UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA UPSTATE
Virtual Faculty Senate Meeting
MINUTES
November 20, 2020
TIME: 2:45 P.M.
PLACE: Virtual–Blackboard Collaborate Ultra
Officers Present: Dr. Lisa Johnson (CAHSS-SCW; Faculty Chair); Dr. Jim Griffis (HPPA-Past
Chair); Virginia Cononie (LIB; Recording Secretary)
Committee Members Present: Dr. Darlene Amendolair (MBSN); Dr. Tracy Hudgins (MBSN);
Dr. Emily Kofoed (CAHSS-FACS); Dr. Esther Godfrey (CAHSS-LLC); Dr. Gabrielle Drake
(CAHSS-LLC); Dr. Jahangir Majumder (CST-MCS); Dr. James Bunde (CAHSS-PSYC); Dr.
Jim Kamla (HPH); Dr. Susan Ruppel (CAHSS-PSYC); Dr. Karen Lounsbury (SOE); Dr. Kela
Goodman (SOE); Dr. Alaina Brown (CST-NSE); Dr. Andrew Leonardi (CST-NSE); Ms. Ann
Merryman (LIB); Dr. Lauren Vervaecke (HPH); Ms. Ryan Crawford (MBSN); Ms. Sara
DeSantis (LIB); Dr. Dan Wooster (CST-MCS); Dr. Daniel Davis (JCBE-MEM); Dr. David
Coberly (CAHSS-LLC); Dr. Scott Tanner (CST-NSE); Dr. Nicole Richardson (CAHSS-HPPA);
Dr. Stephanie Barnhill (MBSN); Dr. Carolina Webber (CAHSS-FACS); Dr. Tracey Woodard
(CAHSS-SCW); Dr. Thanh Nguyen (JCBE-EFA); Dr. Daniel Norris (CST-IES);
Committee Members Absent: Dr. Bridget Kirkland (CAHSS-FACS); Dr. Briget Doyle (CSTNSE); Dr. Kendra Allison (MBSN); Dr. Elise Harvey (JCBE-MEM); Dr. Elizabeth Waddell
(CST-MCS); Xiao Tang (JCBE-EFA); Dr. Ona Egbue (CST-IES); Dr. Colleen O’Brien
(CAHSS-LLC); Dr. Tamara Cook (MBSN); Dr. Alex Tepperman (CAHSS-SCW);
Ex-Officio: Mr. Derham Cole, Interim Chancellor; Dr. David Schecter, Provost and Senior Vice
Chancellor of Academic Affairs; Mary-David Fox, Registrar;
Visitors: Dr. Felicia Jenkins (MBSN Associate Dean); Dr. Holly Pae (SOE); Dr. Jessica
McLees (SOE); Mr. John Siegel (LIB); Dr. Joshua Ruppel (NSE); Dr. Kim Purdy (Assistant
Vice Chancellor; Dean, University College); Dr. Laura Reynolds (SOE Dean); Dr. Pam Steinke
(Vice Provost & Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs); Mr. Lee Neibert (FACS–
Chair); Dr. Lizabeth Zack (Chair, CAHSS-SCW); Dr. Mary Sarver (CAHSS-SCW); Mr. Tom
Davis (Technology Training Specialist); Dr. Mohamed Djerdjouri (JCOBE- Dean); Dr.
Shirleatha Lee(MBSN–Dean); Dr. Sarah Hunt-Barron (SOE); Dr. Shuang Hundley (FACS); Dr.
Allison Ellis (HPPA); Dr. Amanda Schwartz (CSE); Dr. Ann Hoover (PSY); Dr. Anselm
Omoike (NSE); Dr. Carmen Harris (HPPA); Dr. Courtney McDonald (CAHSS-SCW); Dr. Dawn
Henderson (MBSN); Dr. Stefanie Keen (PSY); Dr. Celena Kusch (Director of CAIFS); Dr.
Deshia Breaux (IES); Dr. Tom McConnell (CAHSS-LLC)
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I.

Call to Order – 2:48 PM


Approval of Minutes
o Dr. Darlene Amendolair moved to approve the minutes from October 23,
2020 and Dr. Dan Wooster seconded. Minutes were approved unanimously.



Administrative Updates
o Mr. Derham Cole, Interim Chancellor began by addressing furloughs and
voluntary separations at USC Columbia—planned in summer 2020 and
implemented in fall 2020—and how these measures apply (or do not apply)
to USC Upstate. His key points included the following:
 These are not system-wide policies. They are specific to
Columbia. USC Upstate does not have plans like this under
active consideration.
 Instead, our primary areas of focus are recruitment for Fall 2021,
registration/retention for Spring 2021, and advocacy for more
state support during the next legislative session.
 One positive sign worth noting is that the Board of Economic
Advisors has projected a surplus for the upcoming year.
 The faculty can expect to hear more updates on our financial
outlook as they become available.
 Mr. Cole thanked the faculty and everyone at the University for
their perseverance during this challenging semester.
o Dr. Schecter, Provost focused on faculty successes and results of recent
administrative searches.
 The position of Library Dean has been accepted by Mr. John
Barnett. A campus and community announcement should follow
very soon. He thanked the committee for their effort during this
search, and those who attended the open presentations.
 The position of CAHSS Dean is down to four finalists. Dr.
Bender, chair of the CAHSS Dean search, received a shout-out
for expertly managing a large search pool, fielding untold
numbers of phone and email inquiries, and narrowing the pool to
4 finalists. Faculty are encouraged to provide feedback after
watching the candidates’ open presentations.
 Sabbaticals were awarded to Dr. Thomas McConnell, Dr. Nolan
Stolz, and Dr. Michele Covington. Special thanks to Dr. Brock
Adams and the Faculty Excellence Committee for their work on
this effort.
 Other noteworthy updates and successes include Dr. Matthew
Donaldson, who will serve as the new Chair of the Faculty
Excellence Committee; Kim Land, Instructor of Marketing,
recognized as the winner of the Excellence in Service award; and
Dr. Anita Nag for working on COVID-19 research with her
students. Finally, the following participants were chosen for the
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II.

Leadership Spartanburg program run by One Spartanburg: Sara
Butler, Audria Chandler, and Colby King.
Finally, on behalf of the Office of Academic Affairs, Provost
Schecter expressed gratitude to the faculty and a willingness to
provide support where needed.



Chancellor Search
o Dr. Pamela Steinke, Vice Provost & Associate Vice Chancellor for
Academic Affairs reminded the group that applications for the Chancellor’s
position are being accepted at this time. The hiring committee will be
trained on the application review software system on December 16th.
Academic Search, the search firm leading this nationwide search, has
reported a high level of interest in the position.



Committee Updates
o None.



Unfinished Business
o None.

New Business


Faculty Manual Update
o Dr. Johnson explained that there are a variety of revisions underway after
various feedback from numerous groups. She will provide updates on the
relatively non-controversial revisions in January 2021 and intends to focus
solely on the Post-Tenure Review proposal in the current meeting. Dr.
Johnson reiterated that no formal vote would be held in today’s meeting.
o The first issue discussed was the role of the peer review committee in
Post-Tenure Review. The current policy indicates that the peer review
committee plays a central role in Post-Tenure Review. if the proposal to add
compensation to the review is approved, some faculty members are strongly
against having the peer review committee evaluate the Post-Tenure Review
file and making peers responsible to some degree for approving or denying
raises, despite the fact that peer reviewers play a significant role in
approving or denying raises when evaluating files for promotion to
Associate and Full. Additionally, some faculty do not want to be subjected
to further review by their unit-level peers after tenure because of negative
experiences with peer review committees during previous reviews. Among
these faculty members, there is some desire to limit or eliminate peer review
from the Post-Tenure Review process. This concern about peer reviewers
raises questions not only about changing the new proposal, but also about
changing the existing policy. In providing this overview on the role of the
peer review committee in Post-Tenure Review, Dr. Johnson noted a conflict
with AAUP recommendations, which state that peer review ought to be
included in Post-Tenure Reviews. One possible way to resolve this conflict
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might be to move the peer review process for Post-Tenure Review out of the
department, either by renaming the Promotion and Tenure Committee as the
Promotion, Tenure, and Post-Tenure Review Committee, or by establishing
a new committee or panel of peer reviewers at the college/school or
university level. She noted some interest among faculty in trying one of
these solutions because it takes some pressure off of unit colleagues, but not
all felt satisfied with this idea. Another possible solution would be the
complete removal of peers from the PTR process, so that the faculty
members under review would submit files directly to the Provost. Dr.
Johnson opened the floor for conversation by asking the group for
discussion on the matter of whether peers should be involved in the PTR
process.
Dr. Jim Griffis stated that the overview ignored a third possibility: that
salaries and Post-Tenure Review should be addressed in separate processes.
Dr. Johnson replied that the current process begins with peer review
committees and even if the current revision is abandoned, the question of
the role of peer review committees in PTR should be addressed, especially
since peer review is seen by some faculty as generating more difficulty and
friction than positive benefits.
Dr. Susan Ruppel explained that there was some prior friction discussed
with the peer review committee reviewing documents prior to promotion
and tenure and then reviewing and providing final decisions. She said that
some of these committees may mark the files lower if the suggested
revisions were not made. Dr. Johnson reminded the group having a collegewide review committee was voted down.
Dr. Deshia Breaux expressed concern at the unit-level peer evaluation
because of mistreatment and critical reviews in the past. She felt that the
review needed to have apply unit criteria more objectively. She expressed
benefits to a university or college wide committee. She expressed concerns
over rotating chairs and interpersonal conflicts with different peers. Dr.
Johnson asked if Dr. Breaux is proposing both a unit-level and a universitylevel peer review body. Dr. Breaux responded that if someone is unsatisfied
with the unit review, they should be able to appeal or request an additional
review by another committee. She supports having a peer review committee
and also a university committee.
Dr. Carmen Harris suggested requiring an outside member on peer review
committees, commenting that when served in that role, some review aspects
came up that were not in the unit criteria. Dr. Johnson asked if she is also
advocating for an additional higher layer of peer. Dr. Harris was uncertain
but said there should be a way to appeal a committee review and that having
a second level of review would be helpful but should be weighed carefully
because it would create be a great deal of work for the faculty.
Dr. Darlene Amendolair commented that placing the peer review step at the
university level, such as the P&T Committee, would eliminate many
concerns expressed about departmental peer review (e.g., understanding
files, fairness in review process). P&T has broad representation from across
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campus and not enough familiarity with faculty to generate any favoritism.
Dr. Stephanie Keen disagreed and commented that there have been
problems on the P&T committee. She hesitates to create more work for
faculty but agreed that some kind of layered review would be appropriate
for checks and balances. Dr. Johnson asked for clarification: does she mean
having the review at the unit level and the university level? Dr. Keen was
unsure of exactly how the layering should be constructed and leans toward a
solution that does not create more work for faculty. Unit-level and P&T
level seems onerous and overkill. A pared down version of this layering
would be ideal.
Dr. Jim Griffis commented that the current Post-Tenure Review Policy
allowed for layered review from peer review, chair, dean, and provost. That
it is only if everyone agrees on a poor review, that a development plan is
created. He stated that the current process is non-threatening and that the
proposal is more so. He stated that if there is a positive review from the peer
review and the provost disagrees, the peer review rules the review decision.
Dr. Tracey Hudgins asked everyone to remember that the Post-Tenure
Review faculty are being reviewed at a much higher level. After tenure,
faculty members are expected to become more involved in service, not only
on campus but also through involvement with professional organizations.
She expressed worry about moving to an outside the unit because the
importance of this involvement in professional organizations may not be
fully understood if unit representation may be lost. However, she offered the
solution of having someone from the unit included in the university wide
committee as this may bridge the gap, rather than having the file start within
the unit. She is in favor of a single peer review. Dr. Johnson clarified that
her vision seemed to reverse the earlier idea of mandating one outside
member on peer review committees.
Dr. Allison Ellis commented on the risk of taking the review of the
department level because it is easier to deduce what the reviewee has done
because of familiarity with the unit criteria. Having a multiple step process
will serve as checks and balances. Giving the candidate the choice for
department or university wide review could provide a solution.
Dr. Carolina Webber agreed with Dr. Harris on the benefits of having an
external representative on a peer review committee but stated that unit
colleagues are the best interpreters of unit criteria. She asked if the Faculty
Welfare Committee could serve as the peer review body for Post-Tenure
Review. She asked if a similar system could be created for instructors and
adjuncts. Dr. Johnson replied that Faculty Welfare would need to be
restructured, so that they only included tenured faculty members. She
reminded the group that the April 2020 draft was authorized to include
instructors, but that piece was not been retained in the most recent draft. She
noted that pay and other benefits may need to be included in a different
policy since instructors and adjuncts don’t have tenure and therefore aren’t
appropriately considered under a policy regarding Post-Tenure Review. She
commented on a change between adjuncts and pay sometime in the past
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year and that a small group was identified to be associate faculty. Some
were given a longer contract and a pay increase. These faculty certainly
deserve a path to increased pay over time.
Dr. Celena Kusch commented that peer review committees do not receive
training or committee preparation. She wished this to be acknowledged and
asked for those persons to be trained. She supports moving peer review up a
level for PTR (either college- or university-level) and notes that
departmental peers could then input letters on the file instead of serving on a
peer review committee.
Dr. Dawn Henderson commented that poor behavior of peer review
committees might be the real issue that needs to be addressed and this could
relieve a good deal of anxiety. She further recommended the consideration
of pay increases across the board. Dr. Johnson agreed that there will be
more training for peer review committees but also notes that training still
may not resolve all the concerns expressed. Dr. Johnson stated that the
documentation needed for the Post-Tenure Review is also needed for the
administrative review. This should not require additional faculty labor
because materials would already have been assembled for administrative
reviews. The new faculty labor would be writing the overview of the
supporting documents which may also already be written.
Dr. Dawn Henderson reiterated that this proposal increases faculty anxiety
and would like the third option of leaving the current policy in place, and
that in the meantime our faculty and committee members receive training.
Dr. Johnson clarified that this revised policy is optional in the current draft.
Dr. Deshia Breaux favored the second layer to be a university committee
and then provost. She commented that if the Post-Tenure Review were at
the college level, there would be a smaller pool of eligible representatives to
serve.
Dr. Carmen Harris asked how many of our faculty need to go through this
process. If it’s not a large number, it might not be overly burdensome for
P&T to review PTR files. Dr. Johnson felt that this would be a small
number each year and that most of this work would be during the fall and
that this group could take this work on in the spring.
Dr. Jim Kamla expressed thanks and agreement with Dr. Henderson in
questioning whether the need for revision is genuine and when it first came
up. He expressed favor for this policy being optional and that if there were
cost of living raises, the post tenure process would be more palatable.
Discussion ended.
Dr. Johnson turned the conversation to expectations for faculty in the PostTenure Review including sustaining a research agenda, unit criteria rank
and upper level administrative work. She asked the group if different criteria
are needed for Post-Tenure Review.
Dr. Carmen Harris commented that in the past, the Post-Tenure Review
language in previous manuals used the term “rank” instead of “tenure” and
that this language should be addressed. She expressed that “tenure” should
be the baseline opposed to “rank.” Tenure addresses some of those concerns
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about how faculty should be working in their post-tenure period, especially
regarding increased service loads and reduced research loads. Dr. Johnson
agreed that the current Post-Tenure Review policy does have some
problems (e.g., language of “rank”) and that this does not match the label of
Post-Tenure Review.
o Ann Merryman would like faculty to be able to choose a focused key area
such as service with less scholarship. Dr. Johnson responded that if the
option is to be highly effective in one area and effective in other areas, this
rating would still require publications and that may not mesh with the
everyday realities of working at a teaching-focused institution. Unit criteria
would still need to be shifted.
o Dr. Susan Ruppel agreed that we need criteria specific to PTR, developed
by each unit. Without having separate Post-Tenure Review criteria, issues
outlined today would go unaddressed. Service often is increased after
achieving tenure, and many would be unable to meet the scholarship criteria
that is currently in practice.
o Dr. Joshua Ruppel agreed that more training would be helpful. He felt that
an understanding is necessary that scholarship can be prohibitive at that
stage in a career. He agreed with the option to select a second item of
evaluation along with highly effective in teaching, rather than being
evaluated in all three areas. A faculty member could choose between
research and service. Discussion ended.
III.
Announcements
o Dr. Johnson expressed Happy Holidays and congratulations to all for
reaching the end of a very draining semester.
Adjournment Dr. Dawn Henderson motioned adjournment and Dr. David Coberly seconded. Dr. Johnson
adjourned the meeting at 4:45 pm.
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