and a subcommittee responsible for this
was headed by Steve Leonard, Political Science Department, and that
report is also now in hand. And finally, we decided that a third piece
of information was necessary in order for the task force to put together
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its recommendations. And that is, what do women faculty and staff feel
they need or don’t know we already have in the way of services and
programs and their coordination. This information we are going to
obtain by means of a survey scheduled for early November. And Rachel
Willis from the Department of Economics is chair of that subcommittee
and is going to tell you about that survey. The Task Force, I’m pleased
to announce, has kept almost to its original projected time-line. We
anticipate having the final report ready by the end of January at the
-absolute latest. And it’s about a month off from what we anticipated,
so we’ve been really chugging along.

Dr. Willis: Every year on my evaluations I get low scores in the
University for "talks too fast for a pace for suitable comprehension."
So here I’1ll try it for the faculty. You may remember my name. I came
to the Faculty Council about service learning in the spring, and got
drafted with Donna LeFebvre to serve on the Public Service Roundtable,
the committee on service- and community-based learning, so you may have
received a survey. Everybody in the Academic Affairs side of campus
did, and I got to spend ny summer vacation coding and analyzing the
survey, and the first draft of the report of that is ready, so I
learned. When Noelle Granger came to me and said, "You’ve done a
campuswide survey; would you do one for the Task Force on Women?", 1
said, "Yeah, if you give me a million dollars." Well, I‘m here to say
in person, "Thank you, Chancellor Hooker" because she went, I’m not
playing poker with you, and you called my bluff. You gave us remarkable

cash resources, and I was able ~- [Professor Brown: Not a million
dollars.] No. I probably shouldn’t reveal this, but I got an all-
campus parking permit. [laughter] [Someone commented: That’s worth a

million dollars.] And I sell it on different days. [Somecne else:
You’re retiring so young?] I’m pleased to say that I was also smart
enough to hire two of the most remarkable graduate students that we have
ever admitted to the University: Felicia Robb, first year graduate
student in Economics, who is the founding mother of the Center for
Sustainable Development, which is a non-profit that sends internships to
Central America. It’s just been profiled nationally. She is writing
inventory -- I mean the survey instruments. The Task Force has had
about three meetings on it, and it’s in final draft, so we’ll clean it
up this weekend. Donna LeFebvre, founding mother of the Association of
University Lecturers, and cohort in crime on the service learning
committee, and I will be finishing that this weekend. We will be
testing it. The other more remarkable hire was Gail Corrado, first
year graduate student in public policy. We finally, with your money,
made a remarkable steal from Duke. She’s the former Associate Vice
Provost of Academic Information Technology at Duke University, returning
for her doctorate. We are doing the first electronic pulse of the
campus. The survey will be conducted by computers. We’re going to use
the fiber optic network, and I’m pleased it’s for the Task Force on
Women. We had questions about literacy and access, and Bill Graves,
courtesy of Jane, has done a remarkable job. We will be able to network
this through e-mail, through the department networks, from UNC’s home
page on the World Wide Web. Members of the Task Force will staff
clusters of computers so that, for example, the housekeepers, during
their breaks, in the middle of the night, can get assistance from Task
Force members. I think that solves the literacy issue just as well as
we can, and possibly better than paper surveys. We’ll be surveying the
staff, faculty, and students the first two weeks in November. Watch the
Gazette, watch The Daily Tar Heel for it. This is kind of an exciting
opportunity. Please get people to fill it out. 1It’s the only way we
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know what the broader campus community is thinking on these issues, what
they already know about what exists. So that’s it.

Professor Brown: What are the gquestions, what is the survey
asking? Dr. Willis: The survey is focused broadly on awareness of
campus resources that are already there for women, concern about
specific issues which are not necessarily always gender related: child
care issues affect the men. That 4:30 was not because you walked in, it
-was because day care centers have huge penalties, as you probably
recall, for late parents. There are questions about, for faculty, about
tenure clocks and maternity leave policies, and how they’re decided.

For staff, questions about training and development opportunities. For
students, questions about the academic climate vis-a-vis gender issues,
not only with respect to faculty, but also with respect to other
students, and questions about readmission policies on maternity leaves
at the undergraduate level. A broad range of things. Questions about
housing. There’s also ten campus commitments that already exist to
women, and there’s a little bit of a test of knowledge. One nice thing
about the electronic survey is that you can’t do this on a paper survey,
you can’t just print volumes and volumes of paper of explanations, but
for this, people can say, you know, "What do you mean, ‘Do I know if
this exists?’" And they can pull down, just hit a help button and it
will pull down and say these are the examples. This is what we’re
talking about. So I think it’s really exciting. We’re going to be able
to code it every night. We will know which units aren’t responding and
can further staff clusters. The real exciting part -- Professor Brown:
Just stop, Rachel, okay? Dr. Willis: Okay. Professor Brown: And then
-- [Dr. Willis: I’m sorry.] any dquestions, comments? Okay. Very
innovative. We’ll see if it works. Okay. Thank you very much. Thank
you both. I’m sorry, I didn’t mean to cut you off like that, Rachel.
It’s just -~ Dr. Willis: Oh that’s ockay. I was just going to say the
grad students are dying to staff this in the middle of the night.
Professor Brown: Good.

B. Update on Land Use Planning Committee: Thomas B. Cleqq, Chair.

And finally, maybe not, we have Tom Clegg with maps. [laughter]
Tom has been working so diligently on land-use planning that I think he
deserves a round of applause. [applause]

Professor Clegg: Thank you, Jane., When Jane asked me to come, I
asked if I could bring my overheads, and she said, "No, we don’t do
overheads in Faculty Council." And I said, "I’ve never given a talk
without overheads before." But George told me I could bring a crutch.
Maybe I’11 talk loudly enough. My colleagues say I do. This is the
best map I could find from Gordon Rutherford’s coffice just to give you
an indication of what we’re up to. What’s the exercise? The exercise
is one of a faculty advisory committee on long-range land-use planning
for the whole campus. We’re talking here about planning for the
outlying lands, the Horace Williams property, some 940 acres northwest
of Chapel Hill. Here’s the central campus. So this, in itself, is
already larger than the 700 acres, the 685 acre central campus, and then
to the east, southeast of us are the Mason Farm lands, some 1340 acres.
So, the charge from the Board of Trustees to this campus is to try to
determine what the best long-range use of those lands will be. But
those are the properties we’re dealing with. The committee I chair is a
faculty advisory committee to the Facilities Planning Committee. Our
charge is to determine what the needs of the University will be for
these lands. And the time period we’re discussing is one of 25, maybe
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even 50, years. Certainly 25 years. But if you start thinking about
what you do over those next 25 years, there surely will be impact from
the decisions coming in the next few decades far beyond that period.
The University has hired an external planning firm, JJ&R, which is
guiding this process with the campus and with the towns of Chapel Hill
and Carrboro.

I come to you today with an interim report. I want to take you
through the three phases that we’ve been through so far, and then try to
sketch for you what I think will happen as this plays out over the rest
of this academic year. First, we sat together -- the committee is
twelve faculty from broadly, equally representing Health Affairs and
Academic Affairs. We sat together for the first time; there was only
one person from City and Regional Planning. The rest of us come from
disciplines where land-use planning is not our forte, and we asked the
planners how to do this. The first thing we heard was, "Go figure out
what’s growing fastest." And that wasn’t obvious, but I went back to my
office and started thinking it, and I realized I get this book once a
year. It’s a fact book about the University, and on page 6 in the fact
book is, in fact, a 20-year compilation of personnel, revenues,
sponsored research funding, space, etc., and I took out a little
graphing package on my computer, and I just started graphing this
information. And amazingly, a lot of information was already revealed.
First, we find that over 20 years, the last 20 years, personnel growth
on this campus, including students, staff, and faculty, has grown about
24%. Revenues, corrected for the consumer price index, had grown about
52%. All right. So it’s grown faster than personnel. And space on
this campus has grown faster than the two of them; it has grown 59%. So
space is growing faster than revenues, inflation-corrected revenues, is
growing faster than personnel. Personnel growth is not being driven by
student growth. Student growth is about a percent a year. So, student
growth is in fact growing faster than the overall personnel growth on
campus. And when I talk about student growth, I’m really talking about
head count; I’m not talking about FTEs. Head counts are going up faster
than FTEs, because we have a large rate of growth in continuing
education. Those are people who don’t bring one full-time equivalent
student.

S0, the other thing we realized i1s that these growth patterns are
remarkably linear. And even though revenues do go up and down, these
growths continue, and they have continued, over the last two decades,
and if you project them, you can begin to see that we have thi and
we must worry about. In particular, if you look at the space growth on
campus, you see that within ten to fifteen years, we will on the central
campus exceed the infrastructure capacity which exists today:
electricity, chiller capacity, roads, parking -- the things that are
essential for continued growth. We are building 200,000 square feet per
year on this campus on average for the last two decades. And you
already see in the pipeline other growth, other groundbreakings. We
know for at least the next five to six years this growth is going to
continue. We see what’s going to happen. This place is getting bigger,
and we’ve got to make sure we can accommodate that in terms of
infrastructure. That has big monetary impact for the campus because
we’re talking about tens of millions of dollars of investment to try to
build new infrastructure, and the decision must be made whether this
infrastructure is built on the central campus and allow growth here, in
downtown Chapel Hill, or whether we put this money into infrastructure
on the outlying lands to support growth out away from the central
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campus. And those are big decisions that will have big impact on all of
us, and our generations who follow us.

Okay. So the understanding of that energized us in January and
took us into phase two. Phase two had three basic activities. The
first was a call by Chancellor Hardin to every member of ocur campus
community, staff, students, and faculty, to respond to me, on behalf of
him, and say to this faculty advisory committee what should be done with
the outlying lands. And we got some 45 or 50 responses. If I had to
characterize them generally, there were very many who said, "Maintain
the central campus for the core activities. Protect the natural areas
of the campus and these outlying lands." There were groups who spoke to
us about their interests, certainly about the Botanical Garden, the
Biological Preserve, on the Mason Farm properties. There were also
groups who spoke on behalf of the Athletic Department’s needs for the
playing fields and the golf course at Mason Farm, and groups, especially
in Health Affairs, who depend so heavily on the presence of the airport.
I should say that the airport and its presence at the Horace Williams
property was decided early in this process, to be basically a question
which has been decided. Chancellor Hardin said at one of the very early
meetings last.fall he had become convinced that if the University had a
general aviation airport, you should keep a general aviation airport,
because if you needed it, it was unlikely that he was going to find an
easy place to put it. And for right now, in this land using process, we
are assuming that the airport will stay for the foreseeable future until
some alternative sclution to the University’s needs for that airport can
emerge.

In phase two the second thing that happened was that we began to
interview senior administrators at Duke, at NC State, and the people who
represented the early years of the Research Triangle Park. Why Duke and
NC State? If you think about our neighboring campuses, both of them
operate split campuses. Duke has an East/West Campus. NC State has
just recently developed a Centennial Campus for its research interests.
We thought we might learn from their experience about what might be
facing us as we develop our own plans for outlying land. What were
those messages? A couple of messages became very clear. From Duke and
NC State we heard very loudly, "Don’t create for yourself a major
transportation problem." Duke spends an enormous amount of money
bussing students back and forth between the East and West Campus. You
don’t want to split your academic enterprise and have to move lots of
people. From the people at the Research Triangle Park and also some
from the Centennial Campus representatives at NC State we heard that
this, unlike many other institutions in the country, already finds
itself in a locale where there are lots of research parks -- not only
the Research Triangle Park which we know, with all of its industry
there. But there are about 30 or 40 other private research parks around
the area. These facilities in these parks were, for example, large
enough, in capacity to absorb Glaxo when it came until it built its own
facilities. Don’t put the University in a situation by saying you will
a large tract of this land to research park development, and to be in
competition with these existing research parks. We enjoy around UNC-
Chapel Hill a large base of that kind of activity already. We don’t
want to exclude the possibility for a research development, but we may
not have the need here that some other institutions do for that
activity.

The other issue in this phase II was to ask unit deans all across
Academic and Health Affairs what the needs of their units would be and
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how these needs might be addressed by development on outlying lands.
And those needs came back in many different voices. They fill up a
couple of notebooks -- I have nine notebooks, big fat ones, in my office
now, with all of the paper that this process has generated, but if I
were to characterize very briefly what we were told, and in fact, it’s
clear once you think about it: many, many academic units at this
University have satisfied their space needs within the last decade.
Think about the new building projects which you have seen go up around
you. The School of Social Work. The Business School has broken ground.
The Dental School has broken group. The Law School groundbreaking was
last week. Journalism will move into the Business School when the
Business School moves out. We are seeing a large number of you whose
needs for space for the long foreseeable future are being addressed now.
That began to make us clearly aware that had we thought about this kind
of process a decade ago, we might have brought much more intelligence to
this planning process, and brought some coherence to a -- for example,
professional school campus on one of these outlying lands, with a
cohesiveness and attractiveness which would have made this over the
long-term a very interesting place with a very different perspective.

It might have been better, but that avenue, if not closed, is much more
difficult now:

The other issue, then, was to figure out what’s left. What could
go on these outlying lands? What were the remaining pressures? How
could they be put together in some cohesive form to make an intelligent
use of intellectual units on these outlying lands? And the things which
emerged at the end of Phase II, it began to appear as a statement of
goals and guidelines which we ﬁﬂvwwmbma last April, where it clearly,
continuing education was growing very fast. We should look very hard at
the continuing education campus activities both in Health Affairs and in
Academic Affairs, at the things going on already around the Friday
Center, at the growth of centers and research institutes on campus, and
see wm there would be a way to bring those together in some cohesiveness
intellectual form and place them together so they would become a large
enough unit with enough synergy to make real sense. And the obvious
thing which became clear was that the Friday Center already exists. It
begins today to be quite attractive for that kind of activity. It’s
already kind of an outreach campus for this University. And we saw what
small remaining acreage exists on Mason Farm to be very importantly
directed toward that kind of activity. I might say that out of the 1340
acres at Mason Farm, when you look at the existing Botanical Garden,
Biological Preserve, and the golf course, which is out there, which we
decided, at least for now, is the proper use of that because it provides
good use of floodplain property and good buffer for the Botanical Garden
and Biological Preserve, there’s only 40 acres left to develop out at
Mason Farm. If you consider there’re only 40 acres out there, you’d
better be careful what you want to do with those 40 acres over the next
25 or 50 years, about how you use that space, or you use it up in a
hurry. That means that the major focus of this effort is at Horace
Williams. The major tract is about three or four hundred acres out
there -- it’s not quite clear yet how much -- and we have to begin to
imagine how this University directs itself to develop the Horace
Williams property and what goes out there.

So through the summer we entered phase III. We began to look at
continuing education activities. We began to look at administrative
activities, because many of them occupy space on central campus which
might wisely go for some other things. And we began to look at the real
research needs. We surveyed interest groups in these particular areas
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in depth this summer. Again got back two more notebooks worth of paper.
Had meetings with a large number of the constituent parties. And the
information which was distributed to you before this meeting, members of
the Faculty Council, saw our summary of that. The committee expressed
general opinions and specific ones. And I’1ll wrap up here in just a
minute. General opinion is to preserve the central campus for core
activities. Favor development "up" over "out." In other words, there
was a strong sentiment coming out of all of this information gathering
-and synthesizing process that we as a faculty believe that we find very
strong need for core instructional activities, core Health Affairs
activities, associated with sick patient care, and interdisciplinary
research activities which involve many of these people -- all those
things should stay on the central campus. That’s what people are
saying. And we’ve voiced that here. And that sentiment comes, not out
of resistance to change, but out of an essential intellectual need that
we stay together to enhance the best of this Institution. That means
we’ve got tg decant programs carefully. Some people would question that
metaphor. That means you put the dregs out on the outlying lands and
keep the good stuff inside. That wasn’t the sense in which the metaphor
was brought up, but it’s a danger that we must be sensitive to. You
must be careful that when we do put things out there that they make
intellectual sense, that you do create an intellectual whole. We also
feel you need to build generic buildings. Buildings change. Manning
Hall used to be the Law School. It’s not the Law School anymore. We
ought to have buildings built such that as the University’s needs
change, we can move things around without enormous cost. Provide
effective transportation links -- Duke and NC State say that. Provide
effective communication links for today’s modern technology. 8o, we’ve
come up with a list which is here of what we think ought to go on the
Mason Farm property and ought to go on the Horace Williams tract, trying
as best we can to respond to what we hear from our faculty and the
University community.

I mean to summarize and wrap up. What’s been the response to this?
We’ve published this in the memo to Wayne Jones. It went to the UNC
News Bureau, and the local newspapers received a copy. And very quickly
there was an article about our recommendations and then we received
"raspberries" in the Chapel Hill Herald. [laughter] "Up" versus "out"
was severely criticized by the local community, at the faculty not
having the long~range view needed to develop the town in which we live.
When the September visit of our JJ&R planners was postponed, it was
postponed for an explicit reason. The University’s information
gathering process had revealed such complexity in this whole exercise
that it simply was not possible for JJ&R to synthesize all of this and
bring some reasonable guidance on the time scale which had previously
been established. So now we’re moving at a more leisurely and more
measured pace as we try with JJ&R to develop alternative plans, largely
for the Horace Williams property. We are trying to develop alternative
plans which reveal the tradeoffs which must be made by this University
and its surrounding towns to how we use these lands. These are
tradeoffs in terms of density, in terms of transportation impact, and in
terms of all of the things that influence our lives. And that’s a hard
process. It will hopefully come together when JJ&R comes back in
November.

Let me close with the following observation. I mentioned the fact
that had we done a better job ten years ago looking at our long-range
planning we would probably have had much more freedom to build an
intellectual whole for one of these outlying lands, a much more
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attractive intellectual campus activity out on one of these outlying
properties. To say now that we want to build "up" versus "out"
continues in some sense that process, whereby I understand and firmly
agree with the sense this says about what’s needed to maintain the
quality of this Institution. And I respect that and agree with it. T
also realize that there are real limits. And this campus cannot grow at
the pace it’s been growing and not begin to think seriously about
developing the outlying lands. It also must, today, start thinking
-about how to do that or risk, 10, 15, 20 years from now, having many
fewer options to make sensible use of those properties. This is an
interim report. JJR will come back with alternatives in the next couple
of months. There will be opportunity from all across the campus
community to respond and this will play out over the rest of the
academic year, with a target now to bring a final report to the Board of
Trustees for their adoption in the late spring semester. Thank you.

Professor Brown: Any comments? Professor Leonard: Are there
going to be any opportunities for local community to respond to the
plans? Professor Clegg: Throughout this process the towns of Chapel
Hill and Carrboro have had matching advisory panels who are involved,
and they are seeing these recommendations. They’re involved fully in
the process. 1’11 say this, that this University has done itself proud
in trying to involve the whole community so far in this process. I
think we’ve earned a lot of respect for that.

Professor Robert Kirkpatrick (English): I noticed that Battle Park
is not mentioned on here. Does that mean that it’s removed from
consideration? Professor Clegg: Some of us have stated a personal
opinion. Certainly not. We were given the charge to consider Horace
Williams and Mason Farm. Some of us who’ve been involved in this from
the standpoint of the faculty committee have said to our administration
that we believe in the sense of trying to make a long-range plan for the
entire campus properties, not only the outlying properties, and the
central land. We should also be talking about those other properties in
the intervening area. Not only Battle Park, but the old Chapel Hill
golf course, Goat Hill, the place behind the Chancellor’s residence.
These are particular properties which might, in the long-range, be
interesting for the University to use but might not. But there’s no
sense, in my personal opinion, of putting those off the plate. We
should be planning openly with the towns for that, and I believe that’s
beginning to be heard, and I don’t exactly know how that might come out
in the whole process. There’s certainly no development plan. You
understand how complex this is. There’s really no firm plan yet for all
of this. And I think people involved in the towns are beginning to
understand ~- there’s nothing up the University’s sleeve here. But it
should be open. That should be on the table, too, I think.

Professor Bachenheimer: My impression is much of the growth that’s
happened, at least in the 20 years I’ve been here, has been in the area
of research space, [Professor Clegg: That’s true.] much of which is
funded by federal dollars. I'm wondering whether your projections about
growth actually reflect what other people say may be a leveling off or
down-turn in the amount of monies available to continued growth.
Professor Clegg: I haven’t projected growth. I mean all I can say,
based on the present information of what’s happened in the last 20 years
-- and I told you 200,000 square feet per year roughly is what we’re
doing here -~ that growth comes from state dollars, from revenue; income
streams from federal dollars too. I honestly don’t know what’s going to
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happen. That’s part of the puzzle. How do you respond to that kind of
uncertainty in this environment. It’s a very, very complex problem.

Professor Harry Gooder (Microbiology & Immunology): Two quick
comments. I’m the faculty representative on the Facilities Planning
Committee. We gave Tom a round of applause at the beginning. I must
tell you he has done an absolutely fabulous job in the last 10 months in
bringing all this together. When we first were faced with the deadline
of JJ&R by this spring, I didn’t frankly think that one could put
together all that’s been put together. The second comment is some of
you may remember the disastrous attempt at long-range planning and our
reaction with the community of ten years ago. The University has spent
over backwards this time to include both the communities of Chapel Hill
and Carrboro, and if we haven’t heard from them, or they don’t like what
they’re hearing, that’s a separate question. But on the other hand, we
have done our best, I think, to keep them informed. Professor Clegqg:
Because of the political impact and the political downside of the last
planning effort in the ’80s, and the fact that that was -- it was so
controversial it was swept under the rug -- the one key point that came
out of that was not widely understand was the fact that in about ten
years we’re geing to hit this infrastructure limit. That was not
understood. It was known already ten years ago, and here we are closer
to it facing this deadline with even a shorter fuse. We need to do a
better job of it. Professor Brown: Tom, it’s been exceptional work.
You could have another career now. Thank you very much. [applause)

Professor Brown: I want to apologize again to Rachel for cutting
you off. [Dr. Willis: It happens every day. -- {laughter} Those
students are out of there.] This task force has done a remarkable job,
and it really has been wonderful amount of effort they’ve already put
into it. Steve Leonard has done a survey of other campuses and has done
an excellent job. And so I want to appreciate them as well. Is there
any other business?

Professor Calhoun: I was just going to move that you make Tom the
new chair of the salary committee -- Jim and I are willing to step
aside. [laughter] Professor Clegg: No thank you.

Professor Brown: Thank you all very much. See you in November.

The meeting adjourned at 5:03 p.m.

George S. Lensing
Secretary of the Faculty
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September 8, 1995 Resolution of Recognition To Walter Royal Davis.

and Gratitude for
Walter Royal Davis.

Second reading on amendment to
Faculty Code of University
Government: Section IV.B.

(1)(b) (Educational Policy
Committee). To act as council of
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advice to University Registrar and
to add two students to membership.

Jctober 13, 1995 No resolutions.
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