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MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

JANUARY 11, 2005 

1. Call to Order: President Webb M. Smathers, Jr., called the meeting to 
order at 2:30 p.m. and then welcomed and recognized guests. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes of December 14, 2004 
were approved as corrected. 

3. "Free Speech" Period: Kenneth R. Murr, Librarian, addressed the 
Senate concerning his perception that the administration was not upholding the Faculty 
Manual in responses to Finding and Recommendations by faculty Grievance Hearing 
Panels. Under protest, Mr. Murr then submitted his resignation as a Grievance Counselor 
(Attachment A). 

4. Special Order of the Day: Bruce Raefert, Dean of the Graduate School, 
commented on the new policy regarding graduate student waivers that Clemson will 
implement. A dialogue was then exchanged among Dr. Raefert and members of the 
Senate (Attachment B). 

5. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees 

1) Policy Committee: Chair Fran McGuire stated that there was no 
report. 

2) Welfare Committee: Chair Donna Winchell stated that there was 
no report. 

3) Scholastic Policies Committee: Chair Peter Kiessler stated that 
there was no report. 

4) Research Committee: Chair Sean Williams stated that there was 
no report. 

5) Finance Committee: Chair Beth Kunkel stated that there was no 
report. 



b. University Commissions and Committees Reports 
1) Budget Accountability Committee - Chair Brenda Vander Mey 

noted that the Committee met on December 3rd and submitted the Committee Report 
dated January, 2005 (Attachment C). 

2) Faculty Senate Select Committee on Land Use - Professor of 
Engineering and, Chair of the Committee, Ben Sill provided a preliminary report of this 
Committee's work and discoveries (Attachment D). He stated that this Committee hopes 
that this public process will result in guiding principles for the future of these University 
resources. The Committee expects to release a final report in March, 2005. Dr. Sill also 
encouraged Senators to attend the Town Meeting at 4:30 p.m. on January 27th at the 
Brooks Center. 

6. President's Report: President Smathers reported: 
a. that "Caterwaul" will play at the Library on March 19th at 12:30 p.m. 

This musical group is composed of a professor, Fred Switzer; an associate dean, David 
Grigsby; and the Dean of Undergraduate Studies, Jan Murdoch. 

b. that the bus service will soon extend hours for travel to the Research 

Park from 7:00 a.m. to 7: 00 p.m. 
c. that all of the Class of '39 events held this week were absolutely 

wonderful and again congratulated Professor Art Young, this year's recipient of the Class 
of '39 Award for Excellence. 

7. Old Business: None 

8. New Business: 

a. Elections to the Grievance Board were held by secret ballot. Those 
elected were: Daryl Guffey (Business & Behavioral Sciences) Eleanor Hare 
(Engineering & Sciences), Beth Kunkel (Agriculture, Forestry & Life Sciences), Des 
Layne (Agriculture, Forestry & Life Science)s Barbara Logan (Health, Education & 
Human Development), Rachel Mayo (Health, Education & Human Development), Lois 
Sill (Library 

b. Grievance Counselor appointments will be made on January 25th by 
the Advisory Committee. President Smathers challenged all Senators to each forward 
one name to the Faculty Senate Office. 

9. Adjournment The meeting was adjourned by President Smathers at 4:25 
p.m. 



Eleanor Hare, Secretary 

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Following adjournment of the meeting, an open discussion was held regarding grievance 
procedures. 

Absent: G. Birrenkott, G. Zehnder (D. Layne for), C. Pury (R. Campbell for), T. Churan 
(B. Vander Mey for), DennisSmith,M. Ellison, D. Warner 
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I come before you today to informyou of a disquieting change in the University's 
approach to Grievances, especially grievances dealing with the denial of tenure. Before I 
get into specifics, let me review what has happened in the past. 

The attainment of tenure is probably the major career event in a faculty member's life. 
Yearsof toil are devoted to provingone is worthy of tenure. The Faculty Manual simply 
states "Should notice ofdenial of tenure not be given in advance of the expiration of the 
final probationary appointment, tenure shall become automatic at the end of the 
probationary period." 

Historically, the University Administration, the Grievance Board and its Hearing Panels 
have required that the "notice ofdenial of tenure" must be done in compliance with 
procedures outlined in the Faculty Manual. I repeat "must be done in compliance with 
procedures outlined in the Faculty Manual." The initial recommendations are done 
independently by a PTR committee composed of "full-time faculty members excluding 
individuals who, as administrators, have input into personnel decisions", and the 
department chair using the departmentally developed criteria and guidelines. In the 
case of a School that has no department chair, the initial administrative recommendation 
is done by the School Director. These two recommendations go forward to the Dean, 
who makes a separate recommendation and sends all three recommendations to the 
Provost. 

Previous Provosts have agreed that major violations, such as having part-time faculty on 
the PTR committee, a PTR committee and Department Head performing a reappointment 
rather than a tenure review; a candidate's dossier being "lost" in a Dean's Office until 
June; a notice of denial of tenure accidentally left on a Provost's desk until after May 
15th, all warranted the granting of tenure without having a grievance hearing. When 
approached with the facts of these cases, the Provosts involved acknowledged the 
University's failure to "properly notify" and conceded that tenure had already been 
granted as per the Faculty Manual. 

Some Provosts have had their own additional restrictions. Provost and Senior Vice 

President for Academic Affairs David Maxwell, told Department Heads and chairs of 
PTR committees in a series of Seminars sponsored by his office in which Brenda Vander 
Mey and I participated: If a faculty member has been given "Very Good or Excellent" 
annual performance evaluations, you better give me a darn good reason if you do not 
recommend tenure. If you knew David, you know that I toned down the previous quote. 
This type of restriction is not binding upon future Provosts. 

Now to the present. Last May, I started working with several faculty members 
concerning their tenure decisions. One ofwhich dealt with an, I believe, unintentional, 
though major violation of the Faculty Manual procedures. I was informed that the 
Provost when notified of the problem suggested that a grievance be filed. When the 
Hearing Panel supported the faculty member, the Administration's response was 
basically, the procedures in the Faculty Manual do not have to be followed; the Panel did 
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not have the right to make its recommendations; and that the Grievance Board did not 
have the authority to hear the case in the first place. 

In a second case, an administrator apparently admitted to the Hearing Panel certain 
guidelines were not followed in the review process. This hearing panel, also, supported 
the faculty member. The Administration's response was to deny the administrator's 
admission, challenged the authority of the Panel to hear the case, and berated the panel 
for recommending tenure be granted. I quote with permission of the Petitioner "If 
procedures are violated leading to a wrongful decision, then the Hearing Panel should 
request that the parties involved reconsider the decision." 

These two responses are very troubling to me and I hope to you. If violations of the 
Faculty Manual do not matter in cases of tenure, when will they matter? If Hearing 
Panels are attacked for doing voluntary service required by State Law, who will want to 
serve? If the Grievance Board does not have authority to investigate charges of 
misconduct, who does? 

I respectfully submit that the Faculty Manual does NOT allow "do overs" for the 
Administration. In tenure decisions, if the University has acted correctly, the candidate 
should not have tenure. If the Hearing Panel determines that the University has not acted 
correctly, the Faculty Manual requires the Panel state it believes tenure has been 
awarded. The Administration has the right to disagree but only on the facts not with 
rationalizations. To be honest, neither of the responses read as if the respected Academic 
Administrators with whom I am familiar had made them. They read as legalistic tracts 
written by those who have little practical knowledge ofacademic procedures. 

Yesterday morning, I had another Assistant Professor in my office. When I showed him 
the relevant sections of the Faculty Manual, he cheered up and said "They're doing it all 
wrong." I nodded but was thinking, "Yes, but will it even matter?" Given that I no longer 
have confidence that the University administration believes in the protection provided 
faculty members by the Faculty Manual, I feel I cannot look a faculty member in the eye 
and tell them that they have a chance ofwinning a grievance. I must, therefore, submit 
my resignation as a Grievance Counselor to you, President Smathers. 
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DRAFT Version 7.0 

Graduate Tuition: Policy and Procedures (Version 7.0) 

1. Policy 

The Graduate Assistant (headcount) Differential (henceforth, "GAD") will be budgeted and 
accounted as a student fee and an operational expense in the University's budget process and 
accounting system. Funding levels for the graduate assistant differential for teaching and 
research assistantships and for cost share for externally supportedresearch will bepstablishei Deleted: 
through allocations madeby the Dean of the Graduate School basedon the policy directions 
and strategic plans established by the Vice President ofAcademicAffairs and Provost and 
the Vice President for Research and Economic Development, Assistantsnip differentials 
requiring funding in excess of the institutional allocations will be funded through sponsored Deleted:«» 
programs, gifts,auxiliary, PSA,or departmental funding. Eligibility criteriafor graduate 
assistantship differentials will be determined by policies and proceduresapproved by the 
Dean of the Graduate School in accordance with the policy directions and strategic plans 
established by the Vice President of Academic Affairs and Provost and the Vice President for_ 
Research and Economic De\ elopment, Jlevenue collected as a result of this new policy will Deleted: 
be deposited intothe Graduate Assistant Differential Fund. TheGraduate Assistant Deleted: 
Differential Fund will be managed by the Dean of the Graduate School based on the policy 
directions and strategic plans established by the Vice President ofAcademic Affairs and 
Provost, and the Vice President for Research and Economic Development. 

2. Procedures 

a. Eligibility 
i. All full-time (9 semester hours or more), supported (1/4 time support or 

greater) graduate students will be eligible for a£AD. Note: V* time refersf Deleted: Gradual or College 
to 10 hours per week; Vi time to 20 hours per week., Deleted: m\ 

All full time (9 hour) or more), supported ii. .All full-time (9 hours or more), supported (1/4, timeor greater) graduate 
(l/'l'l support) non resident graduate 

studentswill be eligible for a Graduate HealthSubsidy. (Subsidized students will be treated as full lime, 
supported resident graduatestudents forGraduate Healthcare Insurance is not currently available, but the 
tuition purposes.

university is pursuing plans to make this available.) 
Deleted: (Bruce, the above statement is 
confusing and contradicts the 
implementation statements below. Theb. Implementation 
implementation statements below

i. This policy and procedures are effectiveFall.Term of 2005. Grant and adequately spell out the fee and 
differential issues. I think this statementcontract proposalssubmitted after the approval by the BoardofTrustees 
should be removed entirely.) 771\ 

must be reflective of this new policvT 
Deleted::ii. All graduate assistantsare assessedthe approved minimum graduate 
Deleted:assistant/ates for their respective programs, set annuallyby the Graduate

(Deleted: fryDean within the tuition framework approved by the Trustees. 
The GAD will becalculated as the differential between the approved (Deleted 
graduateassistant/ate and the rate that wouldotherwisebepaid by the (Deleted: tuition and fees 

graduate student(non-graduateassistantrate) according to residency (Deleted: tuition and fee 

status. The full value of this differential will be budgeted and accounted 

111. 

1/10/2005 
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for in the university's financial accounting system regardless of fund 
source, 

iv. For the purposes ofgrant submissionand recoveryof the differential 
(allowable costs), the university will seek reimbursement only for the 
difference between the graduate assistant tuition and fees and the normal 
in-state tuition and fees for full-time graduate students. In some instances, 
this differential may be approved by the University as a cost-sharing, 

v. The difference between the in-state rate and the out-of-state rate for 

supported students will be recognized as an institutional expense and will 
be used for cost-sharing on proposals as appropriate. 

vi. Proposals awarded or submitted prior to the effective date will be Deleted: «MI 
Effective M/yy/azz, the Graduate-Fee grandfathered in using policies and procedures in effect on the date of (tltMI.OO) is eliminated.^ 

submission. 

vii. Resubmissions will follow the new policy and procedures for stipend, 
tuition, and fees on the effective date of the resubmission, 

viii. GAD are supplied as either Masters or Doctoral GAD and may not be 
interchanged without the prior approval of the Graduate Dean. 

Cost Sharing on External Proposals 
i. GAD may be used as budgeted cost share on proposals for grants and 

contracts with the approval of the Graduate Dean before submission to the 
Vice President for Research and Economic Development for final 
approval, Approval preference will be given to proposals that require Deleted:. J 
mandatory cost share, use by non-tenured tenure-track faculty, and for 
doctoral students, 

ii. This policy does not impact other traditional sources of cost-sharing for 
grants and contracts. This policy merely expands the resources available 
to P.I.'s and departments for cost-sharingv Deleted: Other sources ofcost share? 

Should that be cited here? 

Minimum Stipends 
i. A minimum stipend for graduate assistants will be established annually for 

each departmentby the Dean of the GraduateSchool and the College 
Dean. The stipend level will be set to be at or above the 50% level of 
objective data from peer institutions(US News Public-DoctoralTop 35) 
for each program. The College Dean may request the Graduate Dean to 
waive this requirement on a program by program basis. 

e. Fiscal Considerations 

i. Research grants and contracts, and auxiliaries are expected to pay full 
tuition or to have cost share identified, 

ii. College Stipends and Differentials 
1. Stipends. As is the current practice, stipends will be funded within 

the E&G budget blocks currently available to each dean. One 
Deleted: � The Universityshall provide intent of this revised policy/procedures is to generate additional 
College Deans with budgeted E&G 

revenue to be utilized to enhance stipends in the future,. support to be utilised for stipends. For 
FYtX (July 1, MM June 30,2006) the 
magnitude of this amount shall be the 
same as was provided for FYOS. 

I 2. 1/10/2005 

https://tltMI.OO
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2. Additional Differentials. Colleges may, at their discretion, provide 
a GAD using funds at the College's disposal, 

iii. The Universityshall provide the GraduateSchoolwith budgetedE&G 
support to be utilized for GAD. This support may only be utilized for 
GAD and may not be transferred to or utilized for any other expenditure 
category, nor may it be carried forward from one FY to the next or used in 
any fashion to offset budget deficits on a unit by unit or college by college 
basis. For FY06 (July 1,2005-June 30,2006) the number ofGAD shall 
be the same as were utilized in FY05 (fall 2004) on a college by college 
basis. 

1. Masters GAD. The Graduate School shall provide the colleges 
with Masters GAD. 

2. Doctoral GAD. The Graduate School shall provide the colleges 
with Doctoral GAD. 

3. Subsequent years. GAD are allocated to Colleges by the Graduate 
Dean based on performance, broadly reflecting graduate 
enrollment growth (particularly doctoral enrollment growth), 
growth in numbers of graduate degrees awarded (particularly, 
numbers of doctoral or terminal degrees), growth in instructional 
efforts of graduate students (particularly those documented by 
credit hours taught by graduate students), and support of the 
roadmap and emphasis areas. Annual adjustments may be made as 
recommended to and approved hv the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost and the Vice President for Research and 

Economic Development. 
iv. GAD Fund (GADF). All (100%) tuition and fee revenue recovered from 

the graduate assistant fee differential, including tuition and fees charged to 
external sponsors, enabled by the new policy shall be deposited in a 
Graduate Fee Differential Fund GADF) to be allocated based on the policy 
directions and stratcaic plans established by the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs and Provost and the Vice President for Research and 

Economic Development. 

1. Fund reIe\ ant graduate research initiatives. Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

2. Masters GAD. The GADF may be utilized to supply Masters (Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 1 
GADV Deleted:! "j 

3. Doctoral GAD. The GADF may be utilized to supply Doctoral (Deleted: j ) 
GAD, Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

4. The GADF may be used to supply Masters or Doctoral GAD that 
Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

are used as Cost Share on proposals to external sponsors. 
Deleted: For the fall of1005, the

5. Graduate Health Subsidy. The GADF may be utilized to supply a Graduate Health Subsidy will be MM per 
eligible student. Graduate Health Subsidy. . 

(^Stipend Supplements. The GADF may be utilized to supply Formatted: Bullets and Numbering 

stipend supplements, on an individual, program, college, or Deleted: 
Stipend Supplement will be tSOO.OO peruniversity wide basis, 
mill fui full time (9 houra or more) 

7. On an annual basis, the Graduate Dean, in consultation with the supported (full support) Mudets-w 
doctoral piugiBJiu and 110000 per term College Deans, will make a recommendation to the VPAA and for full time (9 hours or more) supported 
(full support) students in masters program 

1/10/2005 
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Provost and the Vice President for Research and Economic 

Development for changes in items #3 and#4 above. 
8. Residual Funds in the GADF. Positivefand balances in the GADJ Deleted: tgj^j 

carry forward year to year. The Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Provost and the Vice President for Research and 

Economic Development in consultation with theGraduate Dean (Deleted: t 
andjhe College Deans, will increase (decrease) expenditures from[ Deleted:, in consultation with 
the GADF on anpneoing basis with the objective of increasing thd Deleted: annual 
numbers of Masters. Doctoral and Cost Share GAD, the size of the 

Health Subsidy, and the size ofthe stipend supplement, while 
maintaining a positive fund balance. 

9. Graduate Fee. The GADF may be utilized to supply support to 
reduce or eliminate the Graduate Fee. 

| 4 .1/10/2005 
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BAC Notes. January 2005. 

Budget Accountability Committee 
Notes from Meetings/Updates 

January 2005 

I. BAC Meeting, 9 November, 2004; 1:00-2:15 p.m., 110 Brackett Hall 

Present: Ron Addis, Brett Dalton, Harold Huff, Greg Gilbert, Charles Gooding, Rosa 
Grayden, Beth Kunkel, Lawrence Nichols, Robbie Nicholson, Jessica Swink, Catherine 
Watt, Curtis White, Brenda Vander Mey (Chair) 

I. Approved the minutes of the October 5,2004 meeting. 

II. Reviewed and discussed the draft document pertaining to the methodology for the 
Compensation Patterns Study (Catherine Watt) 

III. Reviewed and discussed the proposed methodology for the Total Compensation 
Analysis 

IV. Deferred review of drafts of the $30,000-50,000 and $50,000+ lists 

V. Reviewed and slightly amended the Philosophy of Compensation document 

VI. Agreedto invite the Executive/Advisory Committees of the Classified Staff Senate, 
Faculty Senate and Extension Senate to review Philosophy of Compensation 
document, giving December 15,2004 as the deadline for reports from these 
entities. 

VII. Reported that BAC had receivedno response fromthe Organization of Department 
and Academic Chairs, as per salary reports by discipline. 

II. BAC Meeting, 3 December 2004; 3:30-4:40 p.m., 110 Brackett Hall 

Present: Brett Dalton, Harold Huff, Rosa Grayden, Beth Kunkel, Lawrence Nichols, 
Curtis White, Brenda Vander Mey (Chair) 

I. Amended(addeda few names ofpersonspresent) and approved the minutes of the 
November 9,2004 meeting. 

II. Reviewed the $30,000-50,000 and $50,000+ lists 
Discussed having a column that could contain codes for explaining some of the 
larger salary changes. Also discussed the timing of the release of the final 
versions of these reports as per timelines on grievance procedures. Release also, 
ideally, would be timed with preview by media with interest in these reports. 
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III. Discussed methodology for the Total Compensation Study 
The Faculty SenateFinance Committee will be providing comments regarding 
this study. To be considered are base salary, dual employmentpayments, 
overload payments. 

IV. Discussed methodology for the CompensationPatterns Study 
The BAC discussed ensuring that the variable "race" was used rather than 
"majority" (as in eithera member of the majority or else a minority). The BAC 
prefers that the variable "race" beused and that there be at least three codes: 
African American, White, and Other. 

Also suggested was the addition of a variable for identifying citizenship/resident 
status. 

Other variables that will be included are: position/rank; tenure status; years in 
rank/position; years of services; terminal degree; performance (EPMS or Faculty); 
pay source. 

Fred Switzer and Herman Senter will be conducting an independent validity study 
of the same data. 

V. Discussed Philosophy ofCompensation draft document 
Apparently, while members of the FacultySenateExecutive/Advisory Committee 
received a copy of this draft document, they did not receive the cover memo, so 
they took no action. 

The BAC made a few comments and suggestions as per their own input on the 
document, and those which Lawrence Nichols received from President Barker and 
Clay Steadman. 

VI. Other 

The recent proposed Faculty Manual change, which would increase summer 
salary compensation from 3.25% of a faculty member's pay base per credit hour 
to 4.16% per credit hour: It is estimated that this increase will cost between $1.1 
and $1.2 million, based on summer salary payouts last year. 
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111. Updates/Announcements 

I. The Oklahoma State University Faculty Salary Survey is available at Institutional 
Research's website: 

http://www.clemson.edii/oir/selectedReports/OklahomaHome.htm 

II. Robert Bacon sent to Brenda Vander Mey the report/response re Clemson's 
Philosophy of Compensation from the Executive Committee ofExtension Senate. 
This has been sent to members of the BAC. 

III. Dr. Joe Culin sent to Brenda Vander Mey the 2003-2004 CEDA (Council of 
Entomological Department Administrators) Report. This report contains 
information from 42 (of 52) Entomology departments/programs in the United 
States re faculty salaries, Entomology enrollments, graduation projections, 
graduate student stipends, and graduate student employment. This report has 
been sent to members of the BAC. 

IV. Initial Fall 2004 Salary Reports were sent by Catherine Watt to the Library and to 
Cathy Sturkie. Cathy Sturkie sent these to Faculty Senate members. 

V. The final Fall 2004 Salary Reports for Clemson University personnel will be posted 
on the Institutional Research website on January 15,2005: 
http://www.clemson.edu/oir/selectedReports/analyses.htm 
You will note that the column previously used to report monthly rate now is being 
used to provide explanations for salary changes. 

Submitted, 

(Brenda J. 'Vander Mey 

http://www.clemson.edu/oir/selectedReports/analyses.htm
http://www.clemson.edii/oir/selectedReports/OklahomaHome.htm


BRIEF Progress Report 
Faculty Senate Select Committee on Land Use 

January 28, 2005 

In the last few weeks, the Committee met with President Barker several times to finalize 
the proceedings and content of the Town Meeting held yesterday. The President agreed 
to provide two handouts to all attendees at the meeting: 1) An information sheet 
describing what the forest is now, and 2) A proposed set of Guiding Principles on the 
Land Use property that was developed by our committee. 

Our initial draft of the Guiding Principles embodied statements that were largely in 
agreement (about 75%) with a previous set that the President developed in April, 2004. 
After the two meetings above, both the President and the Faculty Senate Committee 
agreed on 8 statements. At the Town Meeting, the President read both the Preface to the 
Guiding Principles as well as the 8 statements and indicated his support of these. 

A short summary of the Town Meeting involves three major points: 
1) Attendees would like to see additional layers ofprotection for the lands 
2) As per the Guiding Principles, the President will appoint a Land Use Advisory 
Committee and charge them with the development of a Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan 

3) The President needs a revenue stream from the Land Use property 

Over the next few weeks, the Committee will summarize our work to date, and will begin 
to prepare a final report to the Faculty Senate. 
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FEBRUARY 8, 2005 

1. Call to Order: President Webb M. Smathers, Jr., called the meeting to 
order at 2:33 p.m. and then welcomed and recognized guests. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes of January 11, 2005 
were approved as corrected. The General Faculty and Staff Minutes of December 15, 
2004 were approved as written. 

3. "Free Speech" Period: None 

4. SpecialOrders of the Day: Terry Don Phillips, Athletic Director -
announced that the West End Zone construction project has been approved by the Board 
of Trustees to enter into a contract. Information was provided on negative decisions 
regarding a Thursday night football game during the Thanksgiving holiday, Labor Day 
weekend, and games played on Sundays for television exposure. Mr. Phillips noted that 
coaches salaries are based on the marketplace to which they react and that within the 
ACC, Clemson coaches' salaries are average. It was also stated that Clemson is in a 
facility development stage in reaction to the competitive market. 

Cecil Huey, Faculty Representative to the NCAA - began by stating that the NCAA is 
undergoing evolution following its reorganization. The Board of Directors, comprised of 
university presidents, is assuming the responsibility for reform, particularly in the area of 
academic concerns. Changes have been made to the academic standards that student 
athletes must meet to maintain eligibility. The new standard is based on a five-year linear 
progression toward graduation. A new means of assessing overall academic success for 
teams and programs is being put into place and is a better measure than the current 
graduation rates computation. It will become the basis for penalties that will be imposed 
on athletics programs with poor academic records for student athletes. 

There was a brief discussion of the admissions review process for student athletes who do 
not meet normal admission standards. A review committee assesses each prospective 
studentathlete who falls in this category and makes a recommendation to the Director of 
Admission. Admission denials may be appealed to the Provost by the Director of 
Athletics on a case by case basis. 



Professor Huey also reported that expansion of the Atlantic Coast Conference from nine 
to twelve members is going well. He commented that the Conference is organized such 
that revenues, including bowl game receipts, are shared equally among the member 
institutions. He further noted that in the Atlantic Coast Conference, institutional votes 
are cast by the Faculty Athletics Representatives and feels that the practice preserves a 
significant faculty voice in Conference affairs. 

Professor Huey commented further that in most cases where institutions have 
experienced embarrassing instances of academic dishonesty or fraud that involved 
student athletes, there had been a point where a single faculty member could have 
prevented the problem. He encouraged faculty to apply normal prudence in 
administering classes and to handle student athletes as they do all students. 

Bill D'Andrea, Senior Associate Athletic Director - noted that the Student Athletic 
Enrichment Program, directed by Phil Grayson, is comprised of several components 
including (1) academics; (2) personal growth and development; (3) career enhancement; 
(4) role of "giving back to the community;" and (5) athletics. He stated that this program 
deals with the whole person and that it is important to have a partnership with the faculty. 

A question and answer period followed. 

Catherine Watt, Director of the Office of Institutional Research, informed the 
Senators that if her office receives individual requests, that the salary reports will be 
shared in Excel format. For security purposes, the reports appear on the web in only PDF 
format. 

5. Slate of Officers: President Smathers announced that presentations by 
candidates will be held prior to balloting at the March 8th Faculty Senate meeting. 

6. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees 

1) Policy Committee: Chair Fran McGuire submitted the Committee 
Report dated January 18, 2005 (Attachment A) and noted the items that this year's 
Committee will retain. 

2) Welfare Committee: Chair Donna Winchell submitted the 
Committee Report dated January 25, 2005 (Attachment B) and the Report on Faculty 
Benefits dated January, 2005 (Attachment C). Senator Winchell than described the 
recommendations contained within the Benefits Report. Mr. Lawrence Nichols requested 
that he be contacted about flaws in the Benefits Program. 



3) Scholastic Policies Committee: Chair Peter Kiessler submitted the 
Committee Report dated February 8,2005 and briefly described (Attachment D). 

4) Research Committee: Chair Sean Williams submitted the 
Committee Report dated February 8, 2005 and briefly described (Attachment E). 

5) Finance Committee: Chair Beth Kunkel submitted and briefly 
described the Committee's Progress Report (Attachment F). 

b. University Commissions and Committees Reports: None 

c. Grievance I and II Activity Reports: President Smathers, Chair of the 
Faculty Senate Advisory Committee, and Senator Kunkel, Chair of the University 
Grievance Board, respectively submitted and briefly explained the Activity Reports for 
Grievance I Procedures and Grievance II Procedures (Attachment G). President 
Smathers also noted that three Faculty Manual Violation allegations have either 
completed or are in process. 

6. President's Report: President Smathers reported that: 
a. undergraduate applications are up and records are being broken. We 

have received 12,400 applications for 2,400 freshman slots. 
b. academic integrity cases are up significantly as compared with last 

year. The University is looking at buying a program where faculty can check for 
plagiarism. 

c. the Provost's Office will try to get freshmen in more classes than they 
are getting into now. President Barker has recommended smaller classes, especially 
math. 

d. the Provost has asked Institutional Research to work on a computer 
program that identifies a class, if it were continued or not, and what kind of impact it 
would have university-wide on other curricula at the University. 

e. there are 39 undergraduate research teams this spring and there may be 
100 this fall. 

f. the Provost will present Roadmap II (looking only at infrastructure but 
will include faculty salaries) to the Board of Trustees in April. 

g. Terry Don Phillips and Almeda Jacks will look at sportsmanship 
surrounding athletic issues and events on February 16,2005. 

h. the President and Vice President of the Faculty Senate and the Faculty 
Representative to the Board attended the Board of Trustees meeting recently held in 
Columbia and things went well. The relationship between the Board and the Faculty 
Senate is a good one. 

i. standing committees were to look at the Report from the ad hoc 
Committee on Professional Responsibility and report back to President Smathers. He 
would like to complete this business with a vote this term and asked the Policy 
Committee to make a recommendation. 
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j. the Faculty Senate Endowment was established by former Faculty 
Senate President Alan Schaffer and contributions would be greatly appreciated. 

k. Professor and Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees Alan 
Grubb reported that representatives from Phi Beta Kappa will be on campus soon. 

7. Old Business: None 

8. New Business: 

a. The proposed Faculty Manual change, VI.I/J. Faculty Participation in 
College and Departmental Governance, was submitted by Senator McGuire. No 
discussion transpired. Vote to accept proposed change was taken and passed 
unanimously (Attachment H). 

b. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Appendix C, Changes in the 
Evaluation Form, was submitted by Senator McGuire. An amendment was offered and 
accepted. No discussion transpired. Vote to accept proposed change was taken and 
passed unanimously (Attachment I). 

9. Announcements: 

a. There will be a Phi Beta Kappa site visit in March. 

b. The Faculty Senate Annual Spring Reception will be held on April 12, 
2005 immediately following the meeting at the Madren Center. 

c. Senator Hare announced that the impressive work of faculty in the 
Department of Graphic Communications is now portrayed in the faculty display at the 
FirstSun Connector between the Martin Inn and the Madren Center. Senator Hare urged 
the Senators to stop by and look at it. 

10. Open Discussion ON the Record: 
a. Regarding teaching evaluations, Senator Warner stated the importance 

of tracking students. What is their record coming in and out of class? There is no system 
in place to do this. Is there a privacy concern? The issue is effectiveness. 

Regarding online teaching evaluations, Senator Williams stated that the 
Departmental Personnel Committee is advising faculty not to use online forms because 
they are difficult to track and that somehow reports do not get generated to faculty 
evaluation committee easily. 

Senator McGuire noted that evaluations from the fall semester have not 

yet been returned. The facilitation return process is very slow if faculty choose not to do 
online evaluations. 



President Smathers will discuss these matters with Debbie Jackson and 

will ask if there is enough data for a comparison. 

b. Senator John Meriwether commented on student behavior regarding 
grade redemption. He believes the students are trying to take advantage of the system 
and suggests Clemson consider changing the policy back to what it was before it was 
eliminated. Senator Kiessler stated that we are seeing evidence that basic skills have 
been going down dramatically. He believes that students are learning how to take tests, 
but not necessarily learningto understand the material. 

c. Senator Michelle Martin brought up the issue of nine-month faculty 
being able to spread their income over twelve months. President Smathers replied that it 
could happen this next academic cycle. He will mention this request again to Lawrence 
Nichols, Director of Human Resources. 

11. Adjournment The meeting was adjourned by President Smathers at 5:10 
p.m. 

12. Open Discussion OFF the Record 

Eleanor Hare, Secretary 

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: G. Birrenkott, G. Zehnder, C. White (D. Layne for), C. Pury (R. Campbell for), 
T. Churan, S. Bhaduri, M. Ellison, B. Logan 
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DRAFT Minutes of the Policy Committee 
January 18, 2005 

205 Cooper Library 

Attending: Fran McGuire (chair), Cindy Pury, Bryan Simmons, 
Webb Smathers 

Guests: Eleanor Hare, Connie Lee, Pat Smart, Cathy Sturkie, Holley Ulbrich 

Changes to Form 3 in Appendix C: The Committee voted to change "I have 
read the Chair's evaluation" to "I have read and received a copy of the 
Chair's evaluation" and change "I have read the Dean's comments" to "I have 
read and received a copy of the Dean's comments." During this discussion it 
was discovered that some of the Committee were using an outdated copy of 
Form 3. (When the Faculty Manual was updated in August 2004, the new 
Faculty Manual Editor had not taken office and the appendices were not 
updated until a week or two after the text was updated. Thus, faculty who 
updated the appendices at the time of the text update may have incorrect 
copies of Appendix C forms.) The Committee will ask Senators to check that 
their versions of the manual are current. 

Faculty governance in the Faculty Manual. Text for the new sections on 
college governance and departmental governance was considered at the 
November meeting of the Committee. Unanimous approval as amended. This 
text is to be sent to the February Senate meeting. 

Faculty rights in student grievances. When a student grievance is brought 
against a faculty member, administrators are notified. If the hearing panel 
finds for the faculty member, there should be some provision for this 
notation and disclaimer in the personnel file. There have been other 
complaints. Cindy Pury will look into this. 

Interdisciplinary Studies. If a curriculum involves multiple departments, the 
curriculum should be approved by all departments concerned. Problems may 
occur if the curriculum concerns only one or two faculty in a department. 
Oversight is needed to insure problems do not occur. Suggest talk to Bruce 
Ransom. No action. 

Procedure for establishing Institutes/Centers. There should be heavy 
faculty involvement to initiate institutes and centers. No action. 
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pririge funding for Research Professors. The Committee would be willing to 
discuss bridge funding from a rollover bank, but not from E&G funds. At 
present, E&G funds may not be used for Research Professors. Eleanor Hare 
will look into how bridge funding works at the University of Georgia. 

FAS credit fpi_ service learning. The Committee recommends changing 
"Instructional Activities" on Forms 1 and 2 to "Other Instructional 
Activities" and including service learning in the description on page 2 of 
Appendix C. There are other examples that should be cited, such as 
directing undergraduate research. This topic will be revisited at the 
February Policy Committee meeting. 

Spousal and duster hires. Postponed to the February Committee meeting. 
A letter from Byron Wylie (Access and Equity) will be distributed to 
Committee members. 

Redefining the lecturer rank and/or establishing a teaching faculty position. 
Topic will not be considered by the Committee this year. Webb Smathers 
suggested that he and Connie Lee appoint a committee that would carry over 
to the next Senate. This committee should also consider PSA titles. 

Wording related to grievances in the Faculty Manual. Webb Smathers has 
called a meeting for old and new GP-2 committees and GP-1 committee. Wait 
on this until after that meeting. 

Chair vs. Head title in the Faculty Manual. The Organization of Academic 
Department Chairs will be asked for input. 

Policy Committee role in changes in faculty evaluation. The procedures for 
renewal of appointment, tenure, and promotion specify "In cases where 
there is no department chair, the administrative recommendation is made by 
the school director." Holley Ulbrich was asked to draft similar language for 
the sections on annual evaluation and post tenure review. 

pmeritus College. Needs to be acknowledged in the Faculty Manual. Holley 
Ulbrich will talk to Jerry Reel and Diane Smathers. Should the Emeritus 
College have some representation in the Senate? 
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Meeting ofthe Welfare Committee 
ofthe Faculty Senate 

January 24,2005 

Attending: Donna Winchell, chair; Tom Straka; Rachel Mayo 

Before the meeting a draft ofthe report on benefits had been circulated electronically to 
the members ofthe committee. At the meeting, hard copies with appendices were 
distributed, and revisions were made. The changes suggested will be incorporated, and 
the revised version will be circulated to the committee for further suggestions. 

Since several members ofthe committee were unable to attend, the presentation ofthe 
report to the full Senate may needto bedelayed if it needs to be presented to 
Executive/Advisory first. 
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Report on Faculty Benefits 

The Welfare Committee ofthe Faculty Senate was charged during Academic Year 2004-
05 with the task ofanalyzing and reporting on faculty benefits. Benefitswas broadly 
defined as any advantages that come with employment at Clemson University exclusive 
of salary, which is studied extensively by other groups. 

How Are Faculty Made Aware of the Benefits Available to Them? 

New Faculty. Members ofthe committee reviewed the packet ofinformation given new 
faculty at New Faculty Orientation. The Office ofHuman Resources, however, is to be 
commended for the recent launching ofits Online New Faculty Orientation, which makes 
available in electronic form the many documents previously distributed in hard copy. 
New faculty still have the option ofattending an orientation meeting, but the online 
version has the advantage ofletting new faculty members work through the masses of 
orientation material at their convenience before the end oftheir first month of 
employment. After completing the online orientation, each meets with a benefits 
counselor. The onlineorientation is also a valuable resource for any current faculty 
member who would like to review benefits or for prospective faculty. There is a link to 
the online orientation on the faculty/staff page ofthe Clemson home page: 
www.clemson.edu/humres/Training^Develop/new orient/welcome.htm. 

Job Candidates. While new faculty are systematically informed oftheir benefits, there is 
no systematic way ofinformingjob candidatesofthe benefits ofworking at Clemson. 
We askedthe Provost and all deans for any informationthat they, other college 
administrators, or department chairs could provide about what reasons, other than salary, 
job candidates have for not choosingto come to Clemson. As we expected, the 
information compiledwas anecdotal since no formal recordsarekept ofwhy candidates 
decide not to accept job offers. These arethe answers the committee got (with duplicate 
answers omitted): 

• Diversity, or lack thereof 
• Poorer health benefits 

• Fewerjobs for spouses 
• Lack of free or discounted tuition for spouses or children 
• Inadequate space and basicstart-up necessities such asequipment 
• Teaching expectations not consistent with research expectations 
• Lack or and/or poorquality office space 

Not all ofthese reasons fall underthe heading ofbenefits. Ofthose that do, the reasons 
most often cited werelack ofjobs for spouses and ofinadequate work space andother 
start-upnecessities. The Provost has already reported to the Senate the need to factor 
money for start-up packages intothe plans for hiring the large number ofnew faculty that 
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Clemson will be seeing over the nextfew years. Individual departments, however, report 
that the lack ofjobs for spouseshasbeen a major factor in failing to hire the best 
candidates available. 

Attempts by the Welfare Committee to determine the extent to which jobs for spouses 
were a factor in decisionsnot to acceptjob offersagain led only to anecdotal evidence. 

• The Michelin Career Center on occasion works with spouses to locate appropriate 
jobs. Senate President-Elect Connie Lee hasworked with various Chambers of 
Commerce in the area, and Flora Riley in the Career Center keeps pre-made 
packages ofinformation from them togive to new hires and theirspouses. 

• The Clemson Chamber ofCommerce keeps a jobs file that spouses can use as a 
resource. 

• One problem pointed out by ChiefHuman Resources OfficerLawrenceNichols is 
that spousescannot be offeredjobs at Clemsonwithout allowing other job 
applicants equal access. In some cases, private funding hasbeenfound to finance 
positions for spouses. 

One conclusion reached by the WelfareCommittee was that Clemsoncould do a better 
job of"selling" itselfto prospective hires bydevising a better and more systematic means 
ofhelpingwith spousal hires. 

Current Faculty. Manycurrentfaculty eitherdo not take the timeor do not know how 
to keep informed about theirbenefits andchanges in them. TheBenefits Fairheld each 
fall is poorly attended by faculty, although staffattendin larger numbers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Next year's Welfare Committee should work with Dr. Summer Taylor, Director 
of Advanced Writing in the English department, to have an advanced writing class 
create as a class project a booklet about benefits that could be distributed to every 
job candidate. Dr.Taylor will locate a class in the fall to take on die Welfare 
Committee as a client to produce such a booklet This booklet could include, among 
other information, the Web address for the New Faculty Orientation and 
information about resources for finding jobs for spouses. 

2. Lawrence Nichols is to be commended for his regular attendance at Faculty 
Senate meetings.The Welfare Committee recommends that he be invited each 
September (orat any otherappropriate time during the year) to inform the Senate 
of any majorchanges in benefits. The senators couldthen pass the information 
along to the faculty they represent A reminder from the senatorsmight also 
encourage more faculty to take advantage of the BenefitsFair. Those attending the 
Benefits Fair come away with all sorts of information and free items and have a 
chance to talk to Human Resources personnel about their own plans. 

3. The senators should also immediately notify their faculty of the existence ofthe 
OnlineNewFacultyOrientation as a resource for keeping themselves better 
informed about benefits. 



4. A more systematic means should be designed for helping faculty spouses make 
use of the Michdin Career Center and the resources available through the 
Chambers ofCommerce. The contacts with Chambers ofCommerce in the area 
that Connie Lee has established should be maintained. 

5. The Office ofHuman Resources in the past sent faculty an annual hard copy of 
their benefits statement That office should consider what the most cost efficient 
means would be for reinstating annual benefits statements. 

How Do Clemson's Benefits Compare with Those of Neighboring State 
Universities? 

Extensive information about the state's EmployeeInsurance Program is available from 
the South Carolina Budget and ControlBoard. Appendix A provides a 2004 comparison 
ofthe cost ofSouth Carolina's State Health Plan and U.S. averages. For the purposes of 
comparison, thenation was divided into four regions, and the State Health Plan was 
found to be less expensive than the U.S. averageand regional averages(which take into 
account different levels ofcoverage such as employee only, employee/spouse, 
employee/child, etc.): 

The cost of the SC State Health Plan is 
• 16 percent lowerthan the Southern average 
• 23 percent lowerthan the Western average 
• 34 percent lowerthan the Midwesternaverage 
• 34 percent lowerthan the Northeasternaverage 
• 27 percent lower than the U.S. average 

The SouthCarolinaplan compares thus with the Southernregion: 

South South Carolina 

Employer $373.83 $286.75 

Employee $101.79 $114.90 

Total $475.62 $401.65 

The 2004edition of 50 State Survey: A Composite Analysis ofSouth Carolina s State 
Health PlanStandardOption Rates Compared toState PlansAcross the Nation, 
compiled by the South Carolina Budget and Control Board Division ofInsurance & 
Grants Services (Appendix B), is a 14-page document detailing the study on which these 
figures are based. Analyzing thecost ofhealth insurance, of course, isnot thesame as 
analyzing what benefits the University and its employees getfor their money. The 2004 
edition of the50 State Survey for thefirst timecompared SouthCarolina's insurance plan 
design with that ofother states inthe Southern region. The conclusion drawn in that 
document isthat "[i]n comparison to the 13 other statesin the South, South Carolina's 
plan design remained competitive" (5). 



Another publication by the same body, The Value ofHealth Care Benefits (Appendix C), 
explains howthe State Insurance Program has attempted to remain competitive through 
times of soaring healthcare costs. Among the most relevant data arethese: 

• There were no subscriber premium increases from 1991 through 2000. 
• Between 1991 and 2000, when subscriber premiums were not raised, the average 

expenditure per person increased 88 percent. Employers aloneabsorbed the 
additional cost in premiums. 

• Even with the 2004 ratechanges, employers will pay 72% ofthe total cost to 
cover each employee. 

Only a detailed study by anoutside firm, however, could fully document the valuein 
health carethat faculty aregetting for their money. Such a study was beyond the 
resources ofthe Welfare Committee. 

In analyzing these data, faculty shouldkeep in mind that the term "State Programs'' is 
used to referto the whole packageofoptions that the statehas chosen to offer its 
employees. Under that umbrella, "The State Health Programs" include not only the 
Economy, Standard, andMedicare Supplemental(retirees only) that together comprise 
the "State HealthPlans" administered by Blue Cross/Blue Shield of South Carolina, but 
also the Health Maintenance Organizations (Companion, CIGNA and MUSC options). 
(See Appendix D.) At this time, approximately 90% of faculty choose one ofthe State 
Health Plans administered by Blue Cross/Blue Shield. 

Appendices E and F providethe most recent comparisonofhealth plansoffered to 
faculty. 

Are There Options to the State Programs? 

The questionhasbeen raised whetherClemson University shouldconsider droppingout 
ofthe State Programs, which includes the dental, life insurance, long term disability, long 
term care, MoneyPlus, and the Vision CareDiscount programs aswell as the health plan. 
This is an optionchosen by the City ofClemson. According to Mr. Nichols, however, the 
first step in that direction would be to hirean independentconsulting firm to study the 
University's options—at the cost ofup to $200,000. Mr. Nichols adds that Clemson 
should consider such a move only ifthe University is prepared to permanently shoulder 
the financial burdenofit own insurance programand that such a move toward 
privatization would be welcomedby stateofficials eager to further cut funding to higher 
education 

RECOMMENDATION: 

6. The Welfare Committee recommends that Clemson seek less drastic means of 
bringing about increased awareness ofand needed changes in the health programs 
rather than withdrawing from the State Programs. 



7. As far as the committee could ascertain, no one from Clemson is directly involved 
in negotiating the contracts between the state of South Carolina and Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield and between the state and the other insurance companies that 
administer the HMO's, the life insurance programs, the long term care insurance, 
the long term disability insurance, MoneyPlus, and the Vision Care Discount 
Program. The committee's recommendation is that Mr. Nichob or some other 
appropriate administrator be asked to investigate and report to the Faculty Senate 
on how negotiations take place and, given the number of faculty and staff involved, 
how Clemson might use the power of its numbers to be represented at those 
negotiations. 

How Can Problems with Benefits Programs Be Addressed? 

Most ofthe complaints reported to the committee and to Mr. Nichols have to do with the 
health programs. Somespecificexampleshad to do with problemswith the plan design 
and illustrate the frustration faculty sometimes feel in dealing with the state insurance 
program. For example, the insurance companies will sometimes not allowthe number of 
pills prescribed by a doctor. Theallowable 30-day supply falls short ofa 31-day need, 
requiring phonecallsto the prescribing doctor and oftenrepeated visits to the pharmacy. 
Some preventive health visitssuchas annual gynecological exams are not covered. 

Other complaintshave to do with the cost to the faculty member. The most common 
complaints to Mr. Nichols areaboutpremium rates, the amount ofthe co-pay, the new 
charge for doctors' visits, andthe need to redo paperwork because ofchangesin the plan. 

Recommendation 7 above, ifimplemented,might involve Clemson in the shaping ofthe 
health plans. In the meantime, the committee makesthis furtherrecommendation: 

RECOMMENDATION: 
8. Mr. Nichob is the liaison between Clemson faculty and those who administer the 
state health plans. Changes in the plans are more likely to come if there is a pattern 
of complaints. Faculty senators should notify their faculty to send to Mr. Nichols 
letters detailing problems that they have encountered with plan design. He can then 
compile these complaints under a cover letter and forward them to the proper 
person in Columbia. 

In other, sometimes related cases, the problemsreported by facultyhave had to do with 
the handling ofclaims. Krissy Kaylor, CU Benefits Coordinator, explained to the 
committee that the proper procedure is to try to resolve any difficulty with a claim with 
the insurance provider. Both Mrs. Kaylorand Mr. Nichols, however, stressed if2-3 
phone calls donot resolve the problem, faculty should feel free to contact one ofthe 
insurancecounselors in Human Resources. Budget cuts, however, have led to the cutting 
ofone counselor position. 



RECOMMENDATION: 

9. Faculty senators should inform their faculty that insurance counselors are 
available to help resolve claims problems if a resolution cannot be reached after 
repeated calls to the insurance provider. 

10. The committee recommends that Human Resources receive new funding to 
replace the insurance counselor lost to budget cuts. 

What Benefits Enhance Clemson University as a Place to Work? 
The advantages ofgroup rates on insurance 
Competitive rates for health insurance 
A range ofoptions in health insurance 
A liberal policy on sick days, vacation days, and annual leave 
Excellent retirement insurance 

A good range ofsupplemental retirement options 
A good range ofoptions for long-term care, long-term disability 
The services offered to faculty and to the community by the Sullivan Center 
Free enrollment for faculty in a limited number ofClemson courses for credit 
An Office ofHuman Resources willing to work with the Faculty Senate 
The natural beauty ofthe area 

What Other Benefits Could Enhance Clemson University as a Place to 
Work? 
Basedon the research done by the WelfareCommittee and the committee's subsequent 
discussions, it seems clear that a major need on the Clemson campus is child care for 
faculty members. The members ofthe committee were not able to locate an earlier study 
ofthe needfor child care, but one argumentmade against the University's instituting a 
child care program at that time was the impact that move would have on private pre-
schools in the area. As any parent ofa pre-schooler knows, however, the private pre-
schools inClemsontend to havewaitinglists. Theyalso do not keep hoursdesignedwith 
working parentsin mind. Most are openonlyuntil noon, with some children staying until 
2 PM A child-care facility on campuscould also servethe needs offaculty and graduate 
students at the lower end ofthe incomescale who may find the tuition at the existing pre-
schools prohibitive. A lab school associated with the university would offer endless 
opportunities for students in the School ofEducation. 

Another benefit currently missing is tuition waivers for spouses and children of 
faculty. As at most ofour peer institutions, faculty at Clemson may take a limited 
number offree hours ofcoursework. There is currently, however, no financial relief 
offered to spouses or children offaculty who wish to attend Clemson. The same was true 
at the peer institutionswe studied—North Carolina State, the University ofNorth 
Carolina, the UniversityofTennessee, and the UniversityofGeorgia. IfClemsonis 
lookingfor ways to live up to the idea ofthe Clemson Family, however, it should make it 
easier forqualified spouses andchildren offaculty to become a part ofthatfamily. 
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Another requestthat has beenbrought before the committee is that Clemson makeevery 
effortto makecomplete women's preventive health coveragea part ofour insurance 
plans. In that area, there iscurrently better coverage for the treatment of illness than for 
the prevention ofillness. 

Another growing needthat faculty haveis elder care fortheiraging parents. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
11. Provost Helms and Cheryl Dye are beginning work during spring 2005 with an 
undergraduate research groupon the issue of childcare for the University.The 
Welfare Committee recommends that representatives from that group be invited to 
report to the Senateat one of its meetings next year.That shouldbe only a starting 
point, however. The faculty need to be surveyed onceagain u to child-care needs, 
and the results of that survey need to be reported to the Board ofTrustees. The 
same survey could also be used to poll faculty on the need and projected need for 
elder care for their parents. 

12. Any negotiations with those who administer the state's insurance plans should 
stress the need for complete women's preventive health coverage. 

13. The appropriate administrators should be asked to discuss with the Senate the 
feasibility of tuition waivers for faculty spouses and children. 
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Health tauraace la one of the key braefits 
an employer can offer a prospective employee, 
Along with salary, location, schools, and other 
variables, health insurance cnverafe weighs 
heavily in the minds of many when contem 
plating 4i job opportunity II is also a factor in 
deciding when to leave a job. 

Employe** reap the rewards of providing 
good health benefits. These benefits, when 
utilized properly, improve the overall health of 
the employer** workforce, which leads to 
improvements in the efficiency of their opera 
tions Another bonus to employers who offer 
attractive health benefits is a reduction in 
the unwanted turnover of top workew. 

Full-time active employees in the 
majority of states have access to multiple 
health insurance options. Many states 
offer a variety of plan types such as 
HMOs, PPOs, indemnity health plans, etc. 
to their active employes. As with plan 
types, premiums can vary substantially 
from plan to plan and slate to state. 
While a few states pay the total monthly 
premium for each employee's tier of 
coverage, most states allocate specified 
dollar amounts to contribute to each 
employee's monthly health premiums. 

Regardless of how state employees* 
health premiums are paid, rising health 
costs are driving premiums higher in 
South Carolina and across the nation. 
The South Carolina Budget ami Control 
Board's Employee Insurance Program 
conducted its annual survey to assess the 
impact erf cost trends on plan premiums 

and to compare South Carolinaa State Health 
Plan Standard Option to other states. 

To conduct the analysis, information was 
gathered on eedb state's most populated non-
HMO pkn and/or the plan most similar to the 
State Health Plan's Standard Option. The 
following reporl presents the findings of the 
comparative analysis of each state's premium 
rates in effect onJanuary 1, 2004. 

As we have done hi previous years, we 
divided the country into 4 regions: South. 
Northeast, Midwest, and the West, to identify 
and evaluate trend data. 
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prior three- n» five-year period. Nevertheless, it» worth there will be no single solution. Successful management of 
i«AgAgteo«tB^nttai»MBMt«-toftwiM*iMl health care costs depends on a combination ofcustomized 
mic of general CPL GwKsqueotly, plan sponsors arc �trirlflni including vendormanagement, plan manage 
feeing aerious chstteftges tobalance theneeds oftiteir ment and individual health management. 

participants with theirincreasing fiscal pressures. Health 
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Plan Year 2004 brought many changes to theState ifeaMb Hart fSHP). Many of thuse changes 
wen? duo to using health tare costs and increases to claims. Cithers were the nssult of tagislntive 
mandates iiiul tin- Plttsfs itflorl to enhance the t»cs«Bent benefits provided. We Include plan 
changes to our discussion since the\ impact plan premiums. 

Thefollowing list highlights keychanges to the State Health Plan for Plan Year 2004: 

• Tl«! SHP rnontiily premium increased $10.04 for employee 
only and emptey^chMtibren coverage, and S3R.08 for em-
ploye<: spouse and full family coverage. 

• Annual deductibles increased to $350 for stogie coverage 
and $700 for family coverage. 

• The out of pocket maximums increased to $2,000 for single 
coverage and $4,000 for family coverage. 

• The pm-<xxmxmac* deductibles increased to $75 for outpa 
tient hospital services and $125 for emergency- room visits. 

* A $10 per-visit deductible for all physician office visits was
1»~ 

added. 

• A 20% out-of-network differential was added. Insured pay 
20% more in coinsurance if they choose to go to a health care 
provider that is not a member of an SHP network. 

• Prescription drug copayments increased to $10 for generic, 
$25 for preferred brand name, and $40 for non-preferred brand 
name. 

• Tbe prescription drug copavment maximum increased to 
' am "*^M 

$2,500. 

• The SHP now participates in Medco Health's Select 
Pharmacy network. 

Employee Insurance Program 
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' PLAN Des 

New for our 2004 50 State Survey is a 
comparison of South Carolina's plan design 
to other states in the Southern region. This 
comparative analysis is important when 
examining the benefits offered by these 
regional plans. 

Just as composite rates varied, so did 
plan designs. In comparison to the 13 
other states in the South, South Carolina's 
plan design remained competitive. Only 3 
states had a higher individual deductible 
than the State Health Plan fSHP). 9 states 
had a lower individual deductible amount. 
In contrast. 7 states had higher family 
deductible than South Carolina with f> 
states having � lower family deductible. 

Southern states were evenly split in 
terms of their coinsurance percentages, 
including Smith Carolina, health plans in 8 

states pay 80% of allowable charges with 
the insureds responsible for 20%. The 
health plans in the other 6 regional states 
pay I higher coinsurance percentage than 
South Carolina. 

States handled their prescription drug 
benefits in a variety of ways. Subscribers 
to 8 states paid $10 for generic drugs while 
subscribers in 3 states paid more for gener 
ics. In terms of brand or preferred brand 
drugs, 12 states paid the same or less for 
brand name drugs, whereas subscribers in 
2 states paid more. Of the 14 regional 
states, only 3 states offered employees a 
tetter drug copay max than South Carolina, 

In all, the SHP's plan design was com 
parable to those provided by other states in 
the South region in 2004. 

�,...���� � . � � � �/::-,,, .... .,:��..- .v ���...� ����� . � � � :� '��..<�� 
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The tier structure of health plans varies difference in composite rates from those pub-
from state to state. The South Caroitoa State lished in previous years. 
Health Plan (SHP) operates grader a "four-tier'* 
structure, which moans that contributions vary The percentages ior each coverage level, m of 
according to four different levels of coverage: January 2004, are: 

Employee Onh (EQ),Emptoy«e/Spouse (E/SJ, 
EraployeeChildren (E/Cj, and Full Family fPF), Employee Onlv fEO) - 58.438% 
Manv states use two-, three-, or four-tier pre Employee / Spouse {0S} - 15,439% 
mium structures. A two-tier structure is de* Employee . Children fE'C) -• 15.287% 
Bawd primarilv as one entailing Employee Only Full Family (FF) - 12.837% 
and Employee/Dependent coverage levels. A 
three-tier structure entails Employee Only, In cases where states do not utilize a four-

Employee/Tie}jeudenl, and Full Family eover- tier structure, On* rate in which an employee 
would pay for the equivalent coverage under 

The tier structure has a significant impact the four-tier structure was utilised in calculat 

on contribution levels. In the case of a two-tier ing toe composite rates. 
structure, plaits typically spread 
the cost of dependenl coverage 
across all employees with depen ft%nM%w9f.:^»MJJKVjBjT ̂ SSkAJaWm^mJBti 

dents, resulting in employMM 
covering only a spouse or depen 
dents paying higher rales than Surveyof StateEmployer HaaWi feisuraner Program* 

equivalent!* priced plans with a 
COKT»CT WfOIIUTlOK 

four-tier strurture. 

*"** -m
Composite Change 

to order to conduct our com 
parative analysis of plan rates, we 
calculated composite employer, ei*M smucriflie & mti misNtswnoii 

employee, and total contribution 
rates for each state. To do so, we 
took the percentage of South 

in -*mm iiki ni.n' mm'i mmsmmMlm**>Y<!t *�»• **wrtxittwn.�«"i �»�» M-awm*Carolina Employee- Insurance 
Program 1EIP) health subscribers ll*«.(tlW*#,pi«S:J!«* CL^~. ** .. 

Xm itm ****** «*«,:***., ***, Mi **m*, #*,., ( in each coverage level and applied l"**" !"!•» "tali 
i ,„,?,*,,..Ill"1 ' . - . , „#lfc

those percentages to each states 
rate for that coverage level. 

in past, years, our coverage V.h« 

level percentages were basad 
solely on active subscribers cov 
ered by EIP Iter 2004, we decided 
to utilize total health subscribers 
insured through our office and the 11^ *te**r «**»->.-«,»**, 9*. m**-> n*m*1m**t*mm 

current year's coverage levels 
*** mttfmvms 

when comparing current and 
previous years. This explains the I 

M *•*»*» Mm*** rwpa*. urn* 

Employee insurance Program 



I J5-7 

'tT^€% jypp|jn|C 1 
. . ..�'�..�.-.�, ;.--� . ,„�: 

While many adjustments 
2004 sI >rti1 Carolinaoccurred for the 2004 plan year. 

South Carolina's State Health State Health Fuvn Pkl m«.:ms 
Plan (SHP) remained highly 

Employee
competitive to state health plans 

(Standard) Ematcvej lotaLJSatc 
to other states. i¥emium growth 

Employee $ 69.50 $206.70 $276.20 
in the SHP was not anomalous Employee/Spouse S189.58 $404.12 $593.70 
when compared to other shite EmptoyeeCbitdCrtitt} $106.52 $312.60 $419.12 

health plans across the nation. Ful! Family S234.68 $466.72 $70140 

In addition to the plan design 
Composite Rate $114.90 $286.75 $401.65changes effective January 1, 

2004, the SHP realized growth in 
tite employee share of health premiums, 12 had higher total composite premiums 
which increased $19,04 for employee only for 2004. 

and emjtloym/chUdmn coverage, and During the past five years, South 
$38.08 for emphymtspoum and fall family Carolina's total composite has grown at an 
coverage groups. average annual rate of 10,5%, 

Total Composite Rate Employer Composite Rate 
The total composite rate is the sum of South Carolina's employer composite 

the employer and employee individual rate remained steady in 2004 at $286,75. 
rates. In 2004, the SHP's total composite While health insurance premiums rose, the 
rate totaled $401.65, up $24.43 from 2003. increases were applied to the employee 
Despite the F».5% increase in the total share of premiums. 
composite rate. South Carolina's total Regional and national employer com 
composite growth trend remained lower posites showed a different trend from 
than both the national composite {up 

See SOUTH CAROLINA
12.7%). and the South region's composite tm PageS 
(up 8.1%). 

South Carolina's total composite, in 
14. Tennessee $652.4?

light ofothers, madeup 73.4% of the na JTTAlabama $621,44 

tional total composite, whereas 46 states 12. Florida S523.H4 

had a higher total composite. 11 Lottikuiiu SHKt Mi 

The state's regional total composite 10. ViKima $470 21 

ranking places the SHP with the second i Ottaboitw W«..» 9^ 
lowest total composite to the H Skcti V.rpmw MS"* 4b S* «? 

I Scxa*S4*iiregion, or 84.4%of the re 
f ft.' Ctecnyia 3*447 4?gional average. Of the ^^>0"\^ 

5. Arisjto*. $445 4S14 regional states. •ffcfrt& 
4. h«Mi ( sraiiivi ^4*4 04 

13. Kentucky S41SJS ^cy«£ 
2. Small Carolina "MilCft* 

l Hii'M^nnr. S1"W,34 
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Continued f>«m Page* 

South Carolina. Double-digit growth oc 
curred in both the regional and national 
employer composites. The South saw its 
employer composite rise 10.8% while the 
national employer compotite climbed a 
higher 14.2%. 

South Caroline's employer composite 
remained lower dure both tlie regional and 
national composites. The SHP's employer 
composite was only 02.3% of the national 
employer composite whih; being 7B.7% of 
the Souths employer composite. 

Nationally, 44 states had a higher em-
pioyer composite than South Carolina. On 
the regional level, 10 of the 14 Southern 
states posted higher employer composites 
than South {>rolina in 2004. 

Employee Composite Rate 

\\% COJttBOSlTl: 

HowiSbrrH Carolina' 
Compares In 2004 ' 

SHP Composite Total Rate 

46 of 50 States Have Higher Rate 
12 of 14 Regional Slates Have Higher Rate 

44 of 50 Stales Have Htghet Rate 
10 of 14 Regional States Have Higher Rate 

14 of 50 States Have Higher Rate 
5 of 14 Regional States Have Higher Rate 

composite exceeded both the regional 
and nationid employee composites. In the 
South, 5 of the 14 regional states had a 
higher employee composite rate. Nation 
ally. 14 states posted higher employee 
composite rates than South Carolina. 

South 

Carolina SHP 

subscribers 
saw their 

premiums 
increase in 

2004. The 

SHP's em 

ployee com 
posite grew 
27.0% to 

$114.90 in 

2004, up from 
$90.48 in 

2003. 

In com 

parative 
terms, South 
Carolina's 

employee 

U>.Mi*'»snE Rates: 1 BUB - 2004-

use 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

- e« Enpteyt** -Ja-i.wphfm -*—Tetai 
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NO"jrtbfayE*|; 
Employer-$533.79 
Employee-$71.05

KfeSti Total - $604.84 
Employer-$435.S6 
Employe©-$84.25 
Total-$519.81 

Employer - $286.75 
Employe* • $114.90 
Total -$401.65Employer « $3.73.83 �< 

Employee I $101,79 
Total-W?SJiB2""v' • 

. National; 

Employer-$460.28 
Employee - $87,02 
Total - $547.30 

/* 

State government health plans across Regional Total Composite 
the nation differ in many ways yet share On the regional level, total composite 
many similarities, Around the country, rates ranged from the South's low of 
Stati governments provide tor the health 1475.62 to the Midwest's high of $007.03. 

care needs of both active and retired sub 
See REGIONALscribers, along with their dependents. tin Page 10 

... ' " . 

$476.62$500 "j 
$440.16 

$450 - $408.73 

E Employer 

� Employee 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 
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Region. J 
( ontinueri from Page 9 

The Northeast's total com 

positeof$804.84 ranked 
second while the West's 
$510.81 ranked third. 

Jn terms of growth 
rates, the West's total 
composite had the highest 
growth rate from 2003 to 
2004, up 18,6%. The 
Midwest's total composite 
growth ranked secondat 
14.5%, followed by the 
Northeast's 10.2% growth 
and the Souths 8.1% 

growth rate. 
When looking ow me 

past 5 years, total compos 
ite rates have been higher 
in the Northeast and Mid 
west regions of the country. 
In 4 of the past 5 years, the 
Northeast region has 
posted the highest total 
composite rates. The 
South has had the lowest 
total composite rate in 3 of 
the past 5 years. 

The 5-year regional 
total composite annual 
growth trend rankings are 
topped by the Midwest's 
11.3% trend. The West 
was a percentage point 
behind, averaging 10,3%, 
followed by the Northeast's 
9.0%. Hie Souths total 
composite annual growth 
average has been the low 
est of the regional trends, 
at 8.5%, 

Employee Insurance Program 

imn a 2003 iMoivm 
Composite AvmiMses 

2004 Rates 2003 Rates 

Total Composite Rates 

N*ttonai ns% 

Mto.t 

South 

NorttNMMt 

[".if rM *MJMr 

10 $100 $200 $300 $400 $i00 $600 $700 

Employer Composite Rates 

*t«j* 

»14.S% 

$100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 

Employee Composite Rates 

m 

$W $60 $80 $100 $120 

10 

https://positeof$804.84
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13 Slates: 
Alaska, jMcBSk, Califorain, Gate**}, 
H.m.iu. Idaho. Montana, Ni>\.><ia, 

N«*w Hnxiut. Oregon, Utah, m 
*#ktfata#«n. and Wya«to§ 

jte|ployer- "S435SI" 
'-mmplcorwB-' $8425' 
3 I,tat- SS1BS9: 

The West's 13-state regional total composite 
premium ranked second among the 4 regions of 
the nation, With a total composite premium of 
$519.81 in 2004. the West's total composite 
climbed 18.6%. the largest it!gional total 
composite growth rale. 

The 2004 growtfi rati* pushed tin; West's S-
year total composite growth trend upward to 
10.3% annually. !"rior to 2004. tin; largest 
growth ohserved in the West's total composite 
was a 14.3% increase in 2000. 

The main factor in the West's total compos 
ite growth is the 21.8% hike in tint West's 
employer composite. Employers bore the 
majorityof premium growth in the West region 
with an employer composite of $435,56, up 
from $358.15 in 2003. The region's employer 
composite has grown an average of 11.0% 
annually for the pasl 5 years. 

Employees to the West had the second 
lowest regional employee composite in the 
nation at $84.25. Their regional employe 
composite grew 5.0%. In the West, employee 
composite growth to 2004 remained under the 
regions 5«year tread of 7.5% annually 

ho all, employers continued to absorb the 
predominant shareof premiumgrowth, In 
2000, employers paid84.2%ofthe total com 
posite premium. That parentage varied little 
from the 85.0% share of total composite premi 

um** paid by employers in 2004. 

|I jyiilJ"" TT fc»»7> 1 J 

12 States: 
Illinois, hidinna. Iowa, Kansas, 
Michigan, Minnesota. Mtawmrt, KfL 
N«few*U, North Dakota. Ohio. 
South Dakota, and Witcondn 

3E*tiptoyar~ £520,52 » 
3Eraptey«&- M?<40 I 

JPSfJTJB'i 

The Midwest's 12-stato region bad the 
highest regional total composite premium in 
the nation at $607.03, up 14.5% from 2003 
The Midwest's total composite growth 
contiriuisd a trend established over 4 of the last 

5 years, in which the Midwest's total 
composite has seen double-digit growth rates. 
The region's 5-year annual growth trend of 
11.3% was the highest in tbe nation. 

Employers in the Midwest had the second-
highest regional employer composite premium 
in the nation. The Midwest's employer 
composite rate of $520.52 was a 14,5% increase 
from 2003. The 5«y«ar trend for the Midwest s 
employers was a 12.7% average annual 
increase in rates, on average. 

The Midwest's employee composite for 
2004 was $87.40, up 14.3% from 2003. The 5-
year trend for employees reflects an average 
5.4% growth rate annually. 

When examining cost sharing in the 
Midwest, employers paid 85.6% of the total 
romposite rate while employees paid 14.4% in 
2004, The ratio was identical in tbe previous 
year. This points to Midwest employers and 
employees paying the same share of the higher 
2004 tote! composites. 

11 SO State Survey 2004 
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Northeast 

11 States: 
OtffliXWEicat, Betasww, Maine, Maryland, 
MHmxkamm Km* itanp§l»t». 
New Jersey, M#w York, IV>noeji*aBJa, 
Rhetfc Island, md Vwmtmt 

1 

SEmptofar- *S33^l1 
Jsmpioyee- $71JB5. j 
"tetaf- 1 SSMS4 1 

The Northeast, composed of 11 states, 
continued to post one of the highest annual 
total composite rates in 2004 at $004,84. a 
10.2% baamm from 2003. The 2004 growth 
rale exceeded the national total composite 
growth rate of 12.7%, along widi the region's 5-
year annual growth trend of 9.0%. Since 1999, 
the Northeast s total composite has seen growth 
rates around 5.9% every other year followed by 
doubie-digil growth rates in alternating years. 

Employers in the Northeast had the highest 
regional composite at $533.70 in 2004, almost 
16.0% bigher than the national employer 
raanposite. Northeast employers paid more of 
the total composite than any other region, 
68.1% in 2004. 

Throughout the past several years, tbe 
Northeast has rarasistettily had the highest 
regional employer composites. The 5-year 
trend indicates an average annual growth rate 
of 9.0%. 

In contrast to the Northeasts employer 
romposite, tbe Northeast's employee composite 
was the lowest in the nation at $71.05, a 9.2% 
climb from 2003, Tbe employee's 5-year 
growth trend was 5.0% annually. 

The Northeast continues to have one of the 
highest total composite rates in tbe nation as 
employers raw a larger share. 

SOUTH 

14 States: 
Al.ib.ima, Ariawnsas, Florida, 
G«*ojrj*!«, KnriMdry. LoaiMmta, 
MigxiMtppi. North Carolina, 
OUaibfflrna. South Carolina, \/llnBttMMi. "Smsm, Virginia, 
and W<«> Virginia 

wm$&A ,.... I 

>Eeiptoy«r~ .3323JB3 1 
JBB^iopw- '-JtSKlIliaS. | 
3M&.; �� '*473*2.1 

The South is composed of 14 states, includ 
ing the State of South. Carolina. 
This region boasts the lowest regional total 
composite premium in the nation. The Souths 
2004 total composite rate was $475.62, an 8.1% 
increase from 2003. Notably, the South's 6.1% 
increase was the lowest total composite growth 
trend observed nationally. Over the past 5 
years, the South's total composite has grown an 
average of 8.5% annually, 

Wiith" the South's total composite growth 
trend wok lower than that of other regions, the 
employer composite climbed 10.B% in 2004 to 
$373.83. In 2004, employers paid most of tbe 
region's increase in total composite rate. Em 
ployers realized a 5-yaar growth trend of 9.7% 
annually. 

Typically, employers in the South pay a 
lower portion of the region's total composite 
than in other regions. In 2004, that held true 
with employers contributing 78.6% toward the 
total composite premium compared to the 
national average of 64.1%. 

The South's employee composite rate was 
relatively unchanged in 2004 at $101.79. 
During the past 5 years, the Souths employee 
composite has grown an average of 5.1% 
annually 

Employees in the South pay the largest 
employee composite in terms of dollar amount 
and total composite share, as has been the case 
for more than 5 veers. 

Employee Insurance Program 
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t§ Composites 

On the national level, 
composite rates were up 
again in 2004 as states re 
acted to cost growth. The 
national total composite grew 
12,7% from 9663 lo 2864, 
reaching $547.30, This 
double-digit increase ex 
ceeded las! year's growth rate 
of 8.2% and surpassed the 5-
year average growth rale of 
9.8% annually. 

The employer oompoeite 
totaled $4fi0.2« to 2004, a 
14.2% growth from 2003. As 
observed on the regional 
level, employers ceatinue to 
pick up an ever-increasing 
portion of toe total composite 
rate. Employers paid 84,1% 
of the national total compos 
ite in 2004, compared to 
83.0% in 2003. The em 
ploye? composite posted a 5-
yeergrowth trend of 16.796 
annually. 

The national employee 
composite has not increased 
M much. The 2064 national 
employee composite was 
$07.02, Up 5.7%from 2003. 
In fact, the employee 
composite's 5-yeargrowth 
trend was 5.0% annually, 
slightlyunderhalf the 
growth rateofthe employer 
composite. Employees are 
paying a smaller share ofthe 
total composite rate today. 
For example, employeespaid 
10,0% of the total composite 
rate in 2002. Now. for 2004, 
they pay only 15.6% oftbe 
total composite rata. 

Composite 'SateTrends: 2D00 lo.2O0#t 

Total Composite Rates 

MM 

2000 

SC C" South � National 

Employer Composite Rates 

Employee Composite Rates 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Q SC � South 
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At A Glance: 

Health Costs, Insurance and 
The Value of the South Carolina State Health Plan 

Nationally __ 
• By 2000, Americans were spending $1.3 trillion annuallyin health care- more than 

what was being spent on food, housing or national defense. That figure is 
expected to more than double by 2012. 

• Since 1997, health-benefit costs per employee have risen 57 percent Workers' 
average monthly contributions to premiums for family coverage more than tripled 
between 1988 and 2002, 

South Carolina 

• The State Health Plan's per-person expenditure has doubled since 1992, rising from 
$1,142 to $2,599 in 2003. 

• Claims paid reached a record $966.2 million in 2003, and per-subscriber claims 
exceeded $4,653 - up from the 2000 figure of $3,454. 

• Drug payments more than doubled between 1999 and 2003, to $269.9 million. 

State Health Plan: South Carolina's Insurance Value 

' There were no subscriber premium increases from 1991 through 2000. 

• Between 1991 and 2000, when subscriber premiums were not raised, the average 
expenditure per person increased 88 percent Employers alone absorbed the 
additional cost in premiums. 

• Even with hie 2004 rate changes, employers will pay 72% of the total cost to cover 
each employee. 

• Total contribution rates for the State Health Plan are less than the 2004 U.S. and 
regional averages. 

16 percent lower than the Southern Average 
23 percent lower than the Western Average 
34 percent lower than the Midwestern Average 
34 percent lower than the Northeastern Average 
27 percent lower than the U.S. Average 

*Theseaverages take into account different levels ofcoverage, suchas employee only, employee / spouse, 
employee / child etc. 



How The South Carolina State Health Plan Continues To 

Provide High-Quality, High-Value Benefits During A Period of 
Soaring Health Care Costs 

One of the most significant issues racing the Budget & Control Board is how to manage 
the increasing costs ofhealth benefits for state employees. To date, the Board has had 
greatsuccess. Employees continue to receivean affordable, high-quality benefits 
packagethat is substantially less expensive than comparableproducts in the private 
sector. Deductibles have risen at a rate lower than the inflation rate. Premiums are below 

the U.S. and regional averages. 

However, double-digit cost increases and state budget shortfalls have combined to put a 
strain on die State Health Plan (SHP). The challenge now racing the Budget & Control 
Board is how to continue providing a high-value benefits package at die most affordable 
possible price. 

Background 
Health care costs rose more slowly in the 1990's than they did in the previous 

decade, a trend that has been attributed in part to die spread ofmanaged care. But as the 
nation entered a new century, healthcare expenses began to soar at an alarming rate. By 
2000, Americans were spending $1.3 trillion annually in health care - more than what 
was being spent on food, housing or national defense. According to the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, that figure is expected to more than double by 2012, at 
which time healthcare will make up 17.7 percent ofthe U.S. Gross Domestic Product 

There are a number ofreasons for this unprecedented increase in costs. They 
include: 

• Prescription drug costs 
• Increased demand for services 

• Medical inflation 

• Drugs, medical devices, and other advances 
• An aging population 
• Growing number of uninsured 
• Government regulation 
• High rates of major disease 
• Poor personal health practices 

According to the Towers Perrin Health Care Cost Survey, the prime driveris the 
rising cost of prescription drags, whichaccounts for 11-14 percent ofall health care 
spending. Co-pays for brand-name drugs rose 62 percent between 2000and2002, and 
more than 12percent for generics. Spending on prescription drugs is expected to 
continue climbing 11 percent per yearthrough 2008,andby 2010 it is estimatedthat 16 
percent of Americas' healthcare spending willbe for prescription drugs. For South 
Carolina, the cost for prescription drugs is 28% ofthe state's plan. 



c-

But, regardless ofthe specific rootof these increases, spiraling healthcosts have 
been felt by employers andemployees. Since 1997,health-benefitcosts peremployee 
have risen 57 percent Between 1995 and 2001, Americans' out-of-pocketexpenses for 
healthcare rose26 percent Workers' average monthly contributions to premiums for 
family coverage morethantripled between 1988 and2002, and the average totalcostto 
employers ofhealth care benefits for current employees rose 14.7percent in 2002- a 
year whengeneral inflation was just2 percent As costs increased, employers began 
chipping awayat employee benefits plans. A survey by the Society for Human Resource 
Management found thatemployers reduced oreliminated a broad range ofbenefitsin 
2002, including HMO coverage, employer-funded healthreimbursement accounts,well-
baby programs, and prenatalprograms. 

There is no sign that the cost crisisis ebbing, either A study by die Washington 
Business Group on Health revealed that 80 percent ofemployers plan to increase co-pays 
or cost-sharing in 2003 (compared with 65 percent in 2002), and 57 percent plan to 
increase cost-sharing in 2004. 

High Costs Extend To South Carolina 
South Carolina has not been immune to either the soaring costs ofhealth care or their 

impact That has translated to greater insurance expenses for state employees. The 
SHP's per-personexpenditurehas doubledsince 1992, rising from $1,142 to $2,599 in 
2003. And the cost ofthree days ofclaims paid in 2002 equaled the entire amount of 
claims paid in 1972. 

There are a number of factors that, while not unique to South Carolina, have 
contributed to the state's rising healthcare costs. A study for the South Carolina 
Department ofHealth and Environmental Control (DHEC) found that a general lack of 
activity among citizens was a leading causeofheart disease, high blood pressure, colon 
cancer, diabetes, and osteopathic falls resulting in fractures. The total price tag for these 
five conditions alone: $157 million in hospital costs. 

The study also found that more thanhalfofSouth Carolina adults are overweight 
or obese, which researchers have linked to diabetes, heart disease, and some cancers. 
Today, obesity accounts for 9.1 percent ofall U.S. health care costs, totaling $92.8 billion 
in 2002. Additionally, overweight and obese individuals pay significantly mare -.11.4 _ 
percent and 26.1 percent respectively - in out-of-pocket medical expenses, according to 
1998 figures. 

But perhaps the biggest factor is smoking. A quarterofall South Carolinians are 
smokers, and 28.7 percent ofmales and 21.5 percent of females are at risk for smoking-
related illnesses. DHEC reports that more than $765 million is spent annually in health 
care related to tobacco use in this state. 

State Health Plan Continues To Provide High-Value Product 
Yet even as health care costs registered double-digit increases, the SHP was able to 

effectively manage costs for state employees: 
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Deductibles have decreased in real dollars since 1972. An individual who paid 
$100 in deductibles in 1972 wouldpay $439.95 in 2003, adjustedfor inflation; a 
$300 deductible for a family in 1972would be $1,319.86 in 2003. 

Subscriber premiums remained constant while claims paid increased. 
Between 1991 and 2000whenpremiums werehot raised, the averageexpenditure 
perperson increased 88 percent. Employers alone absorbed dieadditional cost in 
premiums. 

The SHP has been able to continue providing a high-value benefits package 
despite the fact that claims paid reached a record $966.2 million in2003 - $269.9 million 
of which was spent onprescription drugs. Moreover, per-subscriber claims exceeded 
$4,653, up from the2000 figure of $3,454 andmore than ninetimes higher than they 
were in 1980. Anddrug payments more than doubled between 1999 and2003, to $269.9 
million,while the averagedrug paymentper insured life rose 138percent 

After a decadeofholdingthe line on subscriberpremiums,declining state 
revenues and increasing medical costs forced the Budgetand Control Board to raise 
subscriber premiums for2004. Despite tins, the SHP continues tobe a goodvalue. It 
rates favorably with plans in other Southern states. 

• 16 percent lower than the Southern average 
• 23 percent lower than the Western average 
• 34 percent lower than the Midwestern average 
• 34 percent lower than the Northeastern average 
• 27 percent lower than the U.S. average 

Notonlythat but onlyoneofthe 14states in the Southern regionhad lower 
averagetotal (employee and employer) premiums. 

State Health Plan Takes Lead in Education 
Recognizing the role that state employees can play inholding down personal health care 

costs and premiums, the SHP has undertaken a comprehensive program designed toraise 
awareness of and promote the value of healthy lifestyles__ElementS-ofthis program-are _ 
targeted atsome ofthe most expensive problems - including smoking and obesity, two 
issues mentioned above that aredriving up costs - as wellas providing a rangeof 
additional educational information. 

As part ofthis effort, the SHP has initiated an internal communications audit to 
determine the best means to distribute this and other relevant information;prepared 
background reports tracing how SHP has managed tocontinue providing a high-value . 
benefits package despite cost increases; advice for how individuals can reduce their costs; 
anda full-service website thatmakes it easyandconvenient forenrollees to access all 
thisinformation, as wellas facts abouttheircoverage, forms, and frequently asked 
questions.
•These avenges take into account different levels ofcoverage, such as employee only, employee /spouse, employee / child etc. 
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The SHP has also entered into partnershipswith organizations and agencies to 
make critical health-related information available to the broadest number ofcitizens, 
including: 

• Normal Arnold School of Public Health at die University of South Carolina 
• College ofPharmacy at the University of South Carolina 
• SC Department ofHealth and Environmental Control's Tobacco Cessation 

Program 
• SC Department of Health and Environmental Control's Child and Maternal 

Health Program 
• Office ofResearch and Statistics' Health and Demographics Section 

These activities will help ensure that even in the wake ofrising costs and railing 
state revenues, SHP will continue to provide state employees with the best possible 
benefits package at the most affordable price. 
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2004 State Employee Health Plan Composite Premiums for 
Indemnity Plans, by Regional Averages* 

South Carolina-^ 
Employer - $286.75 
Employee- $114JO 
Total $401.65 

South 
South Carolina 

Employer $373.83 $286.75 

Employtie $101.79 $114.90 

$475.62 $401.65
Total 

fferaa lewis of coverage, sucha* employee only, employee / spouse.•These »veraf« take into accountdi 
empk'-yee / ctokl etc. � 
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2003 State Health Care Plan Claims Payout 

(in Millions) 

Medical 

?2% 

Tola* Dollars Spent on Prescription Drugs; S269.9 M 
Total Dollars Spent on Medical; S696.3 M. 
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State Health Plan Payments {in Millions of dollars) 

C Subscriber 

Spouse 

D Children 

2001 2002 2003 
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State Health Plan 2003 Payments 
Total Cost: $966.2 Million 

Children 

9.6% 

Spouse 
22.9% 

Subscriber 

67,5% 
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State Health Plan 2003 Payments 
Total Cost: $966.2 Million 

Survivor Cobra 

Retiree 1% 1% 

27% L . 

Active 

71% 
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Appendix F 

State Health Plan Claims Paid by Yean 1972 - 2002 

$4,500 

$4,000 f 

13,500 

M $3„000 | 
$2,500 | 

5 
$2,000 

$1,500 

M $1,000 

$500 

$ J|a.iiifcriiJtftiJ%ifcJi5msSSSt. 'j&JkfiJk;'- Jpi-tsL^ 

72 74 76 78 "80 '82 '84 *86 '89 "91 '93 '95 '97 '99 "01 

Subscriber payments- Total payments for plan subscriber and their cowered 
dependents. 
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Appendix Q 

1972-73 Paid Claims 

Equivalent Number of Days for subsequent Years* 
11.1 

2001 . 13.4 
2000 . � 3.6 
1999 . 

2002 . 

� 4.4 
1998 . � 5.2 
1997 . � 5.4 

1996 . � 6.0 
1995 . � 6.2 
1994 , � 6.5 
1993 . � 6.9 

1992 . � 7.8 
1991: � 8.7 
1990 . m ice 
1989 . -10 8 

J7/88 J ��7 5.2387/88 . S]
* iqBK �mi1986 . ��� 9.4 

1985 . ���20.8 
1984 ����23.5 
1983 . 
1982 . — 32 0 

1981 . MMBI2.7 
1980 . 
1979 . �MM19 1 

1978 . 
1977 . 
1976. .4 
1975; 95.4 
1974 . 
1973 . 
1972 . 

"Three days of claims paid In 2002 equaled the entire amount of claims paid in 1972. 
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Appendix H 

2003 State Health Plan Prescription Drug Activity by Cost (in Millions) 

Formulary Description 

1. Psychotherapeutic Drugs 

2. Ulcer Therapy 

3. Upid/Chdesterol Lowering Agents 

4. Antihypertensive Therapy 

5. Diabetes Therapy 

6. Non-Narcotic Analgesics 

7. Pulmonary Agents 

8. Musculoskeletal & Rheumatology 

9. Anticonvulsants 

10. Antihistamine & Antiallergenic 

All Others 
Total Spent on Prescription 
Drugs 

Total Amount 

Paid 

$32.8 

$27.0 

$25.3 

$23.2 

$17.7 

$15.7 

$11.7 

$9.8 

$8.5 

$8.0 

$90.2 

$269.9 

67% of total amount 

paid 



CLEMSON UNIVERSITY EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS 

cTftjF, PROGRAMS 
The State Health ProgramsD " a) State Health Plant (Administered by 

Blue Cross Blue Shield of SC) 
I) Economy " 
II) Standard 
Hi) Medicare Supplemental (retirees only) 

b) Health Maintenance Organizations 
I) Companion (HMO, Choices POS) 
II) CIGNA(HMO) 
III) MUSC Options 

2) The State Dental Programs (Administered by 
Blue Cross Blue Shield of SC) 
a) The Stats Dental Plan 
b) Dental Plus 

3) Life Insurance Programs (Hartford Life) 
- a) BasicUfa 

b) Optional Life 
c) Spouse Dependent Life Coverage 
d) Children Dependant Life Coverage 

4) Long Term Disability Insurance (The Standard 
Insurance Co.) 
a) Basic LTD 
b) Supplemental LTD 

5) Long TermCareinsurance (Aetna) 

6) MoneyPlus (Fringe Benefits Management 
Company (FBMC)) 
a) Pretax GroupInsurance PremiumFeature 
b) DependentCere Spending Account 
c) Medical Spending Account 

7) Vision Care Discount Program 

OTHER INSURANCE PROGRAMS 
1) Travelers Insurance Co. 

a) Long TermCare Insurance 
b) Lifeinsurance (Term and Permanent) 

2) AFLAC-Medical Benefits 
a) Cancer Insurance 
b) Hospital intensive Care 
c) Accident Insurance 

3) Prudential Insurance Co. 
Self-administered Clemson University Payroll& 
Benefits Office 
a) Group Term&Dependent Ufa Insurance 

Coverage ' 

OTHER VOLUNTARY DEDUCTIONS 
1) Supplemental Retirement Plans: 401 (k), 457, . 

403(b) 
2) US Savings Bonds (Bond-A-Month Plan) 
3) .SC State CreditUnion 
4) SC State Employees'Association 
5) IPTAY (Athletic Programs) . . 
6) Clemson Fund 
7) United Way 
8) Community Health Charities of SC 

S*t. 2/202004 

RETIREMENT PROGRAMS 
1) South Carolina Retirement System (SCRS) 
2) Optional Retirement (ORP) 

a) crnSTREET 
b) ING(AETNARetirement Services) 
e) TIAA-CREF 
d) VALIC 

3) Social Security 
4) Federal Retirement System 
5) Police Officers Retirement System (PORS) 

LEAVE PROGRAMS 

1) Annual Leave 
2) Holidays 
3) Sick Leave 

Leave for Death In Immediate Family 4) 
5) MilitaryLeave 
6) Compensatory Time 
7) 8abbatical Leave 

8) Leave Pool 

9) Leave Without Pay 
10) Court Leave 

BENEFIT CONTACTS 

CU Benefits Coordinator: 
Krissy Kaylor 656-5507 Kkavionttclemson. edu 

General Benefits # 656-2713 
Insurance Counselors: • 

MariJoLamb 656-5591 Lambchoffljclemon.edu 

Nancy McConnell 656-5608 Entrekkttclemson.edu 

MaryLee 656-5595 MarvoKttciemson.edu 
- . t«-» ««.w** .v*"irviMiit«j **«*-*» «-*A»»i.,,nr i.*f^#» �• 

'CU Retirement/Leave Manager i 

Frances Holilday 656-3867 MrcheIetttclemBon.edu 

Retirement/Leave Counselors: 

Dan Aider 656-4678 rJaldenttelemBon.edu 

Debbie King 656-7087 Deborakittclem8on.edu 

Travelers Insurance 
A0«nf PUrtrjimph.il CLU ChFC Rwtr»Arifiremctfll net' 
PO Box 658, Pendleton, SC 28670-0658 (www.fflffiTVTf1""1 "^ 
Phone: (864) 654-3121 Fax: (864)654-0737 
Agent Blake Campbell bIake(a^cifm?nciflIrnef. 
Phone: (864)2614674 Fax (864)375-0425 

AFLAC 
Agent Glnny Murdock, Sales Associate 
107 Ram Cat Alley, Seneca, SC 29678-3243 . 
Phone: (864) 882-8157 or(800) 661-7330 Fax (864) 888-4601 

Retirement Plans: 

SOUTH CAROUNA TIAA-CREF 

RETIREMENT SYSTEM Brian Usischon, Institutional 
PO Box 11960, Capttol Station Counselor . 

Columbia, SC 28211-1960 One Copley Parkway, Ste 400 
1-603-737-6800 Momsvllle, NC 27560 
1-800-668-9002 1-677-267-4505 Ext 5S15 

CmSTREET VAUC 

Beth Hartwlg, Regional Manager ScottClaxk 
1901 Laurens Road, Suite M 168 Soren Lane 
Greenville, SC 29607 Anderson, SC 29621-3095 
866-886-3673 1-864-483-1512. 
Rick Kruska 864-375-9628 voice mail 1-800-892-5558 axt 

86636 

ING (AETNA RETIREMENT www.valic.com 
SERVICES) 
Blake S. Campbell 

. Bert Campbell, CLU, ChFC 
PO Box 658 • 

Pendleton, SC 296704658 
.864-6543121 or 1-600-811-8012 l 

www.valic.com
www.fflffiTVTf1""1
https://PUrtrjimph.il
https://Deborakittclem8on.edu
https://rJaldenttelemBon.edu
https://MrcheIetttclemBon.edu
https://MarvoKttciemson.edu
https://Entrekkttclemson.edu
https://Lambchoffljclemon.edu
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Scholastic Policy Committee Report 
Feb 8 2005 

Alma Bennett Charlie Gooding 
Peter Kiessler Gary Lickfield 
Denny Smith Curtis White 

The committee met Jan 18 in room 206 of the Cooper Library. The two issues 
discussed were Final exam policy and schedule and evaluation. A third item, 
the D,F,W rate in Calculus and Chemistry was discussed at the meeting of 
the COES Senators with the Dean. 

* Evaluation After much deliberation the committee decided that the 

chair ask Webb for some guidance. This was done at the advisory 
committee meeting held on Jan 25-th. The response from the president 
was to carry on. 

* Final Exams The committee felt that resolution to the issues con 

cerning final exams can be completed by the end of the year. The 
committee has taken the following actions. 

(a) On Feb 3, the chair met with Stan Smith, Reagan Blondeau and 
Katy Bayless to discuss the final exam schedule. There it was 
decided that changing the exam schedule and final exam policy 
are linked and a committee should be formed to investigate. The 
committee consists of the Scholastic Policy Committee, Jan Mur 
doch, Rick Jarvis, Katy Bayless and a person yet to be named 
who is involved with the night school. 

(b) On Feb 7, the chair met with Jan Murdoch. The chair outlined the 
schedule. One suggestion is that may'be someone from the UCC 
be invited to join the committee. (Bob Fennell is a possibility.) 

* On Feb 5, the COES Senators met with Tom Keinath. There is an 
increase in D,F,W's in Calculus and Chemistry. The following is an 
email from Associate Dean Steve Melsheimer. 

Pete, I have attached a table from IR, that encompasses all students 
taking the classes (not just coES students). I am a bit uncertain about 
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the DFWfigures, because I have some data from Rick Jarvis for MthSc 
Fall 2004 45% 

Fall 2003 37% 

106 that differs a bit: Fall 2002 37% 
Fall 2001 41% 

Fall 2000 52% 

I am double-checking on the discrepancies. 

The following data/analysis gives some insight into the problems we are 
seeing with first-time freshmen in CoES. I understand that the overall 
university two years ago). In fact, of course, many curricula around 
campus outside of CoES have much lower academic demands in the 
first semester (e.g., students inother colleges often take MthSc 102 or 
101 or some other, and often take a science other than chemistry). I am 
hoping to extract some data from a few other curricula with demands 
similar to out majors to see if the same pattern as seen for our freshmen 
holds there, but do not yet have the data. Steve 

I do have a copy of the data/analysis in the email. The committee has 
not met since the meeting with the Dean. 
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Faculty Senate February 8,2004 

Research Committee Report 

The research committee met twice this month in order to fully understand the impactof the graduate tuition waiver proposal 
and to draft a position statement on it 

Meeting 1. Thursday Jan 27. In attendance: Sean Williams, Roy Dodd, David Dietrich, Elham Makram, Sarit 
BahduriJohn Merriweather. 

Agenda: 1)develop positionon graduate tuitionwaiverpolicy2) develop preliminaryposition on the role of research in 
this year of"evaluationreview" 3) brainstormbottom up ways ofbuilding acknowledgement about "research acrossthe 
curriculum". 

Outcomes: 1)drafted a positionstatementon the graduate tuition waiverand forwarded it to Dean Rafertwho repliedand 
scheduled a follow up conversation 2) developed the attached preliminary position on evaluation from the research 
committee's standpoint. 

Meeting 2. Thursday Feb 3. In attendance: Sean Williams, Roy Dodd, David Dietrich and Bruce Rafert 
Agenda: 1)discuss the Research Committee's draft position 2) clarify the particulars ofthe proposal 

Outcome:Draftedthe attachedposition and explanationof the impact the proposalwould have on Pis. To repeatour 
position from the attachment: 

Clemson will need to continueproviding supportfor manyofthe GRAs ifthis proposal is to succeed. Thereare 
concerns about how the money collectedfrom requiring Pis to include tuition on their grants will be allocated and 
accountedfor. We also have concerns that the OfficeofSponsoredPrograms'policies are not in alignment with this 
proposal andwillneedto be revisedto minimize theimpact ofthisproposalon Pis. Inall, however, theproposal 
doesnotappeartoplace an exceptional burden onfaculty. 

Please see the two attachments for the full text ofour draftposition on evaluation and the full discussion ofour position and 
discussion on die proposal to eliminate the graduate tuitionwaiver from GRAs on external contracts. 
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Faculty Senate Research Committee Position on Eliminating the 
Graduate Research Assistant Tuition Waiver for GRAs 

After manyconversationswith multiple constituencies, the Faculty Senate's ResearchCommitteehas prepared this 
position statement. Contained hereis our understanding ofwhere we are now and the impact this proposal will have 
on faculty and Clemson at large. To summarize our position: 

Clemsonwill need to continueprovidingsupportfor manyofthe GRAs ifthisproposal is to succeed. Thereare 
concerns abouthow the moneycollectedfrom requiringPis to include tuition on theirgrants will be allocated and 
accountedfor. We also haveconcerns thatthe Office ofSponsored Programs 'policies are not in alignment with this 
proposalandwillneedto be revised to minimize theimpact ofthisproposal on Pis. In all, theproposaldoes not 
appear toplace an exceptional burden onfacultygenerally speaking, but weare concerned that thesmallgroupof 
faculty who dofundgraduate students bear a disproportionate burden of theproposal's cost. 

Discussion 

Currently(fall2004 data), thereare 1837graduatestudents on assistantship at Clemson spanning the range of 
assistantship types from GLA, GTA, GRA, GAA, GEA, GGA,etc. Of those, 1004are currently listed as "graduate 
research assistants" or GRA. Of those 1004 GRA students, 454 are funded *internally* by Clemson (stipend and 
graduate assistant differential), and 550 have stipends whichare funded on *external* moneythroughgrants and 
contracts. This proposal only concerns the 550 graduatestudentscurrentlybeing (partially) funded through external 
grants; Clemson will continue funding the 454 otherGRAsas well as the 834students on other types of assistantships 
(GTA, GLA, GAA, GEA, etc). In fact, the proposednew policy allows colleges and departments to assign their 
graduate assistant differentials to the type of assistantship theydetermine best fitsunit needs. 

Currentlyin higher educationliterature, most RU 1 institutionsseek to havea 1:1 ratio between externallyfunded 
assistantships and internally funded assistantships. Ifwe combine the 834on GTA, GLA, etc. type of appointments 
with the 454 research assistantships currently carried by Clemson, then we have 1287 students on assistantship 
funded completely internally and550 funded (partially) externally. This is a ratioof 2.3:1 internal to external. On the 
current proposal, this ratio continues and while Clemson would like to have its ratio closerto 1:1 the administration is 
committed to maintaining the current level of internal support for Pis and Clemson will still offer the 1837 internally 
funded assistantships—with unit discretion as to their use as GRA, GTA, GLA, etc. We recommend that the Faculty 
Senate maintain a careful watch on this commitment and work with the graduate dean to ensure that unit assistantship 
needs are being fully met. 

Onlythe550 externally funded graduate assistantships would be subject to the policy proposed by the administration. 
If (and this is a maximum IF) allof thoseassistantships werefully funded by external agencies, the university would 
recover approximately $5,500,000 (550 X ~$10,000/year) andthatmoney would be recycled backintograduate 
education to fund things suchasa healthcare subsidy for graduate students. We recommend that the FacultySenate 
maintain close watch on the allocation of the funds recovered, whatever its amount to ensure that in fact these funds 
are being spent to develop graduate education. Thisprocess needs to be transparent and reward Pis whocontribute to 
fully funding their graduate students since it isonly those Pis who draw external funds that areaffected bythis 
proposal. 

Inall, the proposed plan would require Pis to assume the responsibility for ~$5500 per student/per semester above the 
costs already assessed ontheir current projects, orto obtain cost share from some institutional source including a new 
cost share pool that would bedeveloped toaddress certain types ofproposals (e.g., those that donotallow tuition to 
becharged; enhanced support for new tenure track faculty toensure their initial competitiveness; highly competitive 
block grants, those grants that require institutional cost share for tuition, etc.). 

Attached onthenextsheet are figures from which we drawsomeof our conclusions. On this sheetare costsof 4 
scenarios: 

https://GRA,GAA,GEA,GGA,etc.Of
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1) thecurrent situation in which graduate students arepaid a stipend for20 hours of work,overhead is charged 
to the stipend, andthe student receives a remission formostof their tuition, payingonly $1044 per semester 
and $696 for the two summer sessions. 

2) A scenario in which Pis willbe required to write tuition intotheir proposals in addition to the existing 
stipend for20 hours but overhead will notbe charged on the tuition (note, for purposes of this calculation, no 
use ofthe proposed cost sharepool wasutilized, so as to showthemaximum potential impact); 

3) A scenario in which Pis willbe required to writetuition into their proposals in additionto the existing 
stipend for 20 hoursof work and overheadwill be chargedon both; 

4) The cost of a postdoc or researchscientist being hired full time. 

To summarize these figures, under the existing system,a full timepost doccosts $68,531 (assuming a salary of 
$37,000) and a lA time (20hours) graduate student costs$26,460. Assuming that twograduatestudentsscheduled to 
work20 hours per weekare the scheduled equivalent of a Post Docin terms hours, then, the cost is $52,920 ($26,460 
x 2) for graduate studentsvs. $68,531 for a Post Doc. 

However, under a system that charges the PI for tuition and stipend- andunder current rules (which we strongly 
recommend are not extrapolated to include charging tuition on overhead, a practice that is not utilized by other 
institutions)both would be charged overhead - a 14 time (20 hours) graduatestudent costs $40,572 while a full time 
postdoc costs $68,531. Hiring graduate students for the equivalent work (only in terms of hours) that a post doc can 
complete, would cost$81,144—much more thanthe costof a postdoc who alreadyhas research experience, the 
appropriate degree, andhasno classobligations or distractions thata graduate studentwould. As a result we arevery 
concernedthat the currentOffice ofSponsored Programs policy that requiresoverhead on everything but large 
equipment (over$10K) is outof alignment withthiscurrent proposal and werecommend that OSPrevise their 
policies accordingly to make this plan equitable for Pis. 



Graduate Tuition Waiver Comparison Sheet 

Current System (overheadon stipend; notuition) 

Stipend $ 18,000.00 (assuming 12 month PhD appointment 20 hrs per week) 
Tuition $ - (assumes students pay S2784 fee from stipend butPI does not write it intogrant) 
subtotal $ 18,000.00 

Overhead $ 8,460.00 ___ 
Total Cost $ 26,460.00 

Scenario 1:Stipend + Tuition with overhead on stipend only 

Stipend $ 18,000.00 (assuming 12 month PhD appointment 20 hrs per week) 
Tuition $ 9,600.00 (assuming 9 hours fall/spring and3 hours eachsummer session) 
subtotal $ 27,600.00 

� 

Overhead $ 8,460.00 
Total Cost $ 36,060.00 

Scenario 2: Stipend + Tuition with overhead on both 

Stipend $ 18,000.00 (assuming 12 month PhD appointment 20 hrs per week) 
Tuition $ 9,600.00 (assuming 9 hours fall/spring and 3 hours eachsummer session) 
subtotal $ 27,600.00 

Overhead $ 12,972.00 
Total Cost $ 40.572.00 

Scenario 3: EmployPostDocor Research Scientist 

Salary $ 37,000.00 
Tuition $ 
Benefits $ 9,620.00 (figured at 26% of salary 
subtotal $ 46,620.00 

Overhead $ 21,911.40 
Total Cost $ 68,531.40 

https://68,531.40
https://21,911.40
https://46,620.00
https://9,620.00
https://37,000.00
https://40.572.00
https://12,972.00
https://27,600.00
https://9,600.00
https://18,000.00
https://36,060.00
https://8,460.00
https://27,600.00
https://9,600.00
https://18,000.00
https://26,460.00
https://8,460.00
https://18,000.00
https://18,000.00
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Faculty Senate Research Committee Position on Evaluation 

The FacultySenate Research Committee has discussedresearch in the context of the provost's request 
that this be the year of evaluation. Based on our initial conversations, we have the following basic 
position at this point: 

Policies that establish evaluationcriteria should be specific to departments because criteriafor 
evaluation - and criteriafor whateach discipline considers "research "- cannot be universalized 
across the university. We suggest thateach department develop guidelinesfor evaluation and that 
those guidelines be agreed upon inconsultation with thefacultyfrom the departments. These 
guidelines would include definitions ofwhat constitutes research, teaching, service, etc., andwould 
include expectations about to what leveleach is to beperformed. These guidelines should be circulated 
and understood by departments. Colleges and the universityshould *NOT* set guidelines that are in 
conflict with those outlined bythe departments or specifyperformance criteria more specific than 
those presented in departmental guidelines. The guidelines should also include provisionsforfaculty 
to determine, within agreed uponparameters, which area oftheirportfolio will be theirfocus. 

Broadlydefined, we understand research and creative activity to be contributions to a field that involve 
original thought, are peer reviewed, and contribute to a faculty member's national reputation. 

DRAFT 
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Finance Committee Report on Progress toward 2004-2005 Program ofWork 

The 2004-2005 Finance Committee established as its program of work to finish the work 
on funding of centers and institutes, to request a total compensation survey, to examine 
how summer salaries for department chairs was determined, and to examine the issue of 
"donated" time. We have also received inquiries into some specific expenditures and into 
possible administration of an additional faculty award and are working on those issues. 

Funding ofCenters and Institutes—We have completed our work on this topic and will 
be sharing the data with the policy committee as they begin to examine methods by 
which centers and institutes are established. 

Total Compensation Study—We have requested a total compensation study to focus on 
supplemental pay (summer, overtime, administrative) and payment from the CU 
foundation. The timeline from OIR is to release the report to the Senate in May. This 
delay was necessary in order to be able to use 2004 data. 

Summer Salariesfor Department Chairs—On September 7,2004, the Finance 
Committee requested that the deans supply information about determination ofsummer 
salaries for department chairs. The following is a summary of their responses. 

Agriculture. Forestry and Life Sciences—chairs received payment for 32 days 
(out of64 total summer days). This would be approximately 16% of their base 
salary. 
Arts. Architecture and Humanities—chairs received 33% of their base salary to 
achieve agreed upon outcomes. 
Business and Behavioral Sciences—chairs received 33% oftheir base salary for 
the summer from E&G (one also received salary from the foundation). One 
received 33% from research grants. 
Engineering and Sciences—chairs received 30-50 days from E&G; most 
supplementtheir compensation from teaching or research to receive the maximum 
allowable 65 days. 
Health. Education and Human Development—no response 

On January 18,2005, in response to a query by a faculty member, an e-mail was sent to 
all department chairs asking how their summersalarieswere determined. To date, we 
have received 18 responses. 

Donated Time—We are just beginning to work on this issue and will have Catherine 
Watt and Wickes Westcott join us at our next meeting. This issue will need to carry over 
to the 2005-2006 committee. 

Our next meetingwill be March 1,2005, at 2:30 p.m. in B-209 Poole. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Beth Kunkel 

https://at2:30p.m.in
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CLEMSON UNIVERSITY GRIEVANCE BOARD 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE ACTIVITY 

GRIEVANCE I PROCEDURE PETITIONS 

January. 2004 through January. 2005 

Total Number ofGrievances 0 

Grievances Found Non-Grievable 
by Grievance Board 0 

Grievances Found to be Grievable 
by GrievanceBoard 

Not Yet Determined Grievable 
Or Non-Grievable 0 

Grievances In Process 0 

Suspended Grievances 0 

Withdrawn Grievances 0 

Petitions Supported by 
Hearing Panel 0 

Petitions Not Supported 
By Hearing Panel 0 

Hearing Panel Grievance 
Recommendations Supported 
By Provost/President 0 

Grievances Appealed to President 0 

Presidential Decisions 
Supporting Petitioner 0 

Grievances Appealed to 
Board ofTrustees 0 

Male 0 

Female 0 

GRIEVANCE ACTIVITY BY COLLEGE 

AFLS BBS E&S HEHD LD3RARYAAH 
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CLEMSON UNIVERSITY GRIEVANCE BOARD 

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE ACTIVITY 

GRIEVANCE II PROCEDURE PETITIONS 

January. 2004 through January. 2005 

Total Number ofGrievances 

Grievances Found Non-Grievable 

by Advisory Committee 0 

Grievances Found to be Grievable 3 

Not Yet Determined Grievable 
Or Non-Grievable 0 

Grievances In Process 1 

SuspendedGrievances o 

Withdrawn Grievances 0 

Petitions Supported by 
Hearing Panel 3 

Petitions Not Supported 
By Hearing Panel 0 

Hearing Panel Grievance 
Recommendations Supported 
By Provost 1 

Grievances Appealed to President 1 

Presidential Decisions 

Supporting Petitioner In Process 

Male 

Female 2 

GRIEVANCE ACTTVITY BY COLLEGE 

AAH AFLS BBS E&S HEHD LIBRARY 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change VI. I/J. 
Faculty Participation in College and Departmental Governance 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

The material below was retrieved from an earlier section of the Faculty Manual. Changes 
in that earlier texts are indicated with strikethroughs and boldface. 

VI.I Faculty Participation in College Governance 

In conformity with policy adopted by the Board of Trustees in January, 1981, the 
faculty of each college or equivalent unit is organized in accordance with bylaws 
developed by its faculty under guidelines for the governance of academic units. 
Accordingly, college bylaws vary. However, certain policies and procedures for faculty 
participation in college governance must be followed by allCollegiate Faculties. 

Formal meetings of the faculty of college shall be held at least once during each 
of the long semesters. At such meetings standing and other committees of the college 
report to the faculty and make recommendations. However, any member of a Collegiate 
Faculty may raise a question concerning the academic affairs of the college before the 
faculty. Where immediate action on such questions is deemed inadvisable, thepresiding 
officer, with the concurrence of the faculty, may refer them to appropriate college 
committees. 

Recommendations of from the college faculty are to be forwarded to the 
appropriate University council, committee, or administrative officer. Minutes of 
Collegiate Faculty meetings are to be forwarded to the Provost and Vice-President for 
Academic Affairs and to the President of the University for their information. 

Each college with degree program responsibilities shall have as a standing 
committee a Curriculum Committee. At the discretion of the faculty and in accordance 
with college bylaws, a college may establish separate Undergraduate and Graduate 
Curriculum Committees. Each college's Undergraduate Curriculum Committee elects its 
own chairpoFoon, who also serves as tbe on the eollogofo Foppcocntativo to the 
University Undergraduate Curriculum Committee. A second representative shall be 
elected by the committee. Likewise, the elected chairpewo* of the College's Graduate 
Curriculum Committee represents the college on the University Graduate Curriculum 
Committee. A college that chooses to maintain a single curriculum committee delegates 
to that committee the authority to name the college representative to the University 
Graduate Curriculum Committee. 

Each department or equivalent unit of the college shall elect its representatives) 
to the college curriculum committee in accordance with procedures established in the 
college bylaws. Incolleges inwhich the number ofdepartments is small, college bylaws 
may specify alternate procedures for establishing the membership of college curriculum 
committees. Terms of service on college curriculum committees are to be determined by 
the faculty ofeach college andspecified in its bylaws. 

1-1 
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Curricular itomo recommendations emanating from the departments or 
equivalent units of each college are acted upon by the Collegiate Faculty and/or by the 
appropriate college curriculum committee. Upon approval such curricular items are to be 
forwarded to the appropriate University Curriculum Committee for action. 

A Collegiate Faculty may also establish other standing committees whose 
composition and membership are determined by the faculty in accordance with the 
college bylaws. Said committees shall report to the Collegiate Faculty at regular 
intervals. Ad Hoc committees may be established at the discretion of the dean of the 
college. 

Membership on college committees need not be confined to Collegiate Faculty 
only: college bylaws shall provide for student and staff on representation wherever 
feasible appropriate. 

VI. J Faculty Participation in Departmental Governance 

In conformity with policy adopted by the Board of Trustees in January, 
1981, the faculty of each department or equivalent unit is organized in accordance 
with bylaws developed by its faculty under guidelines for the governance of 
academic units. Accordingly, departmental bylaws vary. However, certain policies 
and procedures for faculty participation m departmental governance must be 
followed by all departmental faculties. 

In accordance with University polioy adopted by the Board of Trustees in 
January, 1981, The faculty who comprise an academic department or equivalent unit 
constitute the primary authority on academic matters such as the department's curriculum 
and its major and minor programs. In such matters the influence of the department head 
chair and of the dean (if the latter happens to be a member of the department) extends 
only so far as their status as departmental faculty. The faculty of a department or 
equivalent unit also constitutes the primary judge of the qualifications of its members; 
thus peer evaluation is an essential element in the appointment, reappointment, 
promotion, and tenure ofdepartment members (see II.G-L). 

Since the will of the department with regard to academic matters is most properly 
established in formal assemblages, the department head chair shall conduct a regular 
meeting of the departmental faculty at least once in each of the long semesters. Minutes 
of these meetings shall be forwarded to the dean of the college or the equivalent 
administrator for his/her information. 

Each department or equivalent unit shall have a standing Advisory Committee of 
faculty members, shared by the department hood chair, the composition and membership 
of which shall be approved by the regular faculty of the department. In small 
departments the faculty may elect to have the entire regular faculty serve as the 

1* 
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/ Advisory committee. This committee shall advise the bead chair on matters which 
/ he/she brings to it. 

If approved by the department bead chair and the departmental faculty, other 
standing committees may be established. These committees shall forward 
recommendations to the bead chair and report to the departmental faculty at regular 
intervals. Ad Hoc committees may be established at the department hoad?o chair's 
discretion. All departmental committees, however, must be established in aeeopdaneo 
ways consistent with college bylaws and with the Faculty Manual. Membership on 
departmental committees need not be confined to faculty: student and/or staff 
representation shall beprovided forwherever feasible appropriate. 

Each department shall also elect representatives to the college committee in 
accordance with procedures established in the college bylaws. 

Links go here 

o) l* 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change Appendix C 
Changes in the Evaluation Form 

HoIleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

The revised form ensures that the faculty member receives a copy of the evaluation 
form from the department chair and the dean. Boxes replace lines where the 
department chair is required to give an overall rating. 

Rationale: 

Some faculty members have not been able to obtain copies without specifically 
requesting them. 
The continuous line sometimes results in a mark being place between categories, which is 
unclear to the faculty member, the dean and the Provost, particularly if there is a 
grievance. The boxes requirea clear choice of category. 

^l 

V 
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APPENDLXC 

GUIDELINES FOR FACULTY EVALUATION 

FORM 3: EVALUATION SUMMARY 

EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 

Name '. Rank_ 

Department College 

LNarrative of Evaluation (Attach additional sheets as necessary) 

The faculty member's record of scholarly research orcreative activity and record ofsubstantial achievements in 
publication, presentation or other means ofmaking workavailable for peerreview is characteristic ofthe 
discipline andqualifies the memberto teachandadvise at the graduate level. Yes No 
IL Total Performance Rating . 

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Marginal Unsatisfactory 

Evaluated by Date 
(Chair's signature) 

I have read and received a copy of the Chair's evaluation Date 
(Faculty member's signature) 

I have filed a disclaimer to the Chair's evaluation Date 
(Faculty member's signature) 

Read by Dean Date 
(Dean's signature) 

Dean's Comments 

I have read and received a copy of the Dean's comments Date_ 
(Faculty member's signature) 

I have filed a disclaimer to the Dean's comments Date_ 
(Faculty member's signature) 

za 
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BRIEF Progress Report 
Faculty Senate Select Committee on Land Use 

January 28,2005 

In the last few weeks, the Committee met with President Barker several times to finalize 
the proceedings and content of the Town Meeting held yesterday. The President agreed 
to provide two handouts to all attendees at the meeting: 1) An information sheet 
describing what the forest is now, and 2) A proposed set ofGuiding Principles on the 
Land Use property that was developed by our committee. 

Our initial draft of the Guiding Principles embodied statements that were largely in 
agreement (about75%)witha previous set that the President developed in April, 2004. 
After the two meetings above, both the President and the Faculty Senate Committee 
agreed on 8 statements. At the Town Meeting, thePresident readboth the Preface to the 
Guiding Principles as well as the 8 statements and indicated his support of these. 

A short summary of the Town Meeting involves three major points: 
1)Attendees would like to see additional layers ofprotection for the lands 
2) As per the Guiding Principles, the President will appoint a Land Use Advisory 
Committee and charge them with the development ofa Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan 

3) The President needs a revenue stream from the Land Use property 

Over the next few weeks, the Committee will summarize our work to date, and will begin 
to prepare a final report to the Faculty Senate. 

II 



6) To ensure that land will remain a valuable asset to fulfill the University's mission, the existing 
acreage of Land Use property will be maintained (approximately 20,000 acres), with emphasis 
on the acquisition of in-holdings. 

7) Innovative programs will be developed in order to generate revenue from the Land Use land 
holdings. Sale of property will be the last resort for generating revenue. Any revenue generated 
will be subject to all applicable laws and regulations. 

8) To become a national leader in the making of sound, resource-based, land use decisions, 
Clemson University will initiate a program (inventory) to allow it to completely understand its 
Land Use properties. 

Reference A: Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act 

The Land Use propertywas transferred to Clemson University under this act The Clemson University 
campusis not part ofthese lands(called the "project"). 

Section 1010. Land conservation and land utilization 
"The secretary is authorized and directed to develop a program ofland conservationand landutilization. 
In order thereby to correctmaladjustments in land use, andthus assist in controlling soil erosion, 
reforestation, preserving natural resources, protecting fish andwildlife, developingand protecting 
recreational facilities, mitigating floods, preventing impairmentofdams and reservoirs, developing 
energyresources, conserving surface andsubsurface moisture, protecting the watersheds ofnavigable 
streams, and protecting the publiclands, health, safety,andwelfare,but not to build industrial parksor 
establish private industrial orcommercial enterprises." 

Reference B: Public Law 84-237: 
This Public Law was created specifically forClemsonUniversity to allow for saleor exchangeoflandsto 
consolidate theproject by the acquisition ofadverse inholdmgs within the project boundaries. 

Public Law 84-237 statesthat to accomplish this: 
A)"... all proceeds from thesale orexchange ofsuch lands shall be used by Clemson University for the 
acquisition of lands within UK boundaries of the project or for the development orimprovement oflands 
within the project," ... 
B)**... any lands acquired by the sale orexchange of the lands covered by such agreement shall become 
a partofthe project" ... 
C)"... all proceeds from thesale, lease, orother disposition of the lands covered by such agreement shall 
be maintained by ClemsonUniversity in a separate fund " 

Public Law 84-237 contains a Reverter Clause (this is actually contained in the deed to the land) 
D)"... land shall beused for public purposes and if (not)... the estate ... shall immediately revert to ... 
the United States ofAmerica.*' 

l~t 
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PROPOSED GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

for 

CLEMSON'S LAND USE PROPERTY 

PREFACE: 

The 20,000 acres of Land Use property surrounding Clemson University's campus are held by 
the University in a legacy of public trust. As public-use lands, the property has been heavily used 
to fulfill the University's teaching, research and public service Land Grant missions. The 
property also has enhanced the lives of individual students and the public through access to 
greenspace, outdoor recreation, and wildlife management areas and through sanctuaries for 
personal revitalization andcloseconnections with nature. 

Over the decades of University stewardship much of the land has reached icon status - these 
lands embody images no less important to Clemson alumni than Tillman Hall, Howard's rock 
and Bowman Field. Embedded in the legacy of public-trust is a profound cornmitment to future 
generations. In an era of developmental pressure and urban-sprawl, University stewardship must 
remainsteadfast to the public-use mission ofthe lands. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES: 

1) The letter and intent of all applicable regulations and laws will be followed in the use, 
preservation, management,development, exchange,andsale ofLandUse properties.Under these 
regulations and laws, the University will protect the Land Use properties from commercial or 
private development (see References A and B below). 

2) The Education, Research and Service missions of the Umversity will always have priority for 
use ofUniversity Land Use property. 

3) hi keeping with Clemson's Top-20 aspirations, the University will demonstrate exemplary 
stewardship of its lands, and will develop world-class examples of land use that will be 
communicated to both the state and nation, thereby enhancing its teaching, research and public 
service missions. 

4) Clemson University will establish an Advisory Committee for Land Use lands with campus-
wide representation (and multi-year terms) and representatives from the surrounding 
communities. The Committee will review management policies and all proposals for the sale, 
development, exchange and lease ofClemson Land Use properties and make recommendations 
to the President. 

5) The University will develop and maintain a well-publicized comprehensive plan for the short 
and long term use ofUniversity Land Use properties. Planning priority will be given to keeping 
the largest landholdings intact. The plan will be approved by the Board ofTrustees. 

K A 
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BRIEF DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION ABOUT TBE 

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY LAND USE PROPERTY 

Clemson Experimental Forest (CEF) and Agriculture Lands 

Clemson's Land Use properly (about 30,000acres) was deeded to the University in the 1950's under the 
Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant act through Public Law 84 - 237. Subsequently about 10,000 acres of mis 
land were inundated by the construction of Lake Hartwell by the US Army Corps ofEngineers. The laws 
and regulations placed on this land are found in the Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act and in PubUc Law 
84-237 (see the Proposed Guiding Principles). 

Sizes 

Norm Forest: 7,000 acres South Forest 11,000 acres 
Lake Issaqueena: 100 acres Highest point: 300 ft above Lake Hartwell 

Hiking/biking/horse trails: >100 miles Streams: >200 miles 

Roads: 225 miles Ag Lands: 2,000 acres 
Uses 

Trail use; 25,000 person-hours annually 93% ofForest is used for recreation 

CU Outdoor Lab; 15,000guests per year CU Outdoor Lab; 1,000 campers each summer 
Finances 

CEF is self-sustaining (SO cost to CU though harvesting offorest products; approx. $300,000 per yr) 

Research Approximately SI million per year 
Classes 25 typically 
Education 1400 forestrygrads(SC forest products industry -S14 billion/year) 

Numerous M.S. and PhJX graduates use the Forest 
Publications Over 400 

Studies of: forestmanagement-wildlife relationships, nutrientcycling and forest 
productivity, forestsustainability, forest hydrology and ecology,pathology, forestpests, 
herbicides, and effects offire 

Research Clemson Forest is one of the primary areas of Undergraduate Research on this campus 
Studies of: fire, pests,parasites, erosion,nutrients, herbicides,runoff, deer, rabbits, 
ducks,bats,beaver,song birds, squirrels,amphibians, reptiles, fish, spiders, insects 

Classes 20 typically 
Education NumerousMS. and PhD. graduates use die Forest 

These lands (about2,000 acres) are scattered in severallocations throughout the area. Theseinclude: 
Lamaster dairy, Garrison Area, Starkey Swine Farm, Morgan Poultry Center, SoilsLab,and theSeed 
Foundation. Oneuseof these agricultural plotsis to produce feedforUniveisity animals. 

• It costs$170,000 per yearto feed University animals fromfeedstock raised on LandUse property 
• Purchasing feedcommercially wouldcost $420,000, a savings of$342,000per year 
• This is the equivalentof a $342,000 grant (with no overhead) to the Umversity every year 
• Income from nrilk and livestock sales is reinvested into the operation of the farms. 
• Classes: 10 typically 

id 



J5 

Much of tbe Piedmont region's habitatis being fragmentedand destroyed by development The CEF 
represents an important wildlife sanctuary for manyspecies living in the upperPiedmont 

Birds (170 species) 12 Specie* ofSpecial Concern (populations declining) 
10of these species breed on the Clemson Forest 

Mammals (50 species) 
Larger Mammals 
Beaver Raccoon Opossum Bobcat Red fox Grey fox 
Muskrat Bear Coyote Chipmunk Woodchuck Raccoon 
Mink Otter Skunk Flying squirrel White tailed deer 

Amphibians & Reptiles (79 species) 
Forestprotects over 50% ofthe amphibians and reptilespeciesmat occur in SC. Also, 
Southernmost known population of the Wood Frog 
One ofPickens County's few populations of the Spotted Salamander. 
Only knownpopulationofthe Eastern SpadefbotToad in OconeeCounty (in the Ravenel Tract) 
One ofonly afew survivingpopulationsof the Pigmy Rattlesnake in the upper Piedmont 
Timber Rattlesnake occurs at its lowest elevation here. 
Colonies of tbe Green Treefrog and Squirrel Treefrog over 100 miles from nearest populations 

Fish (25 species) 
A coastal plainspecies of fish (100 mile range extension) was recently discovered on the CEF 

Insects (numerous species) 
5 insect species completely new to science have been discovered on the CEF 
Rare lace bug has been collected on the CEF. There are no other records from SC 

Plants 

54 species of trees 50 species ofshrubs 17 species ofvines 
6 species oforchids Numerous wildflower species 3 SCState Champion trees 

Bird Carolina wren Animal Whitetail deer 

Amphibian Spotted salamander Insect Carolina mantis 

Spider Carolina wolf spider Butterfly Eastern tiger swallowtail 
Game Bird Wild turkey Grass Indian grass 
Flower Carolina Jessamine WUdflower Goldenrod 

John E. Calhoun plantation site 
Andrew Pickens house 

FortRudedge 
Numerous CCC structures 

Todds Creek dam 

Ramsey-Lawrence cemetery 
Woodburn Place 

Waldrop Stone waterfall 
Watershed Rd. Beaver Pond 

Seed OrchardOak Hickory Forest 

Colhoun graveyard 
Arrowhead Factory 
Keowee-Hopewell church 
Seneca Indian Town Marker 

Pickens brother home site 

Issaqueena dam 
O'neal's ferry 

Todds Creek waterfall 
Wildcat Creek 

George Aull natural area 

Treaty Oak (Hopewell treaty) 
Indian Burial Mounds 

Numerous old home sites 

Todds Creek grist mill 
Seed Orchard trees 

Roland Schoenike Arboretum 

Exploratory gold mines 

Lake Issaqueena 
South Forest Beech grove 
Wildfowl management area 
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MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

MARCH 8, 2005 

1. Call to Order: President Webb M. Smathers, Jr., called the meeting to 
order at 2:32 p.m. and then welcomed all guests. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes of February 8, 2005 
were approved as distributed. 

3. "Free Speech" Period: John Bednar, Professor of French in the College 
of Architecture, Arts and Humanities and a former Senator, addressed the Senate 
concerning Faculty Manual requirements for faculty evaluation of Assistant and 
Associate Deans. Professor Bednar stated his belief that the Faculty Manual is not being 
followed and also his dissatisfaction with how his request was handled by Senate 
President Webb Smathers and Provost Helms (see attachment). 

4. Election of Faculty Senate Officers for 2005-2006: There being no 
nominations from the floor for either office, elections of Faculty Senate Officers, Vice 
President/President- Elect and Secretary were held by secret ballot. Beth Kunkel (AFLS) 
was elected Vice President/President-Elect and Donna Winchell (AAH) was elected 
Secretary. 

5. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees 

1) Policy Committee: As he has been saying all year, Chair Fran 
McGuire once again applauded President Smathers' decision to appoint Holley Ulbrich 
as the Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant. He then submitted the Committee Report 
dated February 15, 2005 (Attachment A) and noted that the Committee's final meeting 
will be at 3:00 p.m. on March 15th. 

2) Welfare Committee: Chair Donna Winchell stated that the Report 
on Faculty Benefits dated January, 2005 was received at the February meeting and moved 
that the Report be accepted by the Faculty Senate. There was no discussion. Vote was 
taken and Report was accepted unanimously (Attachment B). 

3) Scholastic Policies Committee: Chair Peter Kiessler submitted the 
Committee Report dated March 8, 2005 and briefly described (Attachment C) and noted 
that two items will come under New Business. He urged faculty to become involved in 
defining the process of evaluation at the department level. The system needs to be 



flexible because there are so many ways faculty can be effective. It is incumbent on 
faculty to be really clear what their teaching and research is and to make their own case. 
He thinks that we really need to change faculty attitudes on teaching, not just count 
number of publications. 

4) Research Committee: Chair Sean Williams noted that the national 
search is ongoing for the Associate Vice President for Research and that the evaluation of 
candidates by the Search Committee will begin April 4, 2005 (there are currently no 
internal candidates). People should be aware that discussion has begun about a super 
honors college that is being proposed by Steve Wainscott. 

5) Finance Committee: Chair Beth Kunkel submitted and briefly 
described the Committee's Report on Summer Salaries for Department Chairs 
(Attachment D). 

b. University Commissions and Committees Reports: 
1) Budget Accountability Committee - President Smathers 

reported that this Committee has worked on a draft of a philosophical compensation 
statement and that the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee has offered 
comments. 

2) President Smathers explained the history of the establishment 
of the Faculty Senate Select Committee on Land Use Property. Professor Ben Sill, Chair 
of the Committee, then explained the process the Committee followed and in particular 
explained Appendix R. He strongly encouraged everyone to read the Report. Motion 
was made to accept the Report from the Select Committee on Land Use Property and was 
seconded. There was no discussion. The Report was unanimously accepted by the 
Faculty Senate (Attachment E). Senator McGuire, a member of the Land Use Property 
Committee, asked that the Policy Committee be able to look at the Report for the 
implementation and utilization of the recommendations contained in the Report. Motion 
was seconded. Senator Kunkel then moved to table until the April meeting. The motion 
was seconded. Vote to table was taken and passed unanimously. 

6. President's Report: President Smathers reported that: 
a. Kenneth Murr, a long-time Senate supporter, had a heart attack 

over the weekend and is recovering. 
b. the Women's Commission Health Fair was well done and he was 

impressed with this first-time event. 
c. Lawrence Nichols, Director of Human Services, continues to work 

on the issue of spreading nine-month paychecks over twelve months. 
d. the Provost has approved the proposed Faculty Manual change 

regarding college and departmental governance. 
e. college elections to the Faculty Senate should be in process at this 

time and results are to be reported to the Faculty Senate as immediately as possible. 
f. he received a request to look at the issue of the evaluation of 

associate deans. He looked at the procedures in the Faculty Manual which state that he 



has the option to refer to a committee for additional input. The committee is charged 
with keeping confidentiality and he did that. He took the committee's information and 
decided it was not a Faculty Manual violation. After he had made his decision, he 
presented the issue to the Provost. She is the person in the decision-making position who 
can effect change to these issues and is privy to the issue in confidentiality. At that time, 
he again read the Manual and had questions, personally, so he read the previous page 
regarding the selection of academic administrators. This section is very explicit, but the 
section on the evaluation of academic administrators is not. He asked many others to 
read it, too, and none of them agreed with the committee's interpretation. He raised the 
questions to the deans who responded that they evaluated associate deans but not by the 
procedures listed for deans in the Faculty Manual. He followed the Faculty Manual 
process. The issue was also brought up to the Executive/Advisory Committee which 
agreed that he appoint a select committee to address this issue. President Smathers is in 
the process of appointing the committee at this time. 

g. there will be a news story about football grants being given and 
then rescinded. 

h. he met with the Vice President for Public Service about the lack of 

a search for an associate vice president. PSA is outside of the Faculty Manual. It seems 
to be important to have a search committee so that, if John Kelly vacates the position for 
whatever reason, someone is in place to advance. I suggested that he expand his process 
in the future. 

i. he spoke with the Provost about some administrators being 
involved with large projects off campus which takes them outside of 
departments/colleges and how this is a burden. 

j. he has spoken with the Provost and the Vice President for 
Research about the urgent need to appoint people to positions on the Humane Care and 
Use of Animals Committee in order to be in compliance with federal and state 
regulations. 

k. he has received an invitation from Institutional Research to join a 
group visiting our campus to study our ability to graduate our students in a timely 
manner. 

1. that he, Eleanor Hare, and Donna Winchell met with 
representatives of Phi Beta Kappa when they visited our campus as a possible chapter. 
One of their concerns is Clemson's structure. 

m. he attended and participated in the Summit on Faculty Hiring to 
address the hiring of 130 new faculty this year. 

n. he attended and participated in the Summit on Leadership to 
considers ways to infuse leadership into our curriculum. 

o. there remain to be problems with doing both electronic and red 
forms of student evaluations. Eleanor Hare will work with Debbie Jackson to see if there 
is enough data to study. At this time there is no central collection. 

p. he has been appointed to a Task Force on Sportsmanship headed 
by Terry Don Phillips and Almeda Jacks. 

q. recommended revisions to the student integrity policy can be 
obtained from the Faculty Senate Office. 



7. Old Business: None 

8. New Business: 

a. After explaining the problem with the composition of the present 
Ombudsman Subcommittee, the proposed Faculty Manual change, Reconstitution of the 
Ombudsman Subcommittee, was submitted and approval moved by Senator McGuire. 
Motion was seconded. A motion was then made to table the proposed Manual change 
which was also seconded. Vote to table and passedunanimously (AttachmentF). 

b. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Changes in Evaluation Forms 
1 and 2, was submitted for approval by Senator McGuire. No discussion transpired. 
Vote to accept proposed change was taken and passed unanimously (Attachment G). 

c. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Chairs and/or Directors in 
Faculty Personnel Actions, was submitted and approval moved by Senator McGuire. A 
friendly amendment was offered but then withdrawn. Vote to accept proposed change 
was taken and passed (Attachment H). 

d. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Compensation for Summer 
School Teaching, was submitted and approval moved by Senator McGuire. Senator 
Eleanor Hare explained that this change would insure that all administrative evaluations 
(tenure, promotion, post-tenure, goal setting, annual evaluation) be done by the same 
administrative position. Vote to accept change was taken and passed unanimously 
(Attachment I). 

e. The proposed Faculty Manual addition, Professional Responsibility, 
was submitted for approval and explained by Senator McGuire. He also explained the 
linkage between this addition and the next proposed Manual change, Professional 
Responsibility and Grievance Procedure II. Discussion followed. Vote to accept the 
addition, only, was taken and passed (Attachment J). 

f. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Professional Responsibility and 
Grievance Procedure II, was submitted and approval moved by Senator McGuire. 
Discussion followed. Motion to close debate was made. Vote to close debate was taken 
and failed. Discussion continued. A friendly amendment was offered but withdrawn. 
Vote was taken on proposed change to Grievance Procedure II and passed (Attachment 
K). 

g. Senator Kiessler submitted for approval and explained the change to 
the Final Exam Schedule to a Monday through Saturday schedule. Motion was made to 
table whichwas seconded. Vote to table was taken and passed (AttachmentL). 

h. Senator Kiessler then submitted for approval and explained the change 
to the Final Exam Policy. Two-thirds vote to come to the floor was taken and 
unanimously passed. A Sense of the Senate was asked. The Senate Sense was in favor of 
the Final Exam Policy (Attachment M). 



Hare, Secretary

i. Professor Bednar asked about his resolution being brought forward to 
the Faculty Senate for action. As stated in the "Free Speech" guidelines, the President 
and/or the Parliamentarian of the Faculty Senate are to determine any appropriate actions. 
President Smathers and Parliamentarian Holley Ulbrich determined that the resolution 
will be placed on the April Faculty Senate Agenda. 

9. Announcements: 

a. The Faculty Senate Annual Spring Reception will be held on April 12, 
2005 immediately following the meeting between the Martin Inn and the Madren Center. 

b. President Smathers shared information about the "Call Me Mister" 

Program. 

10. Open Discussion ON the Record: 
a. Senator Grant Cunningham asked the Provost for a clarification. He 

attended the President's Cabinet meeting scheduled for February 28, 2005 and arrived 
promptly at the scheduled time. Evidently, the meeting had been canceledbut he was not 
notified. The Provost explained that the Board of Trustees asked President Barker to 
schedule time for the Administrative Council and the Vice Presidents to meet for 
planning purposes. Due to limited times available, it was decided that these meetings 
will be held once a month during the regularly-scheduled time for President's Cabinet 
meetings. There will be aCabinet meeting on March 14, but not one on the 28th. Senator 
Cunningham politely noted that his time was equally as important and that he should 
have been notified. 

b. Professor Bednar responded to a statement made by President 
Smathers during his President's Report. Professor Bednar believes that his 
confidentiality was breached when the determination of his Faculty Manual violation 
allegation by the Policy Committee was forwarded to the Provost. He also noted his 
concerns about possible retaliation and problems, in general, during the promotion and 
tenure process. 

11. Adjournment The meeting was adjourned by President Smathers at 5:23 
p.m. 

12. Open Discussion OFF the Record 

ir/orEleanor Hare, Secretary 

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 



Absent: M. Martin (N. Corrales for), T. Churan, (R. Campbell for), S. Bhaduri, E. 
Makram, B. Logan (C. Linnel for), L. Sill (M. Futral for) 



DRAFT Minutes of the Policy Committee 
February 15, 2005 
205 Cooper Library 

Members: Fran McGuire (chair), Bryan Simmons, Webb Smathers, 
Dennis Smith 

Guests: Provost Dori Helms, Eleanor Hare, Connie Lee, Cathy Sturkie, 
Holiey Ulbrich, Beth Kunkel, Pat Smart 

The minutes of the January 18 meeting were approved. 

Origination and creation of institutes and centers: Beth Kunkel reported that COES has an in-
house process and the Library does not have centers. Other units did not respond to Welfare 
Committee questions. Bryan Simmons reported that Provost Helms would like to talk to this 
group about what exists currently. Webb Smathers reported that Debbie Jackson has developed 
procedures requested by the Board of Trustees. Institutes and Centers are assessed every 5 
years. There is a formal method to close down a center that is not effective. Fran will request a 
copy of these procedures. It was noted that there seems to be little or no faculty input into how 
centers/institutes are initiated and evaluated. Questions were raised about evaluation of faculty 
in centers and institutes. 

Beth Kunkel reported on the Finance Committee examination of five centers and institutes. She 
said that each one was formed differently and grew differently. One group was imported as a 
group from USC. Most faculty come up for tenure/promotion in their home department, which 
causes problems because these faculty are paid much more than faculty in their home 
departments. Cluster hiring, as was done for the Genomic Institute staff, worked for that 
institute. There is concern that annual evaluations may be done by the director of the 
center/institute but tenure/promotion evaluation by a very different committee with different 
set of expectations. 

1 

Eleanor Hare provided the Committee with copies of communication with the University of 
Georgia Office of the Vice President for Research, which included: 

(1) Research office has discretionary funds that can be used for bridge funding 
on a case-by-case basis - primarily for established tenure-track 
faculty, very rarely for non-tenure-track faculty. Occasionally used for 
startup funds for non-tenure track coming from private sector. 

(2) VP makes all decisions about bridge funding based on a letter of request 
with an itemized budget. 

(3) Departments are asked for bridge funds first. Participation of the home 
department and/or college is considered a validation of the funding 
request. 



Holley Ulbrich provided the Committee with a final copy of Form 3 from Appendix C of the 
Faculty Manual. The boxes for evaluation categories have been improved visually. (These 
changes to Form 3 had received unanimous approval at the February Senate meeting.) 

Holley presented a change to Forms 1 and 2 in Appendix C. The proposed wording is "Other 
Instructional Activities - Include here any instructional activities that are not formally 
associated with instruction for a course. These may include curriculum or new course 
development, service learning, supervision of undergraduate research, or other 
pedagogical activities as well as lectures." 

Holley also presented changes to Part III of the Faculty Manual, sections D through J. the new 
language makes it absolutely clear that if both chair and director and part of the administrative 
structure, it is the chair that does the evaluation. The proposed wording is: 

"In cases where there is no department chair, the administrative recommendation is made by 
the school director. In the remainder of this section (III.D) through Section III.J., 
references to chair should be understood to refer to the school director if and 
only if there is no departmental chair. 

The chair or director may be invited... 
The chair or director shall ensure ... 

The chair or director shall forward ... 
Etc. 

The above changes to the Faculty Manual (Forms 1 and 2 of Appendix C and Section II.D through 
III.J) were approved by the Committee and will be submitted to the Faculty Senate at the March 
meeting. 

Spousal and cluster hires. Suggestions submitted by Byron Wiley of Access & Equity (Oct. 8 
memo to Pat Smart) were discussed. The Committee supported the substance of Mr. Wiley's 
proposal. Holley Ulbrich was asked to make some wordsmithing changes and bring back to the 
Committee in March. 

The Proposed Professional Responsibility Philosophy Statement and Procedures, proposed to the 
Senate on April 5, 2004, by the Ad Hoc Committee on Professional Responsibility was discussed. 
The Committee approved minor changes to Section C.d, paragraphs 2 and 3. Holley Ulbrich will 
submit wordsmithing to reflect these changes before the Executive/Advisory meeting on 
February 22. (Change 1: "The burden of proof rests on the petitioner." Change 2: rework 
"lack of cooperation and civil interaction with colleagues" so that clear applies only to super-
extreme cases. The wording "serious and aggravated" was suggested.) 

The Committee approved a motion to move the professional responsibility statement to GP-II 
(instead of GP-I). The Committee then decided to defer the final decision (GP-I or GP-II) to the 
Executive/Advisory Committee. Holley was asked to prepare both a GP-I version and a GP-II 
version to be presented to the Executive/Advisory Committee on February 22. Kinry Sturkie, 
chair of the Ad Hoc Committee, will be at this meeting. 



Provost Helms joined the Committee and discussion of institutes and centers resumed. Provost 
Helms gave a history of formation of recent centers and institutes and distributed the Guidelines 
for the Assessment of Centers and Institutes. The following issues were discussed: 

(1) Value of institutes in getting grants. Provost Helms has looked at top-20 
universities - Georgia has over 200 centers and institutes. Institutes are 
helpful in obtaining grants because they are more visible and in very 
specific areas of research. The name of the center often indicates where the 
grants may be found. 

(2) The University needs flexibility in. establishing institutes because 
opportunities frequently have a narrow window. But, faculty need input on 
how institutes are established. Approval needs to go to Academic Council. 
Curriculum committees should be informed. Currently waiting for a report 
from faculty committee, chaired by Larry Dooley, on interdisciplinary 
institutes. 

(3) Establishment of institutes. Must have a written (business) plan that is 
approved by the Board of Trustees. CU sends notification to the CHE. Should 
not have any inst/centers that the CHE does not know about. A full blown 
proposal to CHE must go through faculty. An institute can get 10% 
additional overhead from the research office, so they are supposed to have 
an advisory board. Institutes report to the VP for Research. 

(4) Evaluation of faculty who work primarily in institutes. Faculty may move 
sufficiently far from mission of department and college that no longer fit 
the guidelines of the dept. Who establishes goals? Who evaluates every 
year? Should there be combined evaluation by institute director and 
department chair? Who is evaluated by whom and under what criteria? 
What happens with promotion/tenure? 

(5) Raises for faculty in institutes. Raises are determined by institute director 
and paid for by grants. Institute director cannot give E&G money for raise. 
For tenured faculty, the raise comes out of the department they are tenured 
in. 

(6) Post-tenure review for faculty in institutes. Has not been done yet. 

(7) If institute is disbanded. If faculty come back into department, E&G money 
required to support them. Will salaries be skewed wrt other dept faculty? 

(8) Institutes and degree programs. Provost Helms would not want institutes to 
give undergraduate degrees, but she thinks that very specialized 
interdisciplinary degrees might be possible under the direction of the 
Graduate School. Would an interdisciplinary committee do faculty review 
Should faculty have tenure before becoming involved? 



(9) Fifth year reviews of centers and institutes. Must have annual plan and 
annual report. Currently doing fifth year reviews on 1/3 of the centers in 
COES. Board is informed of each result. Provost Helms is willing to modify 
the procedure for the 5th year review to include faculty input, but she 
cautioned that there are over 100 institutes and centers, so could involve 
considerable faculty effort. 

(10) Centers in Colleges. Should faculty have input into the creation and 
evaluation of centers in colleges? What faculty really want to know is how 
centers and institutes will affect funding throughout the college. Should a 
statement of the source of money be shared with the college advisory 
committee? 

(11) Research funding and bridge funding. Should CU create a bridge funding 
pool? At the college level or the VP level or both? Could reduce the % that 
stays at the VP level or the deans reserve a % of their refund. How long do 
you carry a person? Is there any time that E&G money could be used? Can 
lapsed salary be used? 

Provost Helms stated that we have an unbelievable incentive plan. At UC-Davis you don't get 
any of your incentive money back. When you start hiring people they are amazed to find out that 
they get their incentive money back. She suggested that Fran McGuire and Webb Smathers come 
to next task force meeting and talk with deans about problems and solutions. She is concerned 
that the current Faculty Manual is too restrictive and is keeping us from hiring research 
professors. 

Provost Helms is also concerned about replacing TERI people leaving in Spring 2006. We also 
need to hire 5 deans next year and budgetary constraints may require a moratorium on 
sabbaticals during that year. 

Provost Helms told the Committee that she could not approve the change to summer school 
compensation passed by the Senate because it contained the number 4.16%. The Committee then 
approved the following modification, which will be presented to the March Senate meeting: 

"Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of 3.25% of the faculty 
member's base salary per credit hour. For a course in which the number of 
registered students is inadequate to support full payment, a faculty member 
may be offered the option either not to teach the course or to receive a reduced 
salary based on tuition income generated. Deviations from ^tfflspolicy? must be TUad^ 
presented by the department chair and approved by the Departmental Advisory Oo\i(lJL&j> 
Committee or the departmental faculty, as a whole, if no Departmental Advisory / 
Committee exists, and shall be distributed in writing to all departmental 
faculty." 

Discussion of the above policy change: Summer school revenues have been going down. The 
proposed change allows departments to adopt a policy to offer courses at a flat rate, rather than 
as a percentage cf salary. A department may offer more that 3.25% of base salary if such a 
policy is approved as described. 
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Report on Faculty Benefits 

The Welfare Committee ofthe Faculty Senate was charged during Academic Year 2004-
05 with the task ofanalyzing and reporting on faculty benefits. Benefits was broadly 
defined as any advantages that come with employment at Clemson University exclusive 
ofsalary, which is studiedextensivelyby other groups. 

How Are Faculty Made Aware of the Benefits Available to Them? 

New Faculty. Members ofthe committee reviewed the packet ofinformation given new 
faculty at New Faculty Orientation. The Office ofHuman Resources, however, is to be 
commended for the recent launching of its Online New Faculty Orientation, which makes 
available in electronic form the many documents previously distributed in hard copy. 
New faculty still have the option ofattending an orientation meeting, but the online 
version has the advantage ofletting new faculty members work through the masses of 
orientation material at their convenience before the end oftheir first month of 
employment. After completing the online orientation, each meets with a benefits 
counselor. The online orientation is also a valuable resource for any current faculty 
member who would like to review benefits or for prospective faculty. There is a link to 
the online orientation on the faculty/staff page of the Clemson home page: 
www.clemson.edu/humres/Training_Develop/new_orient/welcome.htm. 

Job Candidates. While new faculty are systematically informed oftheir benefits, there is 
no systematic way ofinforming job candidates ofthe benefits ofworking at Clemson. 
We asked the Provost and all deans for any information that they, other college 
administrators, or departmentchairs could provide about what reasons, other than salary, 
job candidates have for not choosing to come to Clemson. As we expected, the 
information compiled was anecdotal since no formal records are kept ofwhy candidates 
decide not to acceptjob offers. These are the answers the committeegot (with duplicate 
answers omitted): 

Diversity, or lack thereof 
Poorer health benefits 

Fewer jobs for spouses 
Lack offree or discounted tuition for spouses or children 
Inadequate space and basic start-up necessities such as equipment 
Teaching expectations not consistent with research expectations 
Lack or and/or poor quality office space 

Not all ofthese reasons fall under the heading ofbenefits. Ofthose that do, the reasons 
most often citedwere lack ofjobs for spousesand ofinadequatework space and other 
start-up necessities. The Provost has already reported to the Senate the need to factor 
money for start-uppackages into the plans for hiring the large number ofnew faculty that 
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Clemson will be seeing over the next few years. Individualdepartments, however, report 
that the lack ofjobs for spouses has been a major factor in failing to hire the best 
candidates available. 

Attemptsby the Welfare Committeeto determine the extent to whichjobs for spouses 
were a factor in decisions not to accept job offers again led only to anecdotal evidence. 

• The Michelin Career Center on occasion works with spouses to locate appropriate 
jobs. SenatePresident-Elect ConnieLee has worked with various Chambers of 
Commerce in the area, and Flora Riley in the Career Center keeps pre-made 
packages of information fromthem to giveto newhires andtheir spouses. 

• The Clemson Chamber ofCommerce keeps a jobs file that spouses can use as a 
resource. 

• One problem pointed out by ChiefHuman Resources Officer Lawrence Nichols is 
that spouses cannot be offered jobs at Clemson without allowing other job 
applicants equalaccess. In some cases, private funding has been found to finance 
positions for spouses. 

One conclusion reached by the Welfare Committee was that Clemson could do a better 
job of"selling" itselfto prospective hiresby devising a betterand more systematic means 
ofhelpingwith spousal hires. 

Current Faculty. Many current faculty either do not take the time or do not know how 
to keep informed abouttheirbenefitsand changes in them. TheBenefitsFair held each 
fall is poorlyattended by faculty, although staffattend in larger numbers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Next year's Welfare Committee should work with Dr. Summer Taylor, Director 
ofAdvanced Writing in the English department, to have an advanced writing class 
create as a class project a booklet about benefits that could be distributed to every 
job candidate. Dr.Taylor will locate a class in the fall to take on the Welfare 
Committee as a client to produce such a booklet This booklet could include, among 
other information, the Web address for the New Faculty Orientation and 
information about resources for finding jobs for spouses. 

2. Lawrence Nichols is to be commended for his regular attendance at Faculty 
Senate meetings. The Welfare Committee recommends that he be invited each 
September(or at any other appropriate time during the year) to inform the Senate 
of any major changes in benefits. The senators could then passthe information 
alongto the faculty they represent. A reminder from the senators might also 
encourage more faculty to take advantage of the Benefits Fair. Those attending the 
Benefits Fair come away with all sorts of information and free items and have a 
chance to talk to Human Resources personnel about their own plans. 

3. The senators should also immediately notify their faculty of the existence ofthe 
Online New Faculty Orientation as a resource for keeping themselves better 
informed about benefits. 
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4. A more systematic means should be designed for helping faculty spouses make 
use of the Michelin Career Center and the resources available through the 
Chambers ofCommerce. The contacts with Chambers ofCommerce in the area 
that Connie Lee has established should be maintained. 

5. The Office of Human Resources in the past sent faculty an annual hard copy of 
their benefits statement That office should consider what the most cost efficient 
means would be for reinstating annual benefits statements. 

How Do Clemson's Benefits Compare with Those of Neighboring State 
Universities? 

Extensive informationabout the state's EmployeeInsurance Program is available from 
the South CarolinaBudget and Control Board. Appendix A provides a 2004 comparison 
ofthe cost ofSouth Carolina's State Health Plan and U.S. averages. For the purposes of 
comparison, thenation was divided into four regions, and the State Health Plan was 
found to be lessexpensive than the U.S. average and regional averages(whichtake into 
account different levels ofcoveragesuch as employeeonly, employee/spouse, 
employee/child, etc.): 

The cost ofthe SC State Health Plan is 

• 16 percent lower than the Southern average 
• 23 percent lower than the Westernaverage 
• 34 percent lower than the Midwestern average 
• 34 percent lower than the Northeasternaverage 
• 27 percent lower than the U.S. average 

The South Carolina plan compares thus with the Southern region: 

South South Carolina 

Employer $373.83 $286.75 

Employee $101.79 $114.90 

Total $475.62 $401.65 

The2004 edition of 50 State Survey: A Composite Analysis ofSouth Carolina s State 
Health Plan Standard Option Rates Compared toState PlansAcross the Nation, 
compiled by the South Carolina Budget and Control Board Division ofInsurance & 
Grants Services (Appendix B), is a 14-page documem detailing the study on which these 
figures are based. Analyzing thecost ofhealth insurance, ofcourse, is notthe same as 
analyzing what benefits theUniversity and itsemployees get fortheir money. The 2004 
edition of the50 State Survey for the first time compared South Carolina's insurance plan 
design with that ofother states in the Southern region. The conclusion drawn in that 
document isthat "[i]ncomparison to the 13 other states in the South, South Carolina's 
plan design remained competitive" (5). 



Another publication by thesame body, The Value ofHealth Care Benefits (Appendix C), 
explains howthe State Insurance Program has attempted to remain competitive through 
times of soaring health care costs. Amongthe most relevant data are these: 

• There were no subscriber premium increases from 1991 through2000. 
• Between 1991 and 2000, when subscriber premiums were not raised, the average 

expenditure per person increased 88 percent Employers alone absorbed the 
additional cost in premiums. 

• Even with the 2004 rate changes, employers will pay 72% ofthe total cost to 
cover each employee. 

Only a detailed study by anoutside firm, however, could fully document the value in 
health carethat faculty aregetting for their money. Such a study was beyond the 
resources ofthe Welfare Committee. 

In analyzing these data, faculty shouldkeep in mind that the term"State Programs" is 
used to refer to the whole package ofoptionsthat the state has chosen to offer its 
employees. Underthat umbrella, "The StateHealthPrograms" includenot only the 
Economy, Standard, and Medicare Supplemental (retirees only) that together comprise 
the "State Health Plans" administered by Blue Cross/Blue Shield of South Carolina, but 
also the Health Maintenance Organizations (Companion, CIGNA and MUSC options). 
(See Appendix D.) At this time, approximately90% of faculty choose one ofthe State 
Health Plans administered by Blue Cross/Blue Shield. 

Appendices E andF provide the most recent comparison ofhealth plansoffered to 
faculty. 

Are There Options to the State Programs? 

The question has been raised whether Clemson University should consider dropping out 
ofthe State Programs, which includes the dental, life insurance, long term disability, long 
term care, MoneyPlus, andthe Vision Care Discount programsas well as the health plan. 
This is an option chosen by the City ofClemson. According to Mr. Nichols, however, the 
first step in that direction would be to hire an independent consulting firm to study the 
University's options—at the cost ofup to $200,000. Mr. Nichols adds that Clemson 
should consider such a move only ifthe University is prepared to permanently shoulder 
the financial burden of it own insurance program and that such a move toward 
privatization would be welcomed by state officials eagerto further cut funding to higher 
education. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

6. The Welfare Committee recommends that Clemson seek less drastic means of 

bringing about increased awareness of and needed changes in the health programs 
rather than withdrawing from the State Programs. 



7. As far as the committee could ascertain, no one from Clemson is directly involved 
in negotiatingthe contracts between the state ofSouth Carolina and Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield and between the state and the other insurance companies that 
administer the HMO's, the life insurance programs, the long term care insurance, 
the long term disability insurance, MoneyPlus, and the Vision Care Discount 
Program. The committee's recommendation b that Mr. Nichob or some other 
appropriate administrator be asked to investigate andreport to the Faculty Senate 
on how negotiations take placeand, given the number of faculty and staff involved, 
how Clemson might use the power of its numbers to be represented at those 
negotiations. 

How Can Problems with Benefits Programs Be Addressed? 

Mostofthe complaints reported to the committee and to Mr. Nichols haveto do withthe 
health programs. Some specific examples had to dowith problems with the plan design 
and illustrate the frustration faculty sometimes feel in dealing with the state insurance 
program. Forexample, theinsurance companies will sometimes notallow thenumber of 
pills prescribed bya doctor. The allowable 30-day supply falls short ofa 31-day need, 
requiring phone calls to theprescribing doctor and often repeated visits to thepharmacy. 
Some preventive health visits such asannual gynecological exams arenot covered. 

Othercomplaints haveto do with the cost to the faculty member. The most common 
complaints to Mr. Nichols areabout premium rates, the amount of the co-pay, thenew 
charge for doctors' visits, and theneed to redo paperwork because of changes intheplan. 

Recommendation 7 above, ifimplemented, might involveClemson in the shaping ofthe 
health plans. In the meantime, thecommittee makes thisfurther recommendation: 

RECOMMENDATION: 
8. Mr. Nichob b the liaison between Clemson faculty and those who administer the 
state health plans.Changes in the plans are more likely to come if there b a pattern 
of complaints. Faculty senators should notify their faculty to send to Mr. Nichob 
letters detailing problems that they have encountered with plan design. He can then 
compile these complaints under a cover letterand forward themto the proper 
person in Columbia. 

Inother, sometimes related cases, theproblems reported by faculty have had to dowith 
thehandling of claims. Krissy Kaylor, CUBenefits Coordinator, explained to the 
committee thatthe proper procedure b to tiy to resolve anydifficulty witha claim with 
the insurance provider. Both Mrs. Kaylor and Mr. Nichols, however, stressed if2-3 
phone calls do not resolve the problem, faculty should feel free tocontact one ofthe 
insurance counselors in Human Resources. Budget cuts, however, have led to the cutting 
ofone counselor position. 



RECOMMENDATION: 

9. Faculty senators should inform their faculty that insurance counselors are 
available to help resolve claims problems if a resolution cannot be reached after 
repeated calls to the insurance provider. 

10. The committee recommends that Human Resources receive new funding to 
replace the insurance counselor lost to budget cuts. 

What Benefits Enhance Clemson University as a Place to Work? 
The advantages ofgroup rates on insurance 
Competitive rates for health insurance 
A range ofoptions in health insurance 
A liberal policy on sick days, vacation days, and annual leave 
Excellent retirement insurance 

A good range ofsupplemental retirement options 
A good range ofoptions for long-term care, long-term disability 
The services offered to faculty and to the community by the Sullivan Center 
Free enrollment for faculty in a limited number ofClemson courses for credit 
An Office ofHumanResources willing to work with the Faculty Senate 
The natural beauty ofthe area 

What Other Benefits Could Enhance Clemson University as a Place to 
Work? 
Based on the research done by the WelfareCommitteeand the committee's subsequent 
discussions, it seems clear that a major need on the Clemson campus is child care for 
faculty members. The members ofthe committeewere not able to locate an earlier study 
ofthe need for childcare, but one argument made againstthe University's instituting a 
child care program at that time was the impact that move would have on private pre-
schools in the area. Asanyparent ofa pre-schooler knows, however, the privatepre-
schools in Clemson tend to have waiting lists. Theyalso do not keephoursdesigned with 
working parents in mind. Mostare openonlyuntil noon, withsomechildren stayinguntil 
2 PM. A child-care facility on campus could alsoservethe needs offaculty and graduate 
students at the lowerend ofthe income scale whomay find the tuitionat the existingpre-
schools prohibitive. A lab school associated with tile university would offer endless 
opportunities for students in the School ofEducation. 

Anotherbenefit currentlymissing is tuition waivers for spouses and children of 
faculty. As at most ofour peer institutions, faculty at Clemson may take a limited 
numberoffreehours of coursework. There is currently, however,no financial relief 
offered to spouses or children offaculty who wish to attend Clemson. The same was true 
at the peerinstitutions we studied—North Carolina State,the University ofNorth 
Carolina, theUniversity ofTennessee, and the University ofGeorgia. IfClemson is 
looking for ways to liveup to the idea ofthe ClemsonFamily, however, it should make it 
easier forqualified spouses andchildren offaculty to become a part ofthatfamily. 
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Another request thathas beenbrought before thecommittee is that Clemson makeevery 
effortto make complete women's preventive health coverage a part ofour insurance 
plans. In that area, there iscurrently better coverage for the treatment of illness than for 
the prevention ofillness. 

Another growing need that faculty haveis eldercare for their aging parents. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
11. Provost Helms and Cheryl Dye are beginning work during spring 2005 with an 
undergraduate research group on the issueof child care for the University. The 
Welfare Committee recommends that representatives from that group be invited to 
report to the Senateat one of its meetings next year. That should be only a starting 
point,however. The faculty need to be surveyed onceagain as to child-care needs, 
and the results of that survey need to be reported to die Board ofTrustees. The 
same survey could also be used to poll faculty on the need and projected need for 
elder care for their parents. 

12.Any negotiations with those who administer the state's insurance plans should 
stress the need for complete women's preventive health coverage. 

13. The appropriate administrators should be asked to discuss with the Senate the 
feasibility of tuition waivers for faculty spouses and children. 
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Health insurance is one of tie- key benefits 
ati employer can offer e prospective employee, 
Along with salary, location, schools, and other 
variables, health insurance roverage weighs 
heavily in the minds of many when contem 
plating � job opportunity. It is also a factor in 
deciding when to leave a job. 

Employers reap the rewwdb of providing 
good health benefits. These benefits, when 
utilizwd properly, improve the overall health of 
the employers workforce,which leads to 
improvements in the efficiency of their opera 
tions Another bonus to employers who offer 
attractive health benefits is a reduction in 
&� unwanted turnover of top workers. 

full-time active employees in the 
majority of states have access to multiple 
health insurance options. Many states 
offer a variety of plan types such as 
HMOs, PPOs, indemnity health plans, etc. 
to their active employees. As with plan 
types, premiums can vary substantially 
from plan to plan and state to state. 
While a few states pay the total monthly 
premium for each employee's tier of 
coverage, most states allocate specififtd 
dollar amounts to contribute to each 
employee's monthly health premiums. 

Regardless of bow state employees' 
health premiums are paid, rising health 
costs are driving premiums higher in 
South Carolina and across tin? nation. 

The South Carolina Budget ami Control 
Boards Employee Insurance Program 
conducted its annual survey to assess the 
impact of cost trends on plan premiums 

Employee Insurance Program 

and to compare South Carolina's State Health 
Plan Standard Option to other states. 

To conduct lite analysis, information was 
gathered on each state's most populated non-
HMO plan and/or the plan most similar to the 
State Health Plan's Standard Option. The 
following report presents the findings of the 
comparative analysis of each state's premium 
rates in effect on January 1, 2004. 

As we have done in previous years, wb 
divided the country into 4 regions: South, 
Northeast, Midwest, and the West, to identify 
and evaluate trend data. 

Across The Nation-

Plan Design & Changes 
South Carolina Changes 4 
Regional Comparison — 5 

Composite Rate Survey 
Methodology 6 

South Carolina Composite 7 

Regional Composites 9 

National Composites 13 
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INCREASES IN HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS COMPARED TO 
Other Indicators, 1988 - 2003 

Health Insurance Premiums 

• Worttors Earnings 

-•-Owall Inflation 
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It would he wMM&QC to thedarkto ©stebrate a health 
betteit cost increaseof ttt.1% at a yearin which feneral 
inllatjon barely cocked 2%. P«t after 20G2*ss increaseof 
nearly !5%, anytp tit* healthbenefitMM can be 
controlled is welcome - especially because higher 
increase* were ] 

Mere*r"s20O3 National Survey ofEmpioyer-SpotiiiBred 
Health Plans reports thai the average total cost of health 
he*tefj«> tor active employees (whichincludes all medteal 
anddental plans offered) rose front OS$5,646 per 
employee in 2002 to US 14*15 in 2O03. 

The average incn?a«e especled in 2004 f* 13.0%. 

Last year's brutal rate hikes compelled many employers \i> 
take serious «ep»» to cut costs - changing plan design. 
reducing covered services, dropping costly plans. The 
survey found that 30% of employers held their per-
employec healthbenefit cost constant or even reduced it 
tap 2002 to 200.1. a feat achieved by only 22% of 
employers in 2002, 
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Plait Year 2004 brought many changes to th«* SlateHealth Plan {.SHP), Manyof thaw champs 
w«rr du»- to rising htMllh care costs and imrratsas in claims. Others wwte the result oHegisbitive 
mandates and thePlan's effort loenhance the exasfitant benefits provided. Wfe Include pin 
change* in our discussion since they impact planpremiums. 

The following list highlights key changes to tin- Slate Health Plan forPlanYear 2004: 

* The SHP monthly premium increased $18.04 for employee 
only and employt^children coveragt?, and $38.08 for em-
ployee/spouse and full family coverage, 

• Annual deductibles increased to $350 far single coverage 
and $700 for family coverage. 

• The out of pocket maximums increased to $2,000 for single t—. �.:— i 
coverage and $4,000 for family coverage. 

• The per-occurrence deductibles increased to $75 for outpa 
tient hospital services and $125 for emergency room visits. 

• A $10 per-visit deductible for all physician office visits was 
added. 

If • A 20% aut*of«na1work differential was added. Insured pay 
20% more in coinsurance if they choose to go to a health care 
provider that is not a member of an SHP network. 

• Prescription drug copayments increased to $10 for generic, 
$25 for preferred brand name, and $40 for non-preferred brand 

• The prescription drug copayment maximum increased to 
&*..«}00. 

• The SHP now participates in Medco Health's Select 
Pharmacy network. 

Employee Insurance Program 
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New for our 2004 50 State Survey is a 
comparison of South Carolina's plan design 
to other states in the Southern region. This 
comparative analysis is important when 
examining the benefits offered by these 
regional plans. 

Just as composite rates varied, so did 
plan designs. In comparison to the 13 
other states in the South, South Carolina's 
plait design remained competitive. Only 3 
states had a higher individual deductible 
than the State Health Plan fSHP), 9 states 
had a lower individual deductible amount. 
In contrast. 7 states had higher family 
deductible than South Carolina with 6 
states having a lower family deductible. 

Southern states were evenly split in 
terms of their coinsoranc-e percentages. 
Including South Carolina, health plans in 8 

states pay 80% of allowable charges with 
the insureds responsible for 20%. The 
health plans in the other e regional states 
{iay I higher coinsurance percentage than 
Sooth Carolina. 

States handled their prescription drug 
benefits in a variety of ways. Subscribers 
in 8 states paid $10 for generic drugs while 
subscriters in 3 stales paid more for gener 
ics, ha terms of brand or pref erred brand 
drugs, 12 states paid the same or less for 
brand name drugs, whereas subscribers in 
2 states paid more. Of the 14 regional 
States, only 3 states offered employees a 
better drug copay max than South Carolina, 

In all, tin; SHP s plan design was com 
parable to those provided by other states in 
the South region in 2004. 

2004 Soimi Region Flam Design Comparison 

Regional State Comparisons 
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The tier structure of health plans varies difference in composite rates from those pub 
from state to state. The South Carolina State lished in previous years. 
Health Plan (SHP) operated under a "four-tier'* 
structure, which moans thai contributions van The percentages for each coverage level, as of 
Hccording to four different levels oi coverage: January 2004, an:: 
Employee Onh fEO). Employe.- Spouse (E/S), 
Employee/ChiIdrwn {E/C}, and lull Family IFF) Employee Oulv (BO)-56.438* 
Many states use two-, threw-, or four-tier pre- �nployee / Spouse f&SJ - 15.439% 
atiuiti .structun;s. A two-tier structure is de Employee/Children lE'Cj - 15.287% 
fined primarilv as one entailing Employee Only Full fhmilytPF]- 12.037% 
and Employee/Dependent POBWip levels. A 
three-tier structure entails Employer Only. in cases where states do not utilise a four-
Employee/Dependent, and Full Family cover- tier structure, the rate in which an employee 

would pay for the equivalent coverage under 
The tier structure has a significant impact the four-liar structure was utillaed in calculat 

on contribution levels. In this case of a two-tier ing the composite rates. 

structure, plans typically spread 
,the cost of dependent wvarage 

2tm# SuMw^SAifflrajpacross all employees with depen 
dents, resulting in employees 

_ 2T1covering only a spouse or depen ..- -»JWwuflt \.^0fwawit wjatawMrtiti lw*aw<iws? j^wsjr^iw* 

dentspaying higher rales than Surrey of State Imptej*** tteafch Insurance Programs EM i 

equivalent!*' priced plans with a 
co*t*gt information 

iour-tier structure. 

Composite Change 
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In order to conduct our com 
parative analysis of plan rate, we 
calculated composite employer, ITHUC TURl * **T* IN FO K MA DON 

employee, and total contribution mm w*# m*tt»**<• vmrmmmm MMMMtaMfe* 
*•**» mm* thtm. >«•>. •> »*» 

rat oh for each state, To do so, we *,««<*****-> . *.m? 

took the percentage of South 
Carolina Employee hwurance 
Program (SEP) health subscribers i Itflr ri«M> «r«'i* «^««^tWKV' „ „*.,-*»_„ m 

in each coverage level and applied 
that* percentages to each states 
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rata for that coverage level. 
In past yean, our coverage 

level percenteps were based 
solely on active subscribers cov 

jjfeht 
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ered by HP. fbr 2004, we decided 
., 

to utilizetotal health subscribers 
insured through our office and the 
current year's coverage levels 
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when comparing current and 
previous years. Thisexplains (be 
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While many adjustments 
20t» Soith Carolinaoccurred for the 2004 plan feat, 

South Carolina's State Health STAT*. Br. i m i'LAN FHEMIOIS 
Plan (SHP) remained highly 

Employeecompetitive So state health plans [Standard) Emcicvfii IctaLRaic 
in other states, ftemium growth Employee $ 69.50 $206.70 $276.20 
in the SHP was not anomalous Employee/Spouse S189.58 $404,12 $593 70 
when compared to other state Employee/Childlren) $106.52 $312.60 $41912 

health plans across the nation. Full Family $234.88 $466.72 $70140 

in addition to the plan design 
Composite Rate $114.90 $ 286.75 $40165

changes effective January 1, 
2004, the SHP realized growth in 
the employee share of health premiums, 
which Increased $19.04 for umphym only 
and empJuymjchildren coverage, and 
$38.08 for wrtploymispouse andfull family 
ooverap groups. 

� 

Total Composite Rate 
The: total composite rate is the sum of 

the employer and employee individual 
rates. In 2004, the SHP's total composite 
rate totaled $401.65, up $24.43 from 2003. 
Despite the 6.5% increase in the total 
composite rate. South Carolina's total 
composite growth trend remained lower 
than both the national composite (up 
12.7%), and the South region's composite 
(up 8.1%). 

South Carolina's total composite, in 
light ofothers, made up 73.4% of the na 
tional total composite, whereas 48 states 
had a higher total composite, 

The state's regional total composite 
ranking place* the SHP with the second 
lowest total composite in the 

12 had higher total composite premiums 
for 2004. 

During the past five years, South 
Carolina's total composite has grown at an 
average annual rate of 10.5%. 

Employer Composite Rate 
South Carolina's employer composite 

rate remained steady in 2004 at $286.75. 
While health insurance premiums rose, tho 
increases wme applied to the employee 
share of premiums. 

Regional and national employer com 
posites showed a different trend from 

See SOUTH CAROLINA 

on Page 8 
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South Carolina. Double-digit growth oc 
curred in both the regional and national 
employer composites. The South saw its 
employer composite rise 10,8% while the 
national employer composite climbed a 
higher 14.2%. 

South Carolina's employer composite 
remained lower than both tin; regional and 
natJooal composites. The SHP's employer 
composite was only 82.3% of the national 
employer composite while being 78,7% of 
the South's employer composite. 

Nationally, 44 states had a higher em 
ployer composite than South Carolina. On 
the regional level, 10 of the 14 Southern 
states posted higher employer composites 
than South Carolina in 2004. 

Employee Composite Rale 
South 

Carolina SHP 

subscribers 

How Smfm Carolina 
OOME&ES IN 20042 

§fcJE£amBiite.,TpMBMs 
46 of 50 States Have Higher Rate 

12 of 14 Regional States Have Higher Rate 

StiE-Cflnuaaittg Smpigyei Cpntribidipn..Batg 
44 of 50 States Have Higher Rate 

10 of 14 Regional States Have Higher Rate 

SM£C„pmpoMte Emcigyee. Contribution Rite 
14 of 50 States Have Higher Rate 

5 of 14 Regional States Have Higher Rate 

composite exceeded both the regional 
mid national employee composites, to the 
South, 5 of the 14 regional states had a 
higher employee composite rate. Nation 
ally 14 states posted higher employee 
composite rates titan South Carolina. 

—_ 

mm 

saw their JSHBUJOBS: Jj9£>8-.2004<-
premiums 
increase in 

2004. The 

SHP's em 

ployee com 
posite grew 
27,0% to 

$114.00 in 

2004, up from 
$90,48 in 

2003. 

in com 

parative 
terms, South 

Carolina's 

employee � ♦■ Err****** 

Employee Insurance Program 
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Northeast: 

520.52 
Employer - $533.79 
Employee - $71.05 

Mteitf Total - $604.84 
Employer- $435.56 
Employee - $8425 
Total-$519.81 

South Carolina: 

Employer-$286.75 

South; -•:—*'• Employee - $114.90 

Employer A$373.83 Total -$401.65 

Employee- $104.79 
Total -$475,162" v 

\j National: 

Employer-$460.28 
Employee - $87.02 
Total - $547.30 

State government health plans across Regional Total Composite 
the nation differ in many ways yet that On the regional level, total composite 
many similarities. Around the country. rates ranged from the South'! low of 
State governments provide lor the health $475.62 to ihe Midwest's high of $(".07.93. 

care needs of both active and retired sub 
See REGIONAL

scribers, along with their dependents. on Page 10 
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The Northeast's total com 
posite of $604.B4 ranted 
second while tin Wests 

$5 J0.81 ranked third. 
In terms of growth 

rates, the West's total 
composite had the highest 
growth rate from 2003 to 
2004. up 18.6%. The 
Midwest's total composite 
growth ranked second at 
14.5%, followed by the 
Northeast's 10.2% growth 
and the Sooth's B.1% 

growth rate. 
When looking over the 

past 5 years, total compos 
ite rates have been higher 
in the Northeast and Mid 
west regions of the country. 
In 4 of the past 5 years, the 
Northeast region has 
posted the highest total 
composite rates. The 
South has had the lowest 
total composite rate in 3 of 
the past 5 years. 

The 5-year regional 
total composite annual 
growth trend rankings are 
topped by the Midwest's 
11.3% trend. The West 
was a percentage point. 
behind, avemging 10.3%, 
followed by the Northeast's 
9.0%. The Sooth's total 
composite annual growth 
average has been the low 
est of the regional trends, 
at 8.5%. 

Employee Insurance Program 
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13 States: 
Atefcbi, Arizona, dilifamid, Colorado, 

Hawaii, Idaho. Montajw, N<�vedta. 

Hnw MeWMi. fhtsjatn. I t.th. 
Washington, and Wyoming 
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The West's 1.3«stale regional total eowiposile 
premium ranked second among die 4 regions of 
the nation. With a total composite premium of 
$519.81 in 2004. the West's total composite 
climbed 18.8%. the largest regional total 
composite growth rate. 

The 2004 growth rate? palatal the West's5-
year total ©rmaporfte growth trend upward to 
10.3% annually. Mor to 2004. the largest 
growth observed in too West's total comjtosite 
was a 143% increase to 2000. 

The matis factor in lb; West's total compos 
ite growth is die 21.6% hike in the West's 
employer composite. Employers bore the 
majority of premium growth in the West region 
with an employer composite of $435,58, up 
from $35845 in 2003. The region's employer 
composite has grown an averageof 11.0% 
annually tor the pas! 5 years. 

Employees in the West had the second 
lowest regional employee composite in the 
nation at $84.25. Their regional employee 
compositegrew 5.0%. In the West, employee 
composite growth in 2004 remained under the 
region's 5*yaartrend ol 7.5% annually. 

In all. employers continued to absorb the 
predominant shareof premium growth. In 
2000, employers paid 84.2% of the total com 
posite premium. That percentage varied little 
from the 85.8% share of total composite premi 

ums paid by employers in 2004. 

Mid-West 

12 States: 
Ufinott, Indiana. Iowa. Kansas. 

Mfchlpurt. Mtaaeswla, MissoiMi, 
Netwaska. North Dakota. Ohio. 
South Dakota, and Wwcoaita wnkr 

&frptep»r- SSHJS2-
£mpfoyse~ 587401 
Total- • S8SFJ3; 

The Midwest's 12-ctete region had the 
highest regional total composite premium in 
the nation ai $B07M3. up 14.5% from 2003. 
The Midwest's total comi>osite growth 
continued a trend established over 4 of the last 
5 years, in which the Midwest's total 
I'H'IIWflMltll has seen double-digit growth rales. 
The region's 5-year annual growth trend of 
11.3% was the highest in the nation. 

Employers in the Midwest had the second-
highest regional employer composite premium 
in the nation. The Midwest's employer 
composite rate of $520.52 was a 14.5% increase 
from 2003. The 5-year trend for the Midwest's 
employers was a 12,7% average annual 
increase in rates, on average. 

The Midwest's employee composite for 
2004 was $87.40. up 14.3% from 2003. The 5-
year trend for employees reflects an average 
5.4% growth rate annually. 

When examining cost sharing in the 
Midwest, employers paid 85.6% of the total 
coraposile rate while employees paid 14.4% in 
2004. The ratio was identical in the previous 
year. Tins points to Midwest employers and 
employees paying the same share of the higher 
2004 total composites. 
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'Southeast 

11 Stales: 
Omraeettcttt. Dulawaf*. Maine, Maryland. 
MaatocbiwU- ,V-m Hampvluir, 
New }«rsey, N«rw York. itomorylvania. 
Rborff Island, and Vermoel 

t0Mr« SSK3 7S 4 
irff»l»£©e- S7IJ85 j 
fetal- ' SBB4S4 fi 

The Northeast, compowrf of 11 states, 
continued to post one of the highest annual 
total composite nates in 2004 at $604,84, a 
18.2% tncreaw from 2003. The 2tH>4 growth 
rate exceeded thr> national total composite 
growth rate of 12.7%. alozi^with the region's 5-
year annual growth trend of 9,0%. Since 1999, 
tin- Northeast's total composite has seen growth 
rates around 5.9% every other year fallowed by 
double-digit growth rates in alternating years. 

Employers in the Northeast had the highest 
regional composite at $533.79 in 2004, ahnosl 
16,0% higher than the national employer 
composite. Northeast employers paid more of 
the total composite Uian any other region. 
88.1% in 2004. 

Throughout the past several years, the 
Northeast has consistently bad tin; highest 
regional employer composites. The 5-year 
rrend indicates an average annual growth rate 
of 0.6%. 

In contrast to the Northeast's employer 
composite, the Northeast's employee composite 
was the lowest in the nation at $71,05, a 9.2% 
climb from 2003. The employer '*. 5-v«»ar 
growth trend was 5.0% annually. 

The Northeast continues to have one of the 
highest total comfjosite rates in the nation as 
employers bear a larger share. 

Employee Insurance Program 

i South 

14 States: 
Alaha«ia» Arkansas. Florida. 
Gamps. Kantiicky, Louisiana. __J ^ 
Mismrfppi, North Carolina. \ a- ^ 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tmmmmm, Items, Virginia, 
and W»i Virginia ^, 

li|Ettipioy«r- S373» 
| .fimpio^Be- -motm 
L Total-* M75JEJ; 

The South is composed of 14 states, includ 
ing the Slate of South Carolina. 
This region boasts the lowest regional total 
composite premium in the nation. The South's 
2004 total composite rate was $475.62, an 8.1% 
increase from 2003, Notably, the Souths 8.1% 
increase was the lowest total eomjiosite growth 
trend observed nationally. Over the past 5 
years, the South's total composite has grown an 
average of 8.5%.annually. 

While the South's total composite growth 
trend was lower than that of other regions, the 
employer composite climbed 10.8% in 2004 to 
$373,83. In 2004, employers paid most of the 
region's increase in total composite rate. Em 
ployers realized a 5-year growth trend of 9.7% 
annually. 

Typically, employers in the South pay a 
lower portion of the region's total composite 
than in other regions, in 2004, that held true 
with employers contributing 78.8% toward the 
total composite premium compared to the 
national average of 84.1%. 

The South's employee composite rate was 
relatively unchanged In 2004 at $101.79. 
During the past 5 yearn, the South's employee 
composite has grown an average of 5.1% 
annually. 

Employees in the South pay the largest 
employee composite hi terms of dollar amount 
and total composite share, as has been the case 
for more than 5 years. 

12 
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COMPOSITES 

On the national level, 
composite rates were up 
again in 2004 m states re 
acted to cost growth. The 
national total composite grew 
12.7% from 2003 to 2004, 

reaching $547,30, This 
double-digit increase m-
deeded last year's growth rate 
of 8,2% and surpassed the 5-
year average growth rale of 
0.8% annually. 

Tin* employer composite 
totaled $460,28 in 2004, a 

14.2% growth from 2003. As 
unserved on the regional 
l«%rel, employers continue to 
pick up an ever-increasing 
portion ol the total composite 
rate. Employers paid 84.1% 
of the national total compos 
ite in 2804. compared to 
83.0% in 2003. The em 
ployer composite pouted a 5-
year growth trend of 10.7% 
annually. 

The national employee 
composite has not increased 
as much. The 2004 national 

employee composite was 
$07,02, up 5.7% from 2003-
In fact, the employee 
composites 5-year growth 
trend was 5.6% annually, 
slightly under half the 
growth rote of the employer 
composite. Employees are 
payingI smallershare of the 
total composite rate today. 
For example, employees paid 
19.0% of the total composite 
rate in 2002. Now, for 2004, 

they pay only 35.9% of the 
total composite rate. 

'Composite Rate Trails:;-' 2D0D to'.2004 

Total Composite Rates 

WW 

Z:SC BSauth • National 

Employer Composite Rates 
•JOB 

2003 2004 

� National 

Employee Composite Rates 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

: SC r South � National 
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At A Glance: 

Health Costs, Insurance and 
The Value of the South Carolina State Health Plan 

Nationally 
• By 2000, Americans were spending $1.3 trillion annually in health care - more than 

what was being spent on food, housing or national defense. That figure is 
expected to more than double by 2012. 

* Since 1997, health-benefit costs per employee have risen 57 percent. Workers' 
average monthly contributions to premiums for family coverage more than tripled 
between 1988 and 2002, 

South Carolina 

• The State Health Plan's per-person expenditure has doubled since 1992, rising from 
$1,142 to $2,599 in 2003. 

• Claims paid reached a record $966.2 million in 2003, and per-subscriber claims 
exceeded $4,653 - up from the 2000 figure of$3,454. 

• Drug payments more than doubled between 1999 and 2003, to $269.9 million. 

State Health Plan: South Carolina's Insurance Value 

* There were no subscriber premium increases from 1991 through 2000. 

* Between 1991 and 2000, when subscriber premiums were not raised, the average 
expenditure per person increased 88 percent. Employers alone absorbed the 
additional cost in premiums. 

• Even with the 2004 rate changes, employers will pay 72% of the total cost to cover 
each employee. 

• Total contribution rates for the State Health Plan are less than the 2004 U.S. and 
regional averages. 

16 percent lower than the Southern Average 
23 percent lower than the Western Average 
34 percent tower than the Midwestern Average 
34 percent lower than the Northeastern Average 
27 percent lower than the U.S. Average 

*These averages takeintoaccount different levels of coverage, such as employee only,employee / spouse, 
employee / child etc. 
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How The South Carolina State Health Plan Continues To 

Provide High-Quality, High-Value Benefits During A Period of 
Soaring Health Care Costs 

One ofthe most significant issues facing the Budget & Control Board is how to manage 
the increasing costs ofhealth benefits for state employees. To date, the Board has had 
great success. Employees continue to receive an affordable,high-quality benefits 
package that is substantiallyless expensive than comparable productsin the private 
sector. Deductibles have risen at a rate lower than the inflation rate. Premiums are below 

the U.S. and regional averages. 

However, double-digit cost increases and state budget shortfalls have combined to put a 
strain on the State Health Plan (SHP). The challenge now hieing hie Budget & Control 
Board is how to continue providing a high-value benefits package at the most affordable 
possible price. 

Background 
Health care costs rose more slowly in the 1990's than they did in the previous 

decade, a trend that has been attributed in part to die spreadofmanaged care. But as the 
nation entered a new century, healthcare expenses began to soar at an alarming rate. By 
2000, Americans were spending $ 1.3 trillion annually in health care- more than what 
was being spent on food, housing or national defense. According to the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services, that figure is expected to more than double by 2012, at 
which time healthcare will make up 17.7 percent ofthe U.S. Gross Domestic Product. 

There area number ofreasons for this unprecedented increase in costs. They 
include: 

• Prescription drug costs 
• Increased demand for services 

• Medical inflation 

• Drugs, medical devices, and other advances 
• An aging population 
• Growing number ofuninsured 
• Government regulation 
• High rates of major disease 
� Poor personal health practices 

According to the Towers Perrin HealthCare Cost Survey, the prime driver is the 
risingcostof prescription drugs, which accounts for 11-14percentofall healthcare 
spending. Co-pays forbrand-name drugs rose62 percentbetween 2000 and2002, and 
more than 12 percent for generics. Spending on prescriptiondrugs is expected to 
continue climbing 11 percent per year through 2008, and by 2010 it is estimated that 16 
percent of Americas' healthcare spending willbe for prescription drugs. For South 
Carolina, the cost for prescription drugs is 28% of the state's plan. 



But, regardless ofthe specificroot of these increases, spiraling healthcosts have 
been felt by employers andemployees. Since 1997,health-benefit costs per employee 
have risen 57percent Between 1995 and2001, Americans'out-of-pocketexpenses for 
healthcarerose 26 percent. Workers' average monthly contributions to premiums for 
family coverage more than tripled between 1988 and2002,and the average totalcost to 
employers of health care benefits for current employees rose 14.7 percent in 2002- a 
year when general inflation was just 2 percent As costs increased, employers began 
chipping away at employee benefits plans. A survey by the Society for Human Resource 
Management found mat employers reduced oreliminated a broad range ofbenefits in 
2002, including HMO coverage, employer-funded health reimbursement accounts, well-
baby programs, and prenatalprograms. 

There is no sign that the cost crisis is ebbing, either A study by the Washington 
Business Group on Health revealed that 80 percent of employers plan to increase co-pays 
or cost-sharing in 2003 (comparedwith 65 percent in 2002), and 57 percent plan to 
increase cost-sharing in 2004. 

High Costs Extend To South Carolina 
South Carolina has not been immune to either the soaring costs ofhealth care or their 

impact. Thathas translated to greater insurance expenses for stateemployees. The 
SHP's per-person expenditure has doubled since 1992,rising from $1,142 to $2,599 in 
2003. And die cost ofthree days ofclaims paid in 2002 equaled the entire amount of 
claims paid in 1972. 

There are a number of factors that, while not unique to South Carolina, have 
contributed to the state's rising healthcare costs. A study for the South Carolina 
DepartmentofHealth and EnvironmentalControl (DHEC) found that a general lack of 
activity among citizens was a leading cause ofheart disease, high blood pressure, colon 
cancer, diabetes, and osteopathic falls resulting in fractures. The total price tag for these 
five conditions alone: $157 million in hospital costs. 

The study also found that more than halfof South Carolina adults are overweight 
or obese, which researchers have linked to diabetes, heart disease, and some cancers. 
Today, obesity accounts for 9.1 percent ofall U.S. health care costs, totaling $92.8 billion 
in 2002. Additionally, overweight and obese individuals pay significantly more - LI.4 
percentand26.1 percent respectively- in out-of-pocket medical expenses, according to 
1998 figures. 

But perhaps die biggest factor is smoking. A quarter of all South Carolinians are 
smokers, and 28.7 percent ofmales and 21.5 percent of females are at risk for smoking-
related illnesses. DHEC reports that more than $765 million is spent annually in health 
care related to tobacco use in this state. 

State Health Plan Continues To Provide High-Value Product 
Yet even as health care costs registered double-digit increases, the SHP was able to 

effectively manage costs for state employees: 
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Deductibles have decreased in real dollars since 1972. An individual who paid 
$100 in deductibles in 1972 would pay $439.95 in 2003, adjusted for inflation; a 
$300 deductible for a family in 1972 would be $1,319.86 in 2003. 

Subscriber premiums remained constant while claims paid increased. 
Between 1991 and 2000 when premiums were not raised, the average expenditure 
per person increased 88 percent. Employers alone absorbed the additional cost in 
premiums. 

The SHP has been able to continue providing a high-value benefits package 
despitethe fact that claims paid reacheda record $966.2 million in 2003 - $269.9 milhon 
ofwhich was spent on prescription drugs. Moreover, per-subscriber claims exceeded 
$4,653, up from the 2000 figure of$3,454 and more than nine times higher than they 
were in 1980. And drug payments more than doubled between 1999 and 2003, to $269.9 
million, while the average drug payment per insured life rose 138 percent 

After a decade ofholding the line on subscriber premiums, declining state 
revenues and increasing medical costs forced the Budget and Control Board to raise 
subscriber premiums for 2004. Despite this, die SHP continues to be a good value. It 
rates favorably with plans in other Southern states. 

• 16 percent lower than the Southern average 
• 23 percent lower than hie Western average 
• 34 percent lower than the Midwestern average 
• 34 percent lower than the Northeastern average 
• 27 percent lower than the U.S. average 

Not only that, but only one ofthe 14 states in the Southern region had lower 
average total (employee and employer) premiums. 

State Health Plan Takes Lead in Education 
Recognizing the role that state employees can play in holding down personal health care 

costs and premiums, the SHP has undertakena comprehensiveprogram designed to raise 
awareness ofand promote the value ofhealthy lifestyles—Elements of this program-are _ 
targeted at some ofthemost expensive problems - including smoking and obesity, two 
issues mentioned above that are driving up costs - as well as providing a range of 
additional educational information 

Aspartof this effort, the SHP hasinitiated an internal communications auditto 
determine the best means to distribute this and other relevant information; prepared 
background reports tracing howSHPhasmanaged to continue providing a high-value . 
benefits package despite cost increases; adviceforhow individuals can reduce their costs; 
and a full-service website that makes it easy and convenient for enrollees to access all 
tins information, as well as facts about their coverage, forms, and frequently asked 
questions. 
•These iverages takeintoaccount differentlevels of coverage, such asemployee only,employee / spouse, employee / childetc. 

https://1,319.86
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The SHP has also entered into partnerships with organizationsand agencies to 
make critical health-related information available to the broadest number of citizens, 
including: 

• Normal Arnold School of Public Health at the University of South Carolina 
• College ofPharmacyat the University ofSouth Carolina 
• SC DepartmentofHealth and Environmental Control's Tobacco Cessation 

Program 
• SC Department of Health and Environmental Control's Child and Maternal 

Health Program 
• Office ofResearch and Statistics' Health and Demographics Section 

These activities will help ensurethat even in the wake ofrising costs and falling 
state revenues, SHP will continue to provide state employees with the best possible 
benefits packageat the most affordableprice. 



C 1 

Appendix A 

2004 State Employee Health Plan Composite Premiums for 
Indemnity Plans, by Regional Averages* 

Northeast 
y 

4 »^-%««^*****ii 

,«» |gSouth Carolina- • _,
» Mb 

V 
Employer - $286,75 
Employee - $114.90V Total -$401.65*v—-

South 
South 

Carolina 

Employer $373*83 $286.75 

Employee $101.79 $114.90 

$4U1.DDTotal 

*Thwc average* takeinto account different terete of coverage, such asemployee only, employer -
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2003 State Health Care Plan Claims Payout 
(in Millions) 

Medical 

72% 

Total Dollars Spent on Prescription Drugs: $269.9 M. 
Total Dollars Spent on Medical: $696.3 M. 

. ��...... 
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State Health Plan Payments (in Millions of dollars) 

MMMj 

E Subscriber 

II Spouse 

L Children 

2001 2602 2003 
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State Health Plan 2003 Payments 
Total Cost: $966.2 Million 

Children 

9.6% 

Spouse 
22.9% 

Subscriber 

67.5% 
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State Health Plan 2003 Payments 
Total Cost: $966.2 Million 

Survivor Cobra 

Retiree 1% 1% 

27% 

Active 

71% 
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Appendix F 

State Health Plan Claims Paid by Yean 1972- 2O02 
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Subscriber payments- Total payments for plan subscriber and their cowered 
dependents. 
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Appendix G 

1972-73 Paid Claims 

Equivalent Number of Days for Subsequent Years' 

i3 1 
2001 . 4 
2002 . 

• 3 

2000 . � 3.8 
� 4.41999. 

1998 . � 5.2 
1997 . � 5.4 

1996 . � 6.0 

1995 . � 6.2 

1994 . � 6.5 
1993 , � 6.9 
1992 . � 7.8 
1991 ��8.7 
lffo ] Ml 0.6 

. 1989 J � 10.8 

187/88 . ��15.2 
£ 1986 .�"194 
* 1985 .��206 

1984 ���23.5 
— 2701983 . 

1982 . ��32.0 

1981 . ��327 
j,f, -t 

1 3oU _ 

1979 . �MB49.1 

1978 . 2.3 
1977 . 72.1 
1976 . .4 
1975 . 95.4 
1974 . 
1973 . 
1972 

•Three days of claims paid tn 2002 equaled the entire amount of claims paid in 1972. 
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Appendix H 

2003 State Health Plan Prescription Drug Activity by Cost (in Millions) 

Formulary Description 

1. Psychotherapeutic Drugs 

2. Ulcer Therapy 

3. Lipid/Cholesterol Lowering Agents 

4. Antihypertensive Therapy 

5. Diabetes Therapy 

6. Non-Narcotic Analgesics 

7. Pulmonary Agents 

8. Musculoskeletal & Rheumatology 

9. Anticonvulsants 

10. Antihistamine & Antialtergenic 

All Others 

Total Spent on Prescription 
Drugs 

Total Amount 

Paid 

$32.8 

$27.0 

$25.3 

$23.2 

$17.7 

$15.7 

$11.7 

$9.8 

$8.5 

$8.0 

$90.2 

$269.9 

67% of total amount 

paid 
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CLEMSON UNIVERSrtfEMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS 

gj^S PROGRAMS 
The State Health Programs 

D a) State Health Plans (Administered by 
Blue Croas Blue Shield of SC) 
I) Economy " 
II) Standard 
ill) Medicare Supplemental (retirees only) 

b) Health Maintenance Organizations 
I) Companion (HMO, Choices POS) 
II) CIGNA(HMQ) 
in) MUSC Options 

The State Dental Programs (Administered by 2) 
Blue Cross Blue Shield of SC) 
a) The State Dental Plan 
b) DentalPlus 

LifeInsurance Programs(Hartford Ufa)3) 
a) Basle Lhe 
b) Optional Life 
c) Spouse Dependent Life Coverage 
d) Children Dependent Life Coverage 

Long Term Disability Insurance (The Standard4) 
Insurance Co.) 
a) Basic LTD 
b) Supplemental LTD 

5) Long TermCare Insurance (Aetna) 

6) MoneyPlus (Fringe Benefits Management 
Company(FBMC)) 

. a) Pretax Group Insurance Premium Feature 
b) Dependent Cere Spending Account . 
c) Medical Spending Account 

7) Vision Care Discount Program 

OTHER INSURANCE PROGRAMS 

1) Travelers Insurance Co. 
a) LongTerm Care Insurance 
b) UfaInsurance (Term andPermanent)' 

2) AFLAC-Medical Benefits 
a) Cancer Insurance 
b) Hospital Intensive Care 
c) Accident Insurance 

3) Prudential InsuranceCo. 
Self-edmlnistered Clemson University Payroll & 
Benefits Office 
a) Group Term &Dependent Ufa Insurance 

Coverage ' 

OTHER VOLUNTARY DEDUCTIONS 
1) Supplemental Retirement Plans: 401 (k), 457, . 

403(b) 
2) US Savings Bonds (Bond-A-Month Plan) 
3) SC State Credit Union 
4) SC State Employees'Association 
5) IPTAY (Athletic Programs) . 
6) Clemson Fund 
7) United way 
8) Community Health Chanties ofSC 

Rev. 2/2S/20M 

RETIREMENT PROGRAMS 

1) South Carolina Retirement System (SCRS) 
2) Optional Retirement (ORP) 

a) cmSTREET 
b) ING (AETNA Retirement Services) 
e) TIAA-CREF 
d) VALIC 

3) Social Security 
4) Federal Retirement System 
5) Police Officers RetirementSystem (PORS) 

liEAVEPRQQRAJVI? 
1) Annual Leave 
2) Holidays 
3) Sick Leave 
4) Leave for Death In ImmediateFamily 
5) Military Leave 
6) Compensatory Time 
7) Sabbatical Leave 
8) Leave Pool 
9) Leave Without Pay 
10) Court Leave 

BENEFIT CONTACTS 

CU Benefits Coordinator 
Krlssy Kaylor 656-6597 KtaVorffip|flmson,edu 
General Benefit* # 656-2713 
insurance Counselors: 

Marfio Lamb 656-5591 Lambchondemon.edu 

Nancy McConnell 656-5608 ErrtraKlfflciemson.yju 
Mary Lee 656-5595 MflfYPlfllglffhevn.eqlu 

CU Retirement/Leave Manager. 
Frances Holllday 656-3367 Mlcheleflidemson.edu 
Retirement/Leave Counselors: 
DenAlder 656-4878 DalderOdemaon.edu 
Debbie King 656-7087 Deborekftdemaoitedu 

Travelers insurance 
Agent Bert Campbell CLU, ChFC p^r^^^Hin^i^nl «*• 
PO Box658, Pendleton, SC 29670-0658 ("ffffiPTfTiff1""1 "^ 
Phone:(864) 654-3121 Fax:(864)654-0737 
Agent Blake Campbell "•. ^ain^wfin^iwiii net 
Phone: (864)261-8674 Fax (864)375-0425 

AFLAC 
Agent Glnny MurdOck, Sales Associate 
107 Ram Cat Alley, Seneca, SC 29678-3243 . 
Phone: (864) 882-8157 or(800) 661-7330Fax (864) 888-4601 

Retirement Plans: 
SOUTH CAROUNA TIAA-CREF 

RETIREMENT 8YSTEM Brian Uaischon, Institutional 
PO Box 11960, Capitol Station Counselor . 

Columbia, SC 28211-1960 One Copley Parkway, Ste 400 
1-603-737-6800 Morrisvllle, NC 27560 

1-677-267-4505 Ext 5815 

CmSTREET 
1-600-868-9002 

VALIC 

Beth Hertwig, Regional Manager ScottOark 
1901 Laurens Road, Suite M 168 Soren Lane 
Greenville, SC 29607 Anderson, SC 29621-3095 
866-886-3673 1-864-483-1512. 
PJok Kruska 864-375-9628 voice mall 1-800-892-5558 axt 

88636 

ING(AETNA RETIREMENT www.valic.com 
SERVICES) 
Blake S. Campbell 
Bert Campbell, CLU, ChFC 
PO Box 658 
Pendleton, SC 295704)658 
864-654-3121 or 1-800-811-8012 

www.valic.com
https://DalderOdemaon.edu
https://Mlcheleflidemson.edu
https://Lambchondemon.edu
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Scholastic Policy Committee Report 
March 8 2005 

Alma Bennett Charlie Gooding 
Peter Kiessler Gary Lickfield 
Denny Smith Curtis White 

The committee met on February 15-th in room 206 of the Cooper Library. 
The meeting centered on evaluation of teaching. The discussions resulted in 
a broad picture of evaluation. 

1. There are as many ways of being an effective educator as there are 
faculty. Any evaluation process must be flexible. 

2. It is incumbent on each faculty member to make their case. Research 
contributions are usually well documented. 

3. Guidelines for effective teaching should be determined by the depart 
ment but must be consistent with college and university policies. 

4. Student feedback must play a role in the evaluation process. Feedback 
can take many different forms. 

5. The process must be clearly stated in the department bylaws. 

On March 4-th the committee met in Marin 0-10 to discuss the final exam 
policy and the final exam schedule. The following people were present; Peter 
Kiessler, Gary Lickfield, Charlie Gooding, Jan Murdoch, Reagan Blondeau, 
Rick Jarvis and Katy Bayless. 

A Final exam schedule The committee feels it is feasible to change the 
exam schedule to Monday through Saturday. Rick Jarvis and Reagan 
Blondeau are currently doing a feasibility study. The Senate should see 
the results of the study before voting. 

B Final exam policy A change to the final exam policy will be brought 
forward under new business. 



Finance Committee Report on Summer Salaries for Department Chairs 

On September 7, 2004, the Finance Committee requested that the deans supply information about 
determination of summer salaries for department chairs. The following is a summary of their 
responses. 

Agriculture. Forestry and Life Sciences—chairs received payment for 32 days (out of 64 total 
summer days). This would be approximately 16% of their base salary. 

Arts. Architecture and Humanities—chairs received 33% of their base salary to achieve agreed 
upon outcomes. 

Business and Behavioral Sciences—chairs received 33% of their base salary for the summer from 
E&G (one also received salary from the foundation). One received 33% from research grants. 
They are expected to work throughout the summer. 

Engineering and Sciences—chairs received30-50 days from E&G; most of them supplement 
their compensation from teaching or research to receive the maximum allowable 65 days. 

Health. Education and Human Development—chairs received individualized summersalary to 
allow their units to function appropriately. 

On January 18, 2005, in response to a query by a faculty member, an e-mail was sent to all 
department chairs asking how their summer salaries were determined. Sixteenresponses were 
received. 

Agriculture. Forestry and Life Sciences—seven chairs responded; 3 said they werepaid for 32 
days and 1 each said a flat rate, 30 days or 20 days. 

Art. Architecture and Humanities—three chairs responded; 1 each said 9.5%/course, 25%, and 
contact the college business office. 

Business and Behavioral Sciences—two chairs responded; 1said33% and the other was paid 
with research grant funds. 

Engineering and Sciences—three chairs responded; 2 said thesalaries weresetby the Dean and 1 
said he was paid for 65 days 

Health. Education and Human Development—one chair responded thathe was allowed to bepaid 
up to 30% and mostly paid himself off grant funds. 

Summary 

Even though there is inconsistency among colleges, all chairs receive significant summer salary 
supplements andare expected to work forat least partof thesummer administering their 
departments. Thiswork is necessary andshould be reflected in reporting of administrative 
workload of the university. It would appear that the attempt to transition to the classic definition 
of department chair was short-lived. 

Finance committee members: Beth Kunkel, Lois Sill, Mary LaForge, Barbara Logan, Dan 
Warner, Grant Cunningham 



FINAL REPORT 

of the 

FACULTY SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY 

Submitted to the 

Faculty Senate of Clemson University 
March, 2005 

Executive Summary 

The Faculty Senate charged the Committee: "To study the recommendations presented by 
the Urban Land Institute (ULI) in an objective manner and to report your findings and any 
recommendations you may have to the Faculty Senate. Also consider the immediate effects of 
change as well as any long-time effects ofchange for the University. In addition, it wouldbe 
interesting to be apprised of any legal and political ramifications of the recommendations 
presented by the ULI." 

The public's interest in the LU Propertyrevolves around the undeveloped scenic, historic, 
and ecological values of the land. The Committee finds that proposed developmental actions in 
the 2002 Land Utilization Plan and the ULI proposal are not consistent with the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, Public Law PL 84-237 or the CU Board ofTrustees policy on land sale or 
exchange. The Bankhead-Jones Act states in part: "... to develop a programof landconservation 
and land utilization ... but not to build industrial parks or establish private industrial or 
commercial enterprises." PL 84-237 states in part: "... all proceeds from the sale or exchange of 
such lands shall be used by Clemson University for the acquisition of lands within the 
boundaries of theproject or for the development or improvement of lands within the project, and 
if not... that the lands shall immediately revert to the United States of America." 

The President should appoint a Land Use Advisory Committee and a 3rd Party Panel of 
Experts to finalize a setof Guiding Principles and to begin the formal task ofdeveloping a 
Clemson Land Use Property Initiative that will a) create a comprehensive land use plan, b) 
examine ways that the Land UseProperty can be used to helpCU reach Top 20 status, andc) 
analyze possible revenue streams that can be developed from the Land Use Property, particularly 
those where the land is retained. This initiative should align with other major CU goals. 

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 
Larry Dyck, Biological Sciences dyckl @clemson.edu 
Dale Linvill, Agricultural and BiologicalEng. climate @clemson.edu 
Fran McGuire, Parks Recreation and Tourism lefty @clemson.edu 
Dave Van Lear, Forest and Natural Resources dvnlr @clemson.edu 
Ben Sill, Committee chair, Gen. Eng. Program sbenjam f@clemson.edu 

Alternate: 

Bhuvenesh Goswami, School Mat. Sci. & Eng. gbhuven @clemson.edu 

Note: Use of the term, "theCommittee" in this report refers to the present Faculty Senate Select 
Committee on Land Use. 



SUMMARY 

Clemson's lands are important to and appreciated by the community. Interest in the LU 
Properties revolves around the undeveloped scenic, historic, and ecological values of the land. In 
response to actions recommended by the ULI report, community groups have organized in 
opposition to these plans. These groups can become politically active if they perceivethat their 
input is not being sought or it is being ignored. 

In response to University and communityconcerns for protectionand sound management of 
Land Use Property, President Barker and the Committee developed a set of Guiding Principles 
for the LU Property. 

The Committee's review of items related to the Land Use Property ranged from pertinent 
established law to recent documents, presentations, and thoughts ofnumerous interviewees. 
Based upon our review, the Committee found that: 

Any development of the LU Property has to be consistent with the educational/public use 
functions set forth in the property deed, The Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and Public Law 
84-237 (see Appendix C). Funds generated by sale of land can only be used to acquire other land 
within the LU Property boundary or to enhance existing LU Property. All development projects 
on the land must meet the law's "public use" standard. 

A Clemson University 2002 Land Utilization Plan proposed commercial development of 
some 2,000 acres of LU Property within a three mile radius of the main campus. The Urban Land 
Institute study identified three parcels in this area with access to Lake Hartwell deep water for 
development. The Committee found thatdevelopment asoutlined in these plansis in direct conflict with the 
ClemsonUniversity Board ofTrusteespolicyon land saleor exchange. Further,the proposed sale and 
commercial development is not consistent with the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act or Public 
Law 84-237. 

The 2002 Land Utilization Plan's unidentified authors werekeenlyaware that therewillbe public 
concern overdevelopment ofLU Property. Theirreportstated: 'The potential pitfallofa publicparticipation 
approach is that nothing maybe acceptable to thepublic asa development program." Theyrecommend dialog 
as essential in orderforthe publicto "feel"that ithad a clearvoicein thedevelopment process. 

TheUrban Land Institute Panel's proposal features usingtheprojectas a "LivingLaboratory" to focus 
campus education programs on realworld questions ofgrowth. Thisproposal mustbe weighed carefully 
against theUniversity's trackrecord forstudent involvement. In addition, thepotential fornew educational 
programs should beweighed against losstoprograms displaced by anydevelopment 

There was a complete lack ofdiscussion on cost when displacing heavily used facilities on 
parcels identified in the 2002 Land Use Plan. Development of land as recommended by the 
Urban Land Institute Panel would block campus expansion along Highway 93 and would remove 
land from the LU Property on which future academic and research facilities could be 
constructed. 

The UrbanLandInstitute Panel recommendedthat a Clemson UniversityReal Estate Foundation be 
established to handleall Universityreal estatematters not essentialto the academic mission. Such an action 
runs the riskofchangingthe perspectiveofUniversity land management from a programmatic orientationto 
an economic,assetdrivenorientation. 



Commercial development will likely be a short term funding opportunity. Clemson's LU 
Property has been financially self-supporting and is a proven resource that has served the 
University's Land Grant missions for over 50 years. The Committee found numerous 
possibilities for which LU Property can provide a sustainable revenue source for the University 
without commercial development. 

Clemson University's Land Grant mission must not be overlooked when considering 
development of LU Property. Thus the Committee recommends the following actions: 

1. This report in its entirety be forwarded to the President. 

2. The University administration and the Board of Trustees endorse Guiding Principles for the 
LU Property. 

3. No changes in the management ofLU Property lands occur until a Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan is completed and approved. 

4. The University administration request that the CUF "cease and desist" in exploring revenue 
streams from disposal of the LU Property. 

5. An aggressiveprogram be initiated to educate and orient all Clemson employees and 
students to the LU Property lands 

We encourage the President to: 

1. Appoint aLand Use Advisory Committee and a 3rd Party Panel ofExperts to begin the 
formal task ofdeveloping a Clemson Land Use Property Initiative. 

2. Initiate a Committee structure [Appendix F] to begin the formal task of developing a 
Clemson Land Use Initiative that includes: a) creation of a comprehensive land use plan, b) 
activities to use the LU Property to move CU toward Top 20 status, and c) analyses to 
examine revenue streams that can be generated by LU Property. 

3. Direct the Advisory Committee to initiate programs to understand LU Property lands. 

4. Direct the Advisory Committee to address issues that the public deems important. 

5. Direct the Advisory Committee to align land use with the major goals of CU. 
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I INTRODUCTION. 

On November 12,2004, the President of the Faculty Senate appointed a special committee to 
investigate and make recommendations about use of Clemson's land endowments. The 
committee was charged: 

To study the recommendations presented by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) in an objective 
manner and to report your findings and any recommendations you may have to the Faculty 
Senate. Also consider the immediate effects ofchange as well as any long-time effects of 
change for the University. In addition, it would be interesting to be apprised of any legal and 
political ramifications of the recommendations presented by the ULI. 

Although ClemsonUniversityowns land throughout South Carolina, this report is limited to 
"Land Use" (LU) properties encompassing about 20,000 acres in the vicinity of the Clemson 
UniversityCampus. These lands are restricted in their use by federal legislation, the Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act and Public Law 84-237. 

Gathering information for this report required reviewing written documents and interviewing 
representatives of interested groups (Appendix A). 

History of the Land Use Property. 

The Clemson Land Use Property, hereafter referred to as LU Property, had its beginnings in 
the Great Depressionof the 1930s. George Aull, a visionaryClemson College administrator, 
submitted a proposal to the federal government for a land-use project that would promote 
conservation. The project would include purchase oferoding farm land around the town of 
Clemson and the college campus. (Appendix B) 

The Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act under which the Federal government had been 
purchasing land specified that the landsbe usedfor public purposes. Thesepurposes included 
controlling soil erosion, preserving natural resources, protecting watersheds, and protecting 
public lands. The law specifically stated that anysaleor exchange of these lands would be made 
only to public authorities and agencies and would not be used to build industrial parksor 
establish private industrial or commercial enterprises 

In 1954, the Federal government deeded 27,469 acres of these lands to Clemson College. 
The deed contains a restrictor clause that states that if the land is not used for the intended public 
purposes, it will revert to the Federal government. Relevant excerpts from the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act and Public Law 84-237 are included in this report as footnotes to the Guiding 
Principles (Appendix C). 

LU Property has been managed by Clemson forpublic purposes since the late 1930s. The 
Civilian Conservation Corps of Franklin Roosevelt's administration planted some of the earliest 
pine plantations inthe nation on the land inaneffort to control erosion and provide a source of 
income formanaging the land. Ever sincethose original plantings were established, watersheds 
have been protected and wildlife has returned in abundance. Byenhancing air and water quality 
and providing abuffer against urban sprawl, LU Property lands have improved the quality of life 
for students and faculty as well as for residents of the area. 



About 8,000 acres of the original LU Property were lost when Lake Hartwell filled in the 
early 1960s. Funds paid to the University by the federal government for this acreage were used 
to purchase the Simpson Experiment Station land. Approximately 17,500 LU Property acres are 
now managed as the Clemson Experimental Forest (CEF). The remaining 2,500 acres are in 
pasture, crop lands, and facilities used for agricultural purposes. 

Over the decades since 1954, there have been numerous attempts to develop parts of the LU 
Property lands. For example in the early 1990s, there was concern that BMW would be lured to 
the Clemson area with an offer of land for the building of their manufacturing plant. As with 
most of these earlier efforts to develop LU Property lands, budget shortfalls and a profit motive 
were the driving forces for development. 

Clemson's LU Property is self sustaining. Monies received from sale of trees and other 
products of the land means that no other Clemson funds are necessary to support its 
management. The property has proven to be an invaluable resource serving the education, 
research, and public service Land Grant missions of the University for over 50 years. 

The Land Use Property and its uses. 

LU Property contains productive forests equally divided between hardwoods and pines, 
beautiful Lake Issaqueena, diverse wetlands created by beavers, clear streams and waterfalls, an 
abundance of wildlife, numerous historical and cultural sites, and agricultural fields, pastures and 
animal production facilities. The Committee has assembled information contained in Appendix B 
about the LU Property. The following highlights the property's uniqueness: 

It contains 5 species new to science, many species of special concern (both plant and 
animal), range extensions into the Piedmont for several species, historical sites linked closely 
to Clemson University, and facilities for recreation that include horseback and mountain bike 
riding, hunting, fishing, hiking and bird watching. Further, it is adjacent to the University 
providing a ready laboratory for both research and education, and thus making LU Property a 
valuable resource unique among institutions ofhigher learning. 

More than $1 million in research is conducted on LU Property lands each year. Products 
grown on the land support University agricultural research programs with the equivalent of a 
$340,000 grant each year. Eighty or more classes utilize the property regularly to educate 
Clemson students and there are more than 25,000 visitors on the property each year. 

One of the most important benefits of the LU Property is that it provides the university and 
adjacent communities with a greenspace that is becoming increasingly surrounded with 
development every year. This provides the unique "atmosphere" related to CU that make 
alumni feel when they visit that "they can go home again." Finally, the LU Property lands are 
financially self supporting which is critical in these times ofbudget reductions. 

II. PUBLIC REACTIONS TO DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS. 

The Urban Land Institute proposal. 

In the Fall of2004, The CUF arranged a visit from a panel of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) 
to study and report on the feasibility ofdeveloping approximately 300 acres of LU Property land 



lying to the west of campus. The University provided this panel with a briefing book containing 
information about the property. The list of individuals interviewed by the panel includes: 17 
developers, real estate professionals and planners; 11 university administrators; one 
"environmental" representative. 

The ULI preliminary report was aired at a public meeting held in the Madren Center on 
October 22, 2004. Despite not being widely publicized, a standing room only crowd of over 300 
concerned people heard about the benefits ofdeveloping a community called Stonegate. A 
synopsis of this meeting and the ULI preliminary report is contained in Appendix D. 

Following the ULI meeting, the Faculty Senate President appointed a Select Committee to 
study the ULI recommendations and report its findings and recommendations to the senate. The 
Committee was also charged to examine the larger issue ofUniversity land use. 

Campus and public mistrust and anger over the uncertain fate of LU Property lands led 
President Barker to hold a town meeting on January 27, 2005 to discuss the LU Property lands. 

With the widespread use of LU Property by both the University community and by members 
of the surrounding communities, it was no wonder that the "surprise" visit by a Urban Land 
Institutepanel createdmuch concern over possible plans for this land. In the Committee's many 
conversations with individuals both on campus and in the surrounding community, no one 
outside the planners indicated ana priori knowledge of the ULI visit. This in combination with 
the ULI proposal ofa development on about 300 acres encompassing the Y-Beach and Ravenel 
Tracts generated much uneasiness. 

The Clemson University 2002 Land Utilization Plan. 

Land under consideration in the ULI study was labeled as Tracts 2A, 2B, and 2C. As 
questions were asked about "where is Tract 1" and"how high do the numbers go", no answers 
were immediately forthcoming. When the Committee learned that these numbers were taken 
from a 2002 Land Utilization Plan prepared by the University, the Committee requested a copy 
of the Plan on December 2,2004. This request was denied. Ultimately the report was obtained 
when a Freedom of Information request was filed by a local newspaper reporter. Appendix E 
contains highlightsof the report. The report in its entirety can be found on the Faculty Senate 
web page. 

The Committee found that the University's Board of Trustees had requested President Barker 
to examine the potential of LU Property to generate monetary returns for the university. This 
2002 Land Utilization Plan was developed by the Clemson University Foundation and the 
Campus Planning Office in response to that request. 

The Committee noted that the only option examined in the Plan was to develop the land. The 
value of the LU Property to the university's Vision and its Land Grant Mission, or its value in 
thesupport of academic programs, or its invaluable benefits as a large"green"space in a sea of 
urban sprawl received no attention in the report. Its secretive, pro-development nature and the 
fact it was prepared with limited external input hasmade it a controversial document. 

Wording in the2002 Plan, when compared withadministration statements in newspapers or 
in interviews, created furtherconfusion and concern. Two examples are given here. 



Administration officials stated as follows: 

Although there are no immediate plans for development of the Property.. .Inside Clemson 
10/22/04 

"All but three of the Tracts [2A,2B,2C] are 'off the table'." Greenville News 1/3/05 

"We have no plans for development or sale of any property." Greenville News 1/28/05 

which can be contrasted with: 

"It is the intention of Clemson University to develop through the CUF the properties 
identified as Site 1A, IB, 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 3C, and 3D over the next 10 years." 

2002 Land Utilization Report 

Or 

"We want the entire process to be public and transparent." 

Meeting with Faculty Senate Committee January 11, 2005 

Can be compared with: 

"The potential pitfall of a public participation approach is that nothing may be acceptable to 
the public as a development program. United informed vocal leadership will be necessary to 
keep the initiative on track in this event." 2002 Land Utilization Report 

The Reason for Community Concern and the Communities Response. 

It became evident to the Committee that there were two primary reasons for the community's 
concerns: 

1) Distress about the possible sale and permanent loss of a part of the LU property in a 
scheme that did not appear to further the mission and goals of the University and, in fact, 
runs counter to the intent of the laws and regulations on the land, and the University 
Board ofTrustees policy on land sale or exchange (see Appendix C). 

2) Concem about a decision process which appears to have been done behind closed doors 
with no input from the campus or community at large. 

Recognizing that the potential for commercial development ofLU Property could become a 
major dividing issue, the Committee worked with President Barker to prepare a set of Guiding 
Principles. These LU Property Guiding Principles are set forth in Appendix C of this report. The 
President read these Guiding Principles at the January town meeting attended by approximately 
1,000 people. 

The town meeting resulted in three primary outcomes: 

1) overwhelming University and public support for protecting LU Property from commercial 
development, 

2) the University's need to develop revenue streams from the LU Property, and 

3) use of the LU Property to move Clemson University toward Top 20 status. 



President Barker's decision to hold a town meeting and his endorsement of the Guiding 
Principles were steps in the right direction. Despite the confusing and conflicting statements 
documented above, the Administration has begun a process that will be open, will invite external 
input, and will thoroughly examine revenue streams other than the sale of LU Property land. This 
approach will help protect the LU Property as well as benefit the University in reaching its stated 
goals. 

In response to concerns aired at the Town Meeting, the Keowee Chapter of the Society of 
American Foresters issued a position statement on the Clemson Forest, a part of the LU Property. 
In this statement, they opposed commercial development on the land. 

Another organization, Friends of the Experimental Forest, was formed in response to the 
community's concerns. It is keenly interested in plans for the LU Property. 

Only the future will tell if the turmoil resulting from secretive, one-sided proposals to 
develop LU Property lands will subside. The fate of the LU Property lands under this and future 
administrations remains uncertain has long as money is the over-riding determinant of LU 
property utilization. 

III. COMMITTEE FINDINGS 

The following are the Committee findings regarding: a) the ULI panel visit and preliminary 
report and b) the Clemson University2002 Land UtilizationPlan. Appendix D summarizes the 
ULI presentation and its preliminary report and Appendix E summarizes the contents of the 2002 
Land Utilization Plan. 

Clemson University 2002 Land Utilization Plan. 

ThePlanis a strategic document prepared forand transmitted toUniversity administrators andthe 
Board ofTrustees. This document was not intendedfor campusor publicdistribution, m fact, the Plan 
includes a discussion ofhow the administration should dealwithpublicconcerns. 

Itspurpose is todetermine which sites ontheLU Property canbest provide a revenue stream to fund the 
University's endowment andTop-20 aspirations. The Plan mentioned that there are legal issuesand 
University mission issues associated withdevelopment ofLUProperty. Resolution oftheseissues, however, 
was not a focus ofthe document 

Twothousand acres in 9parcels within3 miles ofcampus, allwithaccess to deepwateron Lake 
Hartwell, were identified fordevelopment Theparcels considered for development displace manyexisting 
university research and service functions. Displaced activities include some oftheClemson Experimental 
Forest, Cherry Farm, LaMaster Dairy, Morgan Poultry Center, theRavenel Center's USDAandCollege of 
Engineering Wind Load Test Facility, Staikey Swine Center, the Soils Lab, the Foundation Seed Building, 
and theY-Beach. Development would displace lands usedforwildlife management andencroach on areas of 
historic interest including theColhoun Plantation andKeowee Heights Plantation. 

ThePlandoes notaddress thefate ofthese programs nordoesit consider how development willrestrict 
future expansion ofthe campus. Allofthese lands are primekx^ons adjacent to memam campusto 
for constructionoffacilities mat will directlyserremeuniversity's education, resean^ 

ThePlanestimates a 40-50% return on investment through commercial development oftheseparcels. 
Thebasis forthis revenue-return isnotdocumented in the Plan. TheCommittee's discussions withCU 
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Foundation representatives indicated that neither the realcostofreplacement propertynor thecostofprogram 
dislocation were included in these estimates. 

Giventhe legal limitations thatrequire replacement lands be ofequal value and within the boundary of 
the Land UseProject, the Committeehas little confidence thatall2,000acresconsidered fordevelopment can 
be replaced. Landwithin theLandUse Project continues to increase in value. Negotiation fortheselands will 
be slow and impede a 10 yeardevelopment plan. 

Based upon the Committee's investigation, the actualrevenuereturnafterdeduction ofcurrent 
programmatic revenues, replacement costs, infrastructure costs, construction costs,marketing andrelated 
costswillmake commercial development a far lessattractive economic optionthan suggested in the plan. 
Potentially, development couldbecomean economic liability for theUniversity to shoulder [asithas at some 
other institutions]. 

The Committeenotes that the approachoutlined in the Plan is indirectconflictwith the Clemson 
UniversityBoard ofTrusteespolicyon landsaleor exchange. Further, the approachis not consistent with 
federal lawsunderwhichthe deedto LU Propertywas transferred to ClemsonUniversity. 

ThePlan's unidentified authors werekeenly awarethattherewillbe public concernoverthedevelopment 
ofLU Property. Theyrecommenddialogas essential in orderfor thepubhc to "feel" that it had a clearvoice 
in theprocess andthatthe public'sopinions andvalues areseriously considered. The very existence ofthis 
Committee, this report, recentpublicmeetingsandthe formation and expressions ofconcernedcitizengroups 
validates thepublic'sconcern. 

ULI Panel Visit and Proposal. 

The committee reviewed videotapes of the ULI panel's presentation, the University supplied 
ULI briefing book and the Panel's preliminary proposal. From this review, the Committee found 
that the ULI Panelwas asked to performtwo tasks: (1) to recommenda process for dealingwith endowment 
generating lands; and(2) to outline a plan forthedevelopment oftheY-Beachand its adjoining parcels. For 
additional detailson the ULI visit,see AppendixD. 

Infomiation provided to theULIPanelin their"Briefing Book"focused on development oflakefront 
property. In addition, interviews setup for thePanelprovideda strongbias towardthe development 
community. 

ThePanel recommended commercial development fortheY-Beach, Ravenel andRobinson properties 
identified in theClemson University 2002 LandUtilization Plan.Theirproposal, called"Stonegate", 
integrated a varietyoflandusesincluding a mixed usevillage cluster, community buildings, cottages and 
single familyhomes. 

ThePanel indicated thattheunique feature oftheirproposal wasutilization oftheprojectas a "Living 
Laboratory" to focus onrealworld questions ofgrowth. ThePanelsuggested thatmany ofthecampus 
education programs could be involved through components suchasplanning, engineering, architectural 
drawing, finance, horizontal development, vertical construction, marketing, propertymanagement, LEEDs 
certification, andenvironmental issuesrelated to transportation, waterqualityandrunoff. The Committee 
views theseeducational opportunities as intriguing andsuggests thattheybe weighedcarefully againstthe 
University's track record for student involvementTimetable issuesinvolving fasttrackdevelopment and 
semesterbasedcurricular experiences are otherconcerns thatneed to be considered. In addition, the potential 
fornew educational programsshouldbe weighedagainstlossofprogramsthatwould be displacedby 
development 
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The Panelrecommended thata Clemson UniversityRealEstate Foundation be established to handleall 
University realestate matters notessential to theacademic mission. TheFoundation wouldbe charged with 
acquisition anddisposal ofreal estate aswell asdevelopment and management ofassets. 

This is a major operational changefor the university. It shifts all landmattersto a Foundationratherthan 
relying ontheOffice ofLand Management reporting tothePresident and the Board ofTrustees. The 
Committee believes thatsuchanoperational shift runsthe riskofchanging theperspective ofUniversity land 
management from a programmatic orientation toaneconomic, asset driven orientatioa 

The CommitteeviewstheULI Panel's proposalas one perspective amongmany that should be 
considered for theLU Property. It is clearthattheULI Panelhad little ideaofthe legal complications 
associated withLUProperty andthattheyprovided whatmight be considered a proposal for "best 
management practices" inthefield ofarchitecture, planning, andinstruction. 

As theULIPanel presented theirproposal, much ofthecampus community, andparticularly those 
components ofthe communitythat focus onnatural resources, was trying tobalance "best management 
practices" indevelopment against "best management practices" innatural resources and environmental 
sustainability. Blending thetwo approaches isclearly a topic thatbelongs within theUniversity. This 
blending will require a far more integrated and contemplative approach than theonepresented byULI. 

The ULI study recommends sale of LU Property land. Sale of the suggested parcels would 
block campus expansionalong Highway 93 as was noted in the discussion of the 2002 Land Use 
Plan. Other than dollars, commercial development of the property would do little to move 
Clemson University toward Top 20. 

This plan only weaklyaddresses ClemsonUniversity's Visionor its Land Grant Mission and 
academic programs. The ULI panel essentiallyignored students by mentioning them only in 
passing. 

The Committeehas notreceivedthe finalreportofthe ULI Panel. 

Other Findings. 

A word search of an Inside Clemson article about the ULI visit listed the following words: 
Develop or development - 15 times 
Real estate 4 times 
University Mission or Vision 0 times 
Students or Graduate Students 1 time 
Faculty 2 times 
Recreation or teaching or learning 0 times 
Research at Clemson 3 times 

In February, 2005, following the Town Meeting at which President Barker indicated that 
there were no immediateplans to "do anything" with the LU Property land, the CUF requested 
thatthe City and Regional Planning Department provide a financial statement of the money to be 
made if the Tract 2 properties were developed. 

The issue of commercial development on LU Property lands can become political. 
Professional andcommunity organizations have issued statements regarding use of the LU 
Property. These organizations can become politically active very quickly. 
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IV. THE NEXT STEPS. ] 
The President must lead the effort to develop a comprehensive land use plan for LU Property 

[a Clemson Land Use Property Initiative]. The steps that this Committee determined as most 
important in this effort are outlined in Appendices F and G. The overall process should follow 
the Guiding Principles mentioned earlier as well as the Vision and Mission statements developed 
by the Clemson Experimental Forest Vision and Mission Committee appointed by President 
Barker in 2004. These statements are attached as Appendix C. 

Land Use Advisory Committee. 

In the initial stages of plan development, the Committee suggests that a Land Use Advisory 
Committee be composed of members of the Clemson Forest Vision and Mission Committee and 
the Faculty Senate Select Committee on Land Use along with addition of individuals 
representing concerned constituencies. As the program moves forward, changes in the 
composition of the Land Use Advisory Committee will be appropriate. 

3rd Party Expert Review Board. 

The President should appoint a 3rd Party Expert Review Board toprovide advice and 
guidance to the Land Use Advisory Committee. The Board would be composed of strategic 
partners that could be of great assistance as Clemson seeks to move toward the Top 20. Members 
of this panel can be selected from organizations such as: 

SC Dept. ofNatural Resources Upstate Forever 
SC Dept. of Parks, Recreation & Tourism SC Wildlife Federation 
SC Forestry Commission Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Sierra Club Friends of the CEF 

SC Native Plant Society American Inst, of Architects 
Board ofRealtors Industrial partners 
Chambers of Commerce 

The ultimate composition, size and activities of this Board will be determined after approval of 
the basic Clemson Land Use Endowment initiative format outlined in Appendix F. 

Actions of the Land Use Advisory Committee. 

The first action of the Land Use Advisory Committee will be to finalize the Guiding 
Principles, submit them to the President for his approval, and submit them for endorsement by 
the Board of Trustees. 

Following approval of the Guiding Principles, the Land Use Advisory Committee will 
initiate three parallel efforts in the development of a Clemson Land Use Endowment plan: 

a) Development of a Land Use Plan for the property; 

b) Develop a communications effort using LU Property to move Clemson toward the Top 20; 

c) Examine possible revenue streams that can be obtained from the land. 

Appendix G is attached to provide starting points for discussion on each of these efforts. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS. 

Part of the charge to the Faculty Senate Select Committee on the Clemson Land Use 
Property was to study recommendations presented by the Urban Land Institute (ULI). The final 
report from ULI was not available and, therefore, it is impossible to make recommendations 
specifically related to their formal report. The Committee, however, reviewed the process ULI 
used in preparing their report as well as events leading up to an invitation to ULI to come to 
campus. 

The Committee concludes that the ULI visit was ill-conceived from the start. The ULI panel 
was operatingwith insufficient information for sound decision-making. This lack of information 
was compounded by the selective nature of their interviews when the Panel arrived on campus. 
The Committee is particularly concerned that few faculty were involved and, as a result, the ULI 
groupdid not receive a comprehensive perspective on the variouspositions represented by the 
faculty who use the LU Property lands in their day to day research and teaching. 

Neither the ULI report nor the Clemson 2002 Land Use Plan addressed the impact of 
development upon existing research and education programs or the environmental costs of losing 
"greenspace." There was a complete lack ofdiscussion on cost when displacing facilities such as 
the animal research farms, the Ravenel research facilities, the Public Service Activities Soil 
Laboratoryor other program support infrastructure such as the Y Beach and the Fiber research 
complex. 

Neither report addressed the impact of commercial development in the three mile radius of 
campus upon future expansion of academic and research facilities. These lands within a short 
commute from campus are ideal locations for construction ofboth academic and research 
facilities. Academic buildings can be constructed on the Y-Beach property since they are a 
public use according to the applicable laws. The Committee concludes that while theremay be 
some LU Property land that could be "built on", sale of LU Property land, especially parcels that 
would block future expansion of the main campus, should be opposed unless it is to eliminate an 
adverse in-holding. 

Commercial development will likely provide only a short term funding opportunity. The 
Committee found that there are numerous avenues such as scenic easements and naming 
opportunities available on which endowments generated by the LUProperty couldbe built 
without loss of the land. 

ThePanel recommended thata ClemsonUniversityReal EstateFoundation be establishedto handle all 
University real estate matters not essential totheacademic mission. This isa major operational change for 
theuniversity shifting all land matters toa Foundation rather than relying onthe Office ofLand Management 
reporting to the President and the Board ofTrustees. Such ashift runs the risk ofchanging the perspective of 
University land management from aprogrammatic orientation toan economic, asset driven orientatioa 

While the ULI's work has been extremely effective in creating campus discussion, it must be 
viewed with greatcaution. We conclude that the ULI report should not be used to reach any 
decisions about the use of Clemson's LU properties. 

Clemson's landsare important to and appreciated by the community. In response to actions 
recommended by the ULIreport, community groups have organized in opposition to these plans. 
These groups can become politically active if they perceive that their input is not being sought or 
it is being ignored. 
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The Town Meeting conducted by President Barker provided an opportunity for community 
input into potential uses of LU Property land. The public should have a role in determining 
future uses of the land. The LU Property is owned by a public entity, Clemson University. 

The Committee suggests that extra "layers of protection" be investigated to put uncertainty 
and rumors to rest [that continue to surface every few years]. The Committee supports 
conservation easements on a portion of the LU Property. Other actions such as state legislation 
were suggested to the committee during meetings with concerned groups. 

The Committee's position on the use of Clemson's Lands Use Property is reflected in the 
Guiding Principles. We strongly recommend that they become "institutionalized" and form the 
basis for any actions related to Clemson's LU Property. We particularly urge rapid formation of 
an Advisory Committee for LU Property and cessation of all activity regarding disposition of the 
LU Property lands until such an Advisory Committee is formed and the Clemson Land Use 
Property Initiative has had a chance to complete its work. 

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS. 

Therefore the Committee recommends that: 

1. This report in its entirety be forwarded to the President. 

2. The University administration and the Board ofTrustees endorse Guiding Principles for 
the LU Property. 

3. No changes in the management of LU Property lands occur until a Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan is completed and approved. 

4. The University administration request that the CUF "cease and desist" in exploring 
revenue streams from the LU Property. 

5. An aggressive program be initiated to educate and orient all Clemson employees and 
students to the LU Property lands 

We encourage the President to: 

1. Appoint a Land Use Advisory Committee and a 3rd Party Panel ofExperts to begin the 
formal task ofdeveloping a Clemson Land Use Property Initiative. 

2. Initiate a Committee structure [Appendix F] to begin the formal task of developing a 
Clemson Land Use Initiative that includes: a) creation ofa comprehensive land use plan, 
b) activities to use the LU Property to move CU toward Top 20 status, and c) analyses to 
examine revenue streams that can be generated by LU Property. 

3. Direct the Advisory Committee to initiate programs to understand LU Property lands. 

4. Direct the Advisory Committee to address issues that the public deems important. 

5. Direct the Advisory Committee to align land use with the major goals of CU. 



APPENDIX A: COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES 

Entire Committee Interviews/Meetings (alphabetically) 
James Barker 
Neill Cameron 
Wes Cooler 
Knight Cox 
Grant Cunningham 
Terry Farris 
Patricia Layton 
Dana Leavitt 
Tom Lynch 
Richard Montanucci 
Larry Reamer 
Skip Still 
Stassen Thompson 
Brad Wyche 

President, CU 
CUF, Director 
Upstate Forever 
CEF manager 
City & Regional Planning 
Planning & Landscape Architecture 
Chair, Forestry & Natural Resources Dept. 
Upstate Forever 
CU Board of Trustees 
Biological Sciences 
CEF manager, retired 
SC Dept of Natural Resources 
CU Director, Land Management 
Upstate Forever, Executive Director 

Committee member meetings with individuals or groups 
Individuals 

John Garton 
Clayton Steadman 
Thomas Wyche 
Several CU students 

Groups 
Sierra Club members 

Friends of the Clemson Forest 

Staff Biologist, Duke Power Co., retired 
CU, General Counsel 
Attorney at Law 

CU Biocomplexitygroup (faculty and students) 

Documents reviewed: 

ULI briefing book 
ULI presentation video 
Maps of the Land Use Properties 
Appropriate laws and regulations [Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act & PL84-237] 
CU Board ofTrusteesPolicy on Sale or Exchange of UniversityLands 
CU Board of Trustees Policy on Public Use of University Lands 
Clemson UniversityLand UtilizationPlan (2002) 
Comprehensive Planforthe Clemson Experimental Forest 
"In the Face of Change" Interpretive Prospectus ... Clemson Experimental Forest 
Numerous student reports regarding planning and use of Land Use property 
Summaries ofresearch on the Land Use property 
Cityof ClemsonComprehensive Plan 2014 
Growth by Design (CUMasterPlan Summary Report) 
Clemson University Campus Master Plan 2002 
A FloristicStudyof Lake Issaqueena, MS Thesis, W.B. Pamplin 
Out of Doors (SC WildlifeFederationNewsletter) 
The Clemson Experimental Forest - ItsFirst50 Years, by R.T. Sorrells 

Number of meetings - full committee: 13 
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APPENDIX B: MAPS and DESCRIPTION of the CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY 

Clemson University Land Use Property 

Clemson University 
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APPENDLX B (CONT'D): BRIEF DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 
ABOUT THE 

LAND USE PROPERTY 

[Clemson Experimental Forest (CEF) and Agriculture Lands] 

THE PAST 
Clemson's Land Use property (about 30,000 acres) was deeded to the University in the 1950's under the 
Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant act through Public law 84 - 237. Subsequently about 10,000 acres of this 
land were inundated by the construction of Lake Hartwell by the US Army Corps of Engineers. The laws 
and regulations placed on this land are found in the Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act and in Public Law 
84-237 (see footnote for the Proposed Guiding Principles - Appendix C). 

THE PRESENT 

Sizes 

North Forest: 7,000 acres South Forest: 11,000 acres 
Lake Issaqueena : 100 acres Highest point: 300 ft above Lake Hartwell 

Hiking/biking/horse trails; >100 miles Streams: >200 miles 

Roads: 225 miles Ag Lands: 2,000 acres 

Uses 

Trail use; 25,000 person-hours annually 93% of Forest is used for recreation 

CU Outdoor Lab; 15,000 guests per year CU Outdoor Lab; 1,000 campers each summer 

Finances 

At present, Land Use Properties make money for the University. Forest management incurs a $0 cost to CU 
though harvesting of forest products of approximately $300,000 per year. Revenues from harvesting 
currentlypay ail the costsof managing the CEF. In addition, the feedstockraised on Land Use property 
saves the University over $340,000 a year (difference in the purchase of commercial feed and the cost of 
raising it "in house"). Income from milk and livestock sales is reinvested into the operation of the farms. 

FORESTR Y and NA TVR.4L RESOURCES RESEARCH and SCHOLARSHIP 
Research Approximately $1 million per year 
Classes 25 typically 
Education 1400forestrygrads (SC forest products industry —$800 million/year) 

Numerous M.S. and Ph.D. graduate students use the Forest as research sites 
Publications Over 400 

Studies of: forestmanagement-wildlife relationships, nutrientcycling and forest 
productivity, forest sustainability, forest hydrology and ecology, pathology, forest pests, 
herbicides, andeffects of fire on ecosystems, carbon sequestration, soil erosion 

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES and OTHER DISCIPLINES 
Research Clemson Forest is oneof theprimary areasof Undergraduate Research on thiscampus 

Studies of: fire, pests, parasites, erosion, nutrients, herbicides, runoff, deer, rabbits, 
ducks, bats, beaver, songbirds,squirrels, amphibians, reptiles, fish, spiders, insects 

Classes 20 typically 
Education Numerous M.S. and Ph.D. graduate students use the Forest as research sites 

AGRICULTURE LANDS HHiHl |§|||g| �� 
These lands(about2,000 acres)are scatteredin several locationsthroughoutthe area. These include: 
Lamaster Dairy, Garrison Arena and Horse Farm, Starkey Swine Farm, Morgan Poultry Center, Soils Lab 
Cherry Farm, Musser Farm, Fiber Research Facility, and the Seed Foundation. 

• Agricultural plots are used to produce feed for Universityanimals 
» Classes: 37 sections typically 
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RIOTX ^^g^^p^^g^^^^^.j^B^i 
Much of the Piedmont region's habitat is being fragmented and destroyed by development. The CEF 
represents an important wildlife sanctuary for many species living in the upper Piedmont. 

Birds (170 species) 12 Species ofSpecial Concern (populations declining) 
10 of these species breed on the Clemson Forest 

Mammals (50 species) 
LargerMammals 
Beaver Raccoon Opossum/ Bobcat Red fox Grey fox 
Muskrat Bear Coyote Chipmunk Woodchuck Raccoon 

Mink Otter Skunk Flying squirrel White tailed deer 

Amphibians & Reptiles (79 species) 
Forest protects over50%of theamphibians and reptile species that occur inSC. Also, 
Southernmostknownpopulation of the Wood Frog 
One of PickensCounty'sfew populations of the Spotted Salamander. 
Only known population of theEastern Spadefoot load in OconeeCounty (in the Ravenel Tract) 
One ofonly afew survivingpopulations of the Pigmy Rattlesnake in the upper Piedmont 
Timber Rattlesnake occurs at its lowest elevation here. 
Coloniesof the Green Treefrogand Squirrel Treefrog over 100 miles from nearest populations 

Fish (25 species) 
A coastal plain species offish (100milerange extension) was recently discovered on the CEF 
30% of the Six Mile Creek watershed lies within the CEF. A recent fish survey of Six Mile Creek 
produced: 
chain pickerel yellowfin shiner bluehead chub creek chub 

roseyface chub whitefin shiner northern hogsucker margined madtom 
speckled madtom yellow bullhead snail bullhead redbreast 

green sunfish redear sunfish bluegill warmouth 

largemouth bass mottled sculpin mosquitofish turquoise darter* 
*ACU project is reintroducing this species into its former range 

Insects (numerous species) 
5 insect species completely new toscience have been discovered on theCEF (3 black flies, 2 caddisflies) 
Rare lace bughas been collected on the CEF. There are no otherrecordsfrom SC 
The CEF is the southernmost habitat for I species of black fly. 
Thirty-five species of mayflies, 24 species of stoneflies and 62 speciesof caddisflies have been reported 
from Wildcat Creek,exceeding thespeciesdiversity of mayfliesfor all other knownstreams in South 
Carolina and exceeding thespeciesdiversity ofstonefliesand caddisflies for all but one other stream in SC 

Caddisfly distribution in Wildcat Creekon the CEF: 
Twospecies hereandfromno other stream in South Carolina. 
Three species hereand from only 1 other stream in SouthCarolina. 
Threespecies hereand from only2 otherstreams in South Carolina. 

Insect research conducted in the CEF: 
The Forest is used for numerous Ph.D. and MS research projects; for laboratories and classes (5 routinely); 
showcase for visitingscientists; for public school science fair projects. Surveys of dragonflies, butterflies, 
and damsel flies have been conducted. 

Plants 

19 species of concern in S.C. 2 species of Federal concern 3 SC State Champion trees 
54 species of trees 50 species of shrubs 17 species of vines 
6 species of orchids Numerous wildflower species 1 insect eating plant 

I 
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S.C STATE SYMBOLS THA T OCCUR ON THE FOREST 
Carolina wren Animal Whitetail deer 

Amphibian Spotted salamander Insect Carolina mantis 

Spider Carolina wolf spider Butterfly Eastern tiger swallowtail 
Game Bird Wild turkey Grass Indian grass 
Flower Carolina jessamine Wild/lower Goldenrod 

Bird 

HISTORIC/CULTURAL SITES 
John E. Colhoun plantation site Colhoun graveyard Treaty Oak (Hopewell treaty) 
Andrew Pickens house Arrowhead Factory Indian Burial Mounds 

Fort Rutledge Keowee-Hopewell church Numerous old home sites 

Numerous CCC structures Seneca Indian Town Marker Todds Creek grist mill 
Todds Creek dam Pickens brother home site Seed Orchard trees 

Ramsey-I^awrence cemetery L. Issaqueena dam Roland Schoenike Arboretum 

Woodburn Place O'neat's ferry Exploratory gold mines 
Outdoor Laboratory 

NATURAL AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 
Waldrop Stone waterfall ToddsCreek waterfall Lake Issaqueena 
Watershed Rd. Beaver Pond Wildcat Creek South Forest Beech grove 
Seed Orchard Oak Hickory Forest George AuH natural area Wildfowl management area 
L. Issaqueena wetlands Six Mile Creek waterfall Old Stone Ch road Lake complex 



APPENDIX C: GUIDING PRINCIPLES and MISSION/VISION STATEMENTS 

including 
LAWS, REGULATIONS and BOARD of TRUSTEES' POLICIES 

PROPOSED GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

for 

CLEMSON'S LAND USE PROPERTY* 
PREFACE: 

The 20,000 acres of Land Use property surrounding Clemson University's campus are held by the 
University in a legacy of public trust. As public-use lands, the property has been used heavily to 
fulfill the University's teaching, research and public service Land Grant missions. The property 
also has enhanced the lives of individual students and the public through access to greenspace, 
outdoor recreation, and wildlife management areas and through sanctuaries for personal 
revitalization and close connections with nature. 

Over the decades of University stewardship much of the land has reached icon status - these lands 
embody images no less important to Clemson alumni than Tillman Hall, Howard's Rock and 
Bowman Field. Embedded in the legacy of public-trust is a profound commitment to future 
generations. In an era of developmental pressure and urban-sprawl, University stewardship must 
remain steadfast to the public-use mission of the lands. 

GLIDING PRINCD7LES: 

1) The letter and intent of all applicable regulations and laws will be followed in the use, 
preservation, management, development, exchange, and sale of Land Use properties. Under these 
regulations and laws, the University will protect the Land Use properties from commercial or 
private development, [see References A and B below]. 

2) The Education, Research and Service Land Grant missions of the University will always have 
priorityfor use of University Land Use property, [seeBoard of Trustees Policies below] 

3) In keeping with Clemson's Top-20 aspirations, the University will demonstrate exemplary 
stewardship of its lands and will develop world-class examples of land use. This stewardship will 
be communicated to both the state and nation thereby enhancing its Land Grant teaching, research 
and public service missions. 

4) Clemson University will establishan Advisory Committee for Land Use lands with campus-
wide representation and with representatives from the surrounding communities. This Committee 
willbe the guardian of these Guiding Principles,modifying them when appropriate. The Land 
Use AdvisoryCommittee will review managementpolicies and all proposals for development, 
lease, sale or exchange of Clemson Land Use properties and make recommendations about such 
uses to the President of Clemson University. 

5) The University will develop and maintain a well-publicized comprehensive plan for the short 
and long term use of University Land Use properties. Priority in thisplanwillbe given to keeping 
the contiguous land holdings intact. The comprehensive plan and all its modifications will be 
approved by the Board ofTrustees. 
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6) To ensure that land will remain a valuable asset to fulfill the University's mission, the existing 
acreage of Land Use Property (approximately 20,000 acres)will be maintained with emphasis on 
the acquisition of in-holdings. 

7) All proceeds from the saleor exchange of LandUse landsshall be used by Clemson University 
for the acquisition of landswithin the boundaries of the project or for the development or 
improvement of lands within the project. Sale of property will be the last resort. 

8) To help become a national leader in the making of sound, resource-based, land use decisions, 
Clemson University will initiate and maintain an inventory program that allows it to better 
understand its Land Use properties. 

HComments regarding the Guiding Principles: 
1) These eight Guiding Principles were developed by the Faculty Senate Select Committee on 
Land Use in cooperation with President Barker. In fact the original set ofPrinciples developed 
independently by the Committeeshowed about 75% agreement with a similar set that President 
Barker had authored earlier (April, 2004). 

2) It is also important to note that these Principles agree in tone with the Clemson University 
Policies on Land Management as set by the Board of Trustees. These state in part: 

Board ofTrustees Policy 

Sale or Exchange ofUniversity Land 
Therefore, be it resolved, as a matter of general policy, Clemson University lands are not 
available for sale or exchange except when land in question is not deemed necessary for present 
or foreseeable use for purposes of the University, and, as a matter of specific policy, the Board of 
Trustees will not consider the sale or exchange ofany land unless the land in question is intended 
for a state-wide use or otherwise very broad use which is deemed to be justifiable by a vote of at 
least nine members of the Board. Further, any sale of land belonging to Clemson University must 
be considered as to its beingin the best interestof Clemson University. 

Board ofTrustees Policy 

Public Use ofUniversity Lands 
Whereas, Clemson University is the owner of extensive land resources, and 

Whereas, these land resources are used to meet its land grant mission of teaching, research and 
outreach, and 
Whereas, Clemson University encourages the use and enjoyment of its lands by the public; now 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that it is the policy of Clemson University to manage and 
utilize any lands owned by Clemson University so as to maximize the educational, research, and 
outreach mission of the University. Public use of the lands, while encouraged, shall not interfere 
with the foregoing policy as determined solely by Clemson University 



Regulations and Laws pertaining to the Land Useproperty: 

Reference A: Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act 

The Land Use property was transferred to Clemson University under this act. The Clemson 
University campus is not part of these lands (called the "project"). 

Section 1010. Land conservation and land utilization 
"The secretary is authorized and directed to develop a program of land conservation and land 
utilization. In order thereby to correct maladjustments in land use, and thus assist in controlling 
soil erosion, reforestation, preserving natural resources, protecting fish and wildlife, developing 
and protecting recreational facilities, mitigating floods, preventing impairment of dams and 
reservoirs, developingenergy resources, conserving surface and subsurface moisture, protecting 
the watersheds of navigable streams , and protecting the public lands, health, safety, and welfare, 
butnotto build industrial parks or establish private industrial or commercial enterprises." 

Reference B: Public Law 84-237: 
This Public Law was created specifically for Clemson University to allow for sale or exchange of 
lands to consolidate the project by the acquisition of adverse inholdingswithin the project 
boundaries. 

Public Law 84-237 states that to accomplish this: 
A) "... all proceeds from the saleor exchange of such lands shall be usedby ClemsonUniversity 
for the acquisition of lands within the boundariesof the projector for the development or 
improvement of lands within the project, "... 
B) "... anylands acquired by thesaleor exchange of the lands covered by suchagreement shall 
become a part of the project" ... 
C) "... all proceeds from the sale, lease, or otherdisposition of the lands covered by such 
agreement shall bemaintained byClemson University ina separate fund " 

Public Law 84-237 contains a Reverter Clause (this is actually contained in the deed to the land) 
D)"... land shall beused for public purposes andif (not)... the estate ... shall immediately 
revert to ... the United States of America." 



APPENDIX C (CONT'D): VISION AND MISSION STATEMENTS 
for the 

CLEMSON EXPERIMENTAL FOREST" 

Vision: 

The Clemson Experimental Forest shall be a national exemplar of a teaching, research and public-
service resource for a top-tier university. 

Mission: 

The prime directive for the forest is to be a well-managed, self-sustaining, ecologically healthy, 
living laboratory, classroom and recreational resource for the benefit of the university, commerce 
and citizenry of South Carolina, vouchsafed with a mandate to protect and promote in perpetuity 
the forest as an irreplaceable educational, environmental, scientific and social asset. 

Mission Goals: 

1. To utilize the forest to enhance Thomas Green Clemson's vision of the university as "high 
seminary of learning." 

2. To lead by example, developing, evaluating and demonstrating best scientific natural resource 
management practices. 

3. To recognize that the forest serves as a rejuvenating sanctuary, revitalizing the bond between 
people and the natural environment and benefiting the community at large. 

4. To continue to be self-supporting from revenues, fees, grants, endowments and forest products 
sales. 

5. To maintain the forest as a multipurpose greenspace, offering a diversity of opportunities and 
benefits to students, faculty and staff and the public. 

6. To continue to manage the forest consistent with the intent of it being the nation's gift to 
Clemson University, showing the federal government's faith and confidence in the university to 
use the land for teaching, research and public service. 

7. This working forest is to be used to meet current teaching, research and public-oriented needs 
and held in trust to meet the needs of future generations. 

8. To recognize that the forest holds a unique status, serving as a historical and scientific 
repositoryof regional land-use and research. It is an invaluable evolving record for present and 
future generations of scholars and public-policymakers to utilize. 

+These Mission and Vision statements were developed by the Clemson Forest Vision and Mission 
Committee, appointed by President Barker, 2004. 

Clemson Forest Vision and Mission Committee Members: 

Stassen Thompson, chair Knight Cox 
Alan Elzerman Peter Kent 

Dan Nadenicek Caron St. John 

Skip Still Brett Wright 



APPENDLX D: 

SYNOPSIS URBAN LAND INSTITUTE ADVISORY SERVICES PANEL VISIT 

October 18-20, 2004 

Contents of the Briefing Book Prepared for the ULI by CU 
Contents are about 2.5 inches thick and divided into the following Sections (Welcome, 
Schedule, ULI Biographies, Participants Bio Sketch, Briefing Introduction, The Assignment, 
Organization, Site Description, CU Master Plan, Regional Context, Site Environs, 
Residential, Industrial, Other, Federal & State Laws, Resource Materials, Regulatory 
Environment, Panel Resources/Schedule, PowerPoint Presentation). The inner side-pocket 
contains two brochures: (1) Vision Statement/Mission Statement/10-Year Goals; (2) 
Enhancing the Quality of Clemson: The Case For Top 20. 

The ULI Panel 

• Marilyn J. Taylor, Panel Chair; Architect and Urban Designer (design of urban 
projects and civic initiatives) 

• Michael R. Buchanan, Real Estate Banking and Finance (bridge financing & also 
former trustee Georgia Conservancy & Real Estate Board of the Nature 
Conservancy) 

• Gary W. Fenchuk, President East West Partners of Virginia (developer of well 
recognized planned communities) 

• Helen D. Hatch, VP Client Relations and Development for TVS (design of hotels, 
convention centers and conference facilities) 

• Todd W. Mansfield, CEO Crosland, fric (much of career with Disney Development 
Company, spearheaded Disney Wilderness Preserve in collaboration with Nature 
Conservancy and Audubon Society) 

• Peter Parrott, President University Housing Group (rental apartments for college 
students from affluent backgrounds)...has MS from Clemson 

• Tim R. Rose, CEO University ofVirginia Foundation (manages land and its 
development for University ofVirginia) 

Assignment Given ULI Panel 
1. Prepare a strategic market position followed by a conceptual master plan for the 

subject properties with the following guidelines: 
a) There should be an academic component in the plan that would include 
research and other learning/educational facilities; 
b) The remainder of the property may be a mix of residential and commercial 
uses that would obtain the "highest and best use" of the site. 

2. Propose an implementation plan for the Clemson UniversityFoundation, or affiliated 
foundations, to successfully implement the development plan. The implementation plan 
would include, among other things, the following: projected absorption rate, development 
budget, preliminary pro forma, land disposition strategy, staffing requirements, staffing 
structure, and marketing strategy. 
Issues to Consider: 

1. Should the University consider only university-related uses for the 
developable lands (e.g., housing for faculty or visiting faculty, recreation 
facilities)? 

2. What are the respective roles of the University and the private sector in the 
development process? 



3. What factors should be considered to maintain a positive public relations 
environment through this process? 

4. What infrastructure, if any, would the University or community need to 
provide to make the developable property attractive to private developers? 

5. What design guidelines and standards should be placed on any property 
developed by a private developer? 

6. What guiding principles should be employed to develop University property? 
7. What strategies should be employed to maximize community, student and 

faculty input? 
8. What creative financing concepts have been successful for other similar 

ventures? 

ULI Panel Met with The Following: 
Thornton Kirby, Secretary to the Board ofTrustees 
Board ofTrustees 

Frank Bishop, Chief Investment Officer and Past President CU Foundation 
Doug Richardson, Treasurer, CU Foundation and CU Real Estate Foundation 
Jim Barker, President 
Neill Cameron, VP for Institution Advancement 
Dori Helms, Provost 
Chris Przirembel, VP Research 
Tom Winkopp, Clemson Realtor/Developer 
Chuck Perry, President SC CCB 
Jim London, Professor of Planning and Landscape Architecture 
Donna London, Senior Research Associate, Center on the Future 
Gerald Vander Mey, Campus Planning Office 
Ed White, Appraisal Associates of Clemson 
Jose Caban, Director, School ofArchitecture 
Dan Nadenicek, Chair, Planning and Landscape Architecture 
Stassen Thompson, Office of Land Management 
Clayton Steadman, General Counsel 
Russ Hebert, Monica Zielinski, Real Estate Agencies 
Jan Schach, Dean, College of Architecture, Arts and Humanities 
Larry Abemathy, City ofClemson Mayor 
Sharon Richardson, City Director ofPlanning & Codes Administration 
Cathy Sams, ChiefPublic Affairs Officer 
Vision & Mission Committee, Experimental Forest 
John Kelly, VP Public Service and Agriculture 
Calvin Schoulties, Dean College ofAgriculture, Forestry & Life Sciences 
John Hamrick, Hamrick Real Estate 
Chuck Pigg, VP Real Estate, Greenwood Development 
Sandy Campbell, Chief Ranger, Hartwell Project 
Sam Konduros, President, SK Strategies 
Jim Anthony, President, The Cliffs Development 
Jeff Randolph, President, The Randolph Group 

Public Meeting (Friday, October 22, 2004) 
200-300 people in attendance 

Jim Barker makes opening remarks include the following: 
-We have no greater responsibility than good stewardship of Clemson land 
-Largest gift was from US government which provided Land Use lands to Clemson 

(They comprise what is now Clemson University Forest) 
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-The Forest is a research lab for Clemson Faculty, Staff and Students and is as important 
a classroom and lab as is Sirrine Hall or Lee Hall 

- Key Question: What is wisest use of this land endowment? With CU expertise in 
Sustainable Environment, Design & Development we intend to establish the national 
standard 

-3 summary points 
(1) Work of ULI is a continuation of the Campus Master Planning effort and is 

the 1st step in long term strategicplan for management of land 
resources No immediate plan for development. 

(2) ULI involvement insures development decisions based upon best practices 
for quality & insight in design & development ...ULI sets national standards 
for Smart Growth & Responsible Development 

(3) Any development must enhance the University's academic priorities of 
learning, service and research. 

Marilyn J. Taylor, Panel Chair...Remarks 
-Group was provided an interesting and complex assignment 
-Panel DID NOT address the complex legal issues associated with the use of this land 
-SummaryofRecommendations (more to come with other speakers) 
(1) Recommend Process & Structure 

(A) Move froma series of land managementplans to plans for stewardship of 
land assets. 

(suggest that "Balanced Stewardshipis possible that serves the Research 
and Educational needs of the university, the Service needs (particularly water and 
forest recreation based needs) while protecting & preserving vital property and 
allowing for low impact, sustainable growth within the larger Clemson 
Community 
(B) Recommend an expanded mission for the Real Estate Foundation 
(C) Recommend hire an experiencedReal Estate Professional as Executive 

Director of the Real Estate Foundation 

(2) Recommendation for Sites 
Build, over time, an exemplarysustainable community that is unique (unlike 
other lakes) 
Create a "living lab" that embodiesresearch and education within the essence of 
community it should be called "Stonegate 

Tim R. Rose, CEO University ofVirginia Foundation...Remarks 
- Comments on the scale and scope of the Clemson University Real Estate Foundation 

(1) expand mission from handling real estategifts to "STEWARDSHIP OF 
LANDASSETS" (stewardship equatedto "thoughtfuland active management of 
land assets") 
(2) assume responsibility for land use planningof land assets 
(3) assume responsibility for managing any landdevelopment activities 
(4) assume responsibility for engaging in local land use matters 
(5) work toward financial returns on selected pieces of real estate with returns 
going to University. 
(6) manage allreal estate notessential to academic mission (many issues 
involved at programmatic level) 
(7) acquire anddispose of real estateas needed to manage assets 
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Peter Parrott, President ofUniversity Housing Group...Remarks 
-Evaluated the Real Estate market in the Clemson/Lake/University area 
-Market characterized as Robust, but the pace of change has brought friction within the 
community 
-Preliminary plans: 

-do not intend develop in order to maximize revenue 
-no lakefront lots, but lake-view lots 
-no golf courses or tennis courts (can be folded into university facilities) 
-include bike and walking trails 
-Y-beach would be village cluster; small buildings with community use; cottages 
with low sq footage 
-concept to set a national standard with the type of development; stay with 
university mission 

Gary Fenchuk, President of East West Partners ofVirginia...Remarks 
-Provided a Vision for how development and the university mission might coexist 
through the great debate on the Policies & Strategies for growth 
-Polarization exists between Developers vs Environmentalists and Community Activists 
-Property's development could become a "Living Laboratory" focused the Real World 
Questions of Growth 

Involved would be research, analysis, case studies, market tests relative to: 
Planning, engineering, architectural drawing, finance, horizontal development, 
vertical construction, marketing, sales, leasing, property management 

-Need a Win:Win:Win for Home buyer, Environmentalists and Developer/Builders 

Home buyer wins if there is a sufficient quantity of diverse housing, that is 
affordable, provides for a superior life style, true community, wellness, on-going 
learning. 

Environmentalists et al. win if there is environmental sensitivity in development, 
preservation of open spaces and natural resources, alternative transportation, more 
efficient irifrastructure, growth that pays for itself. 

Builders win if they can make a profit commensurate with their risk and 
development qualities are successful. 
-Reward for Clemson is educational value for every discipline (something that would be 
superior to any other institution) 

Helen Hatch, vice president at Thompson, Ventulett, Stainback & Associates...Remarks 
-Assignment was to further elaborate the vision for development of the three parcels of 

land (2A, 2B, 2C) 
-Premise for development: Reduced Impact on land 

-develop a comprehensive resource assessment (determine what should be 
retained) 
-protect open space 

-protect view corridors 
-remain faithful to design guidelines (this maintains value) 
-continue with "LEEDs" certification (leadership in energy & environmental 
design) 
-look at all environmental issues: Transportation, Impact on water-quality, 
Runoff 

-2A-site, Y-Beach, Concept integrate the community into the development 
- Model for "Mixed Use Village" 



-Mixed-use center 

-retain sailing club 
-possible amphitheater 
-walking trails and bike trails 
-boat dock facility 
-boat ramp exists close-by 
-Some potential new uses: Information Center, Day Care, Restaurant, Medical 
Office, Service Retail 

-2Bsite (lower Ravenel ca. 100 acres) Concept 
-Preserve 50% of land (some within easements) 
-Establish 20-25 single family homes 
-Master Plan should include integration of Y-beach and Ravenel-research area 
-Ravenel Research area might have a few residential townhouses along ridge 

-2Csite (Robinson point) 
-Site already has a private condo development 
-Site has some pine damage 
-Concept: Lakefront and ridges to be preserved, 125-150residential units (no 
details provided) 

The committee has not been provided a written report from the ULI Panel. 



APPENDLX E: 

SUMMARY OF 2002 CLEMSON UNIVERSITY LAND UTILIZATION PLAN 
A Ten-Year Plan to Identify and Leverage Clemson University Land Holdings in Support of 

University Goals 

Background 
-The document is dated January, 2002. 
-Authorship is not identified, but it is generally understood to be the work of Gerald 
VanderMey, Campus MasterPlanner, with input fromNeillCameron, Vice Presidentfor 
Advancement and Stassen Thompson, Director of Land Management. The Plan was 
reviewed by the upper administration. 
-The Plan is 33 pages in length and divided into 5 parts: 
Introduction, Lakefront Development, Selected Areas, Development Framework and 
Schedule. 

Plan's Purpose: 
Create a land development framework that will provide a continuing revenue source to increase 
the University's endowment and sustain Top 20 goals and aspirations. The plan mentions lands 
in Myrtle Beach, but focuses on the LU landsadjacentto LakeHartwell. 

The Plan Acknowledges 
• priorityof education, research and servicemissions for the use of land 
• the need to maintain a constant inventory of LU acreage 
• the need to follow all laws and regulations related to LU land 

What the Plan Does 

• identifies lakefront properties within the LU lands that have the highest 10 year 
development potential; 

• development potential is based upon: proximity to deep water lakefront, association with 
good access roads, and location within 2 miles of Clemson University; 

• anticipates quality, major development (>5-10 acres) with significant expenditures for 
infrastructure and marketing; 

Sites Identified for Development 
• Site 1A is 450 acres on the west bank of the Keowee River Arm of Lake Hartwell at the 

confluence with Twelve Mile River (the area is locally known as Horse Head Point); 
• Site IB is the 423 acre peninsula located the confluence ofTwelve Mile River and 

Seneca River Arms of Lake Hartwell (the area is part of the historic Colhoun Plantation 
known as Keowee Heights Plantation); 

• Site 2A & 2B together represent 60 acres; 2A is the YMCA-Beach, and 2B is to the west 
of the Y; 

• Site 2C is 190 acres directly across the lake from the campus east-beach; 
• Site 3A is 60 acres on the southern edge of campus adjacent to the Walker Golf Course 

and includes the Morgan Poultry Center; 
• Site 3B is about 20 acres on the south side of Cherry Crossing and houses the Soils Lab 

and Foundation Seed Building; 
• Site 3C is 250 acres and houses the La Master Dairy 
• Site 3D is a 540 acres that includes a portion of Fants Grove and the Starkey Swine 

Center 
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Development Framework 
• development is planned, built and operated by the CU Foundation with assistance ofnon-

university organizations; 
• anticipates a high return on investment (40-50%) while protecting the interests of the 

institution and balancing the "Land Use Property" restrictions with other University 
needs; 

• all sites 1A-3D (about 2,000 acres) would be developed over a 10 year period to realize 
their highest value; the first property to be developed is site 2A, the Y-property followed 
by 2B and 2C; 

Plan Discusses Benefits and Liabilities of Engaging the Public 
• acknowledges LU properties are of significant interest to the Clemson community and the 

public; projects could affect quality of life, property values, academic programs, and 
other broad issues; the initiative will get a great deal ofattention, perhaps scrutiny, at the 
state and local levels; 

• a risk is that nothing may be acceptable to the public as a development program; 
• recommends engaging the public in a dialogue about values and priorities as they relate 

to the direction for the property development; the public should feel that they have had a 
clear voice in the process and their opinions and values should be seriously considered, 
incorporated, and balanced with the overarching objectives of the projects. 
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APPENDIX F: CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY INITIATIVE 

(Limited to Land Use Property) 



APPENDLX G: 

STARTING POINTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF 

CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY INITIATIVE 

A. DEVELOPMENT OF A LAND USE PLAN (LUP) 

The Natural, Cultural, and Recreational Resources Subcommittee will oversee this work: 

• Land Use Plan should be drafted either by an outside consultant team with major input 
from CU experts or by University personnel with major input from independent outside 
consultants. Either way, the process would incorporate "friendly" outside experts (A 
Third Party Expert Review Committee will provide guidance in LUP development and 
provide strategic partnerships for the future - see Appendix B below). 

• A natural, cultural, and recreational resource inventory will be an essential part of the 
overall plan 

• Input from all key stakeholders (both within the University and from the surrounding 
community) will be included in the plan development 

• It is expected that the plan will propose several categories of land use with definitions 

• Team will produce a draft plan and appropriate land use category maps with explanations 
for CU review 

Once completed, the Land Use Plan will be approved by the Administration and will be 
distributed to the campus and the community through a series of Town Meetings. 

B. USING LAND USE PROPERTY TO MOVE TOWARD TOP 20 

The Communications Subcommittee (also called the Top 20 Initiative Subcommittee) will 
take the best assets of the Land Use Properties and ensure that the rest of the world knows 
about it. This includes research, education, public service, revenue generation programs as 
well as innovative land use planning. The subcommittee will develop a communications plan 
to support the comprehensive Land Use Plan. It will: 

• Suggest ways to call national attention to the CU land use plan (GP#3) 
• Emphasize education, research, public service use of LandUse Properties (GP #2) 
• Advertise any innovativerevenuegenerationprograms (GP #7) 
• Demonstrate how CU can advance causes while keeping acreage the same (GP #6) 
• Communicate CU's exemplary stewardship of its lands to state and nation (GP #3) 
• Position CUfor majorpublicityand recognition through the use of its strategic 

partnerships (including the 3rd Party Expert Review Board) 
• Expand user base of Land Use Properties to include (forexample) naturalist led 

programs, rental canoe dock onLake Issaqueena, programs catering to retirees, nice 
facilities for local schools to come and study its resources, staffing by local volunteers, 
visitors center, web page, etc. 



• Compile a list of ideasthat could widelycommunicate innovative Land Use Property 
activities and accomplishments. Such a list might include: 

a) Cabins for visitors: Presidents in residence (where Presidents from other universities 
could spend some quiet time, attend seminars, and come to appreciate Clemson's uniqueness; 
Scholars in residence; Poets in residence, etc. 
b) Link CU withplayers at othermajor Universities to inform about CU land use initiatives 
c) Many national organizations give awards; there are many media outlets (magazines, 
newsletters, etc.) 
d) A Visitors Center to serve as a focal point for the Forest 
e) Produce a Land Use Propertypage for each issue of the ClemsonWorld 
f) Produce PBS shows about CU and its land legacy/Rudy Mancke 
g) Produce a Coffee Table Bookabout the Land UseProperty; it couldbe sold, or 
distributed to donors and/or alumni, sent to University presidents to describe something that 
makes Clemson unique, or to conservation groups, etc. - example chapters could include: 

Chi Dr. Aull's woods yesterday 
Ch2 Dr. Aull's woods today 
Ch3 Flowers of the springtime 
Ch4 Hawks in and over the trees 

Ch5 A nighttime serenade 
Ch6 "TJMBERRR" 

Ch7 Clear-cut life 

Ch8 Birds and people: Annual winter bird count 
Ch9 Beaver country 
ChlO The land ofcotton - Cultural heritage 
Chll Underfoot and hoof: the trails of the Land Use Property 
Chl2 Walden South - Lake Issaqueena in Season 
Chl3 Dr. Aull's woods tomorrow 

Communications subcommittee will prepare a report and outline a program that will 
allow the Land Use Property to be an effective force in attaining Top 20 status. 

C. REVENUE FROM LAND USE PROPERTIES 

The Revenue Streams Subcommittee will examine a wide variety ofpossible revenue streams 
from Land Use Property and assess their effectiveness and appropriateness. This will be followed 
by a report detailing their analyses. This subcommittee will be tasked to examine a wide range of 
ways to produce revenue from the Land Use Property using the CEF Vision and Mission 
Statement, the Guiding Principles and the Land Use Plan for direction. Ideas should also be 
obtained from outside consultants. The Subcommittee should provide a report that will: 

• Include estimates ofboth the revenue stream and costs associated with any approach. It 
should clearly show the total resulting cash endowment size as well as the pros and cons. 

• Include statements of how the particular approach falls within the Land Use regulations 



u 

Include statements of how the use of the various revenue streams are limited by the Land 
Use regulations (not all are limited) 

Include statements regarding to what extent the various revenue generation approaches 
are in alignment with Clemson University Vision and Mission statements and the 
Roadmap Emphasis Areas. 

Provide revenue generation recommendations to the University and the President. These 
might include: 

Naming opportunities Scenic easements Alumni contributions 

Industry partnerships User fees Land swap 
Visitors center Summer camps Research surcharges 
Workshops Tax advantages for donors Timber harvest 

SC Conservation Land Bank "Endow an Acre" Student recreation fee 

Preliminary analyses indicate that there are numerous activities that can generate 
significant revenue streams without sale of the land. In fact, some of the possibilities which 

allow CU to retain title to the land can provide more revenue more quickly 
than the sale of property. 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change V.B. and V.C.3. 
Composition of Ombuds Committee 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

V. B. Present wording: 
The Ombudsman reports to a sub-committee of the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee 

composed of: the immediate past president, the president, and the vice president/president elect of the Faculty 
Senate; the faculty representative to the Board of Trustees; a faculty member appointed by the advisory committee 
annually; and a faculty member appointed by the Ombudsman annually. In conducting the affairs of this office the 
ombudsman shall be independent and free from any and all restraint, interference, coercion or reprisal. The 
ombudsman shall be protected from retaliation. Should these principles be violated, the violations should be 
broughtto the attention of the Provost and, if necessary, to the President of the University. 

V. B. Proposed wording: 
The Ombudsman reports to a sub-committee of the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee 

composed of: the immediate pastpresident and thepresident, and the vice president/president elect of the Faculty 
Senate; the faculty representative to the Board of Trustees; a- one faculty member appointed by the advisory 
committee and a one faculty member appointed by the Ombudsman annually, who do not simultaneously serve on 
the grievance board or the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee. In conducting the affairs of this office the 
ombudsman shall be independent and free from any and all restraint, interference, coercion or reprisal. The 
ombudsman shall be protected from retaliation. Should these principles be violated, the violations should be 
brought to the attention of the Provost and, if necessary, to the President of the University. 

V. C.3. Present wording: 
3. Procedure. 
a. A faculty member who desires to file under GP-I must submit a written petition within thirty days after the 
date of the alleged grievance. (Asan example of the time limits, if notification is given that a faculty member will 
be dismissed for cause, the thirty-day time period begins with the date that the faculty member was notified. The 
time period does not begin with the effective date of dismissal.) The petition is to be submitted to the Chair of the 
Faculty Senate Advisory Committee. The grievance petition must state specifically theparties involved, places and 
dates, and the relief sought. After thirty days have passed, the faculty member forfeits the right to petition under 
this grievance procedure and any actions taken with respect to the faculty member shall become final. 

b. If the petition is filed during one of the long semesters of the regular academic year, the Chair of the Faculty 
Senate Advisory Committee shall call a special meeting of thecommittee within fifteen days of receipt of a properly 
submitted petition. If the petition is filed at any other time, the special meeting of the Faculty Senate advisory 
committee will be held within fifteen days after the beginning of the next long semester. If the Provost deems the 
matter of sufficient urgency, he/she mayrequest that the Faculty SenateAdvisory Committee meeting take place at 
a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee 
who have nine-month appointments will be compensated at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for any day or 
fraction thereof. A quorum for this meeting shall consist of five members of the Advisory Committee. If the 
Advisory Committee determines the petition is not grievable under this procedure, the Chair shall notify the faculty 
member within seven days of that decision and the matter is closed. 

If theAdvisory Committee determines that the matter is grievable underthis procedure, the chairshall notify 
all parties to the grievance within seven days of that decision. At the same time, the chair shall send copies of the 
petition to those against whom the grievance is brought. 

c. The Faculty Senate Advisory Committee will be the Hearing Panel. The committee will, within thirty days 
after reaching the decision to hear the petition, set a date for the hearing. The chair shall give each party to the 
grievance thirty days written notice of the hearing. Notification of the hearing date will include: a) the time, place 
and nature of the hearing; b) the procedure to be followed during the hearing; c) a statement of the legal authority 
under which the hearing is to be held; d) references to pertinent university statutes and portions of the Faculty 
Manual; and e) a short andplain statement of the matters asserted. Thehearing shall be heldduring oneof the long 



semesters of the regular academic year, unless the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, and requests that 
the hearing take place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate 
Advisory Committee who have nine-month appointments will be compensated at a rate equal to that of their normal 
salary for any day or fraction thereof. 

The faculty member may waive the hearing by so notifying the chair of the Faculty Senate Advisory 
Committee in the grievance petition, in which case the advisory committee shall take whatever action is necessary 
to ensure a fair and expeditious review of the grievance and base its recommendation to the Provost thereon. 

Members of the Advisory Committee shall remove themselves from the case if they deem themselves 
disqualified for reasons of bias or conflict of interest. The faculty member(s) concerned shall have a maximum of 
two challenges each without stated cause. If such removals and challenges reduce the membership of the hearing 
panel below five, the President of the Faculty Senate shall make appointments from the Senate to ensure a 
committee composition of at least five members. 

V. C.3. Proposed wording: 
3. Procedure. 

a. A faculty member who desires to file under GP-I must submit a written petition within thirty days after the 
date of the alleged grievance. (As an example of the time limits, if notification is given that a faculty member will 
be dismissed for cause, the thirty-day time period begins with the date that the faculty member was notified. The 
time period does not begin with the effective date of dismissal.) The petition is to be submitted to the Chair of the 
Faculty Senate Advisory Committee President-Elect of the Faculty Senate. If the President-EIect needs to 
recuse him/herself, the Advisory Committee shall elect one of its number to serve as chair for the grievance 
proceedings, and that person shall fulfill the duties in the remainder of this section that are assigned to the 
President-EIect. The grievance petition must state specifically the parties involved, places and dates, and the relief 
sought. After thirty days have passed, the faculty member forfeits the right to petition under this grievance 
procedure and any actions taken with respect to the faculty member shall become final. 

b. If the petition is filed during one of the long semesters of the regular academic year, the Chair of the Faculty 
Senate Advisor)' Committee President-EIect of the Faculty Senate shall call a special meeting of the committee 
Faculty Senate Advisory Committee within fifteen days of receipt of a properly submitted petition. If the petition is 
filed at any other time, the special meeting of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee, chaired by the President-
EIect and without the President of the Faculty Senate in attendance, will be held within fifteen days after the 
beginning of the next long semester. If the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, he/she may request that 
the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee meeting take place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case 
those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee who have nine-month appointments will be compensated 
at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for any day or fraction thereof. A quorum for this meeting shall consist 
of five members of the Advisory Committee. If the Advisory Committee determines the petition is not grievable 
under this procedure, the Chair President-Elect, acting as chair, shall notify the faculty member within seven days 
of that decision and the matter is closed. 

If the Advisory Committee determines that the matter is grievable under this procedure, the ebaif President-
EIect shall notify all parties to the grievance within seven days of that decision. At the same time, the chair shall 
send copies of the petition to those against whom the grievance is brought. 

c. The Faculty Senate Advisory Committee, chaired by the President-Elect and without the President of the 
Faculty Senate in attendance, will be the HearingPanel. The committee will, within thirty days after reachingthe 
decision to hear the petition, set a date for the hearing. The chair shall give each party to the grievance thirtydays 
written notice of the hearing. Notification of the hearing date will include: a) the time, place and nature of the 
hearing; b) the procedure to be followed during the hearing; c) a statement of the legal authority under which the 
hearing is to be held; d) references to pertinent university statutes and portions of the Faculty Manual; and e) a 
short and plain statement of the matters asserted. The hearing shall be held during one of the long semesters of the 
regular academic year, unless the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, and requests that the hearing take 
place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory 



Committee who have nine-month appointments will be compensated at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for 
any day or fraction thereof. 

The faculty member may waive the hearing by so notifying the President-EIect of the Faculty Senate 
acting as chair of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee for this purpose in the grievance petition, in which case 
the advisory committee shall take whatever action is necessary to ensure a fair and expeditious review of the 
grievance and base its recommendation to the Provost thereon. 

Members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee shall remove themselves from the case if they deem 
themselves disqualified for reasons of bias or conflict of interest. The faculty member(s) concerned shall have a 
maximum of two challenges each without stated cause. If such removals and challenges reduce the membership of 
the hearing panel below five, the President of the Faculty Senate shall make appointments from the Senate to ensure 
a committee composition of at least five members. 

Rationale: 

There is a possible conflict of interest in serving both on the Ombuds Subcommittee and the GP-
1 hearing panel since issues that come to that committee may subsequently lead to filing a GP-1. 



Proposed! Faculty Manual Change Appendix C 
Changes in Evaluation Forms I and 2 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Additional wording: 
Change the line Instructional Activities to Other Instructional Activities on both Forms 1 
and 2. 

Revised wording of the accompanying Faculty Activity Systems (FAS) Descriptions 

Present wording: 

Instructional Activities—Include here any instructional activities that are not formally 
associated with instruction for a course. These may include pedagogical activities as well 
as lectures. 

Proposed wording: 

Other Instructional Activities—Include here any instructional activities that are not 
formally associated with instruction for a course. These may include curriculum or new 
course development, service learning, supervision ofundergraduate research, or 
other pedagogical activities as well as lecturesl' '>s,j' ~ 

Rationale: We have received requests to include service learning as a line item in the 
FacultyActivity System. The Policy Comrnfttee that we recognize service learning and 
other appropriate activities in the category ofother instructional activities. 



Proposed. Faculty Manual Change I II.D-J. 
Chairs and/or Directors in Faculty Personnel Actions 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Original wording: 
In cases where there is no department chair, the administrative recommendation is made 
by the school director. 
The chair or director may be invited... 
The chair or director shall ensure. 

The chair or director shall forward... 

Etc. 

Proposed wording: 
In cases where there is no department chair, the administrative recommendation is made 
by the school director. In the remainder of this section (III.D) through Section III.J., 
references to chair should be understood to refer to the school director if and only if 
there is no departmental chair. 
The chair or director may be invited... 
The chair er director shall ensure... 

The chair or director shall forward... 
EtC.-.. �-,--,.� . ;;.;.. -<;v;!^?--;<yTf:_ ''?fo-:K^ 7 �' .-'.'tr:K'-'.< '.: \ '•• ... 

Rationale: Faculty members have expressed concern about both the chair and the school 
director having a role in the evaluation and PRT process when it should be only one, the 
departmental chair unless the department is organized in a different manner. 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change VIII.H. 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

IV. E. Present wording: 3^5 °fo 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of £9r%of the 
faculty member's base salary per credit hour. 

IV. E. Proposed wording: 3.9S 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computedon the basis of W§% of the 
faculty member's base salary per credit hour. For a course in which the number of 
registered students is inadequate to support full payment, a faculty member may be 
offered the option either not to teach the course or to receive a reduced salary based * 
on tuition income generated. Deviations from these policies must be/approved by QAQJxjtXMxi 
theDepartmental Advisory Committee (or thedepartmental faculty as awhole if no v(s\ «-rU_£ 
Departmental Advisory Committee exists) and shall be distributed in writing to all (jjOfjObiTyiiguJ 
departmental faculty. WJU>I Old 
Rationale: 

Currently, some departments follow this policy, often with considerable frustration, while 
others ignore it inpartor even in entirety. This proposed policy sets two default 
procedures while allowing flexibility for special circumstances andclarity/transparency 
for faculty members who want to know what the policy is. 
The Provost is unwilling to accept the previously approved change that set the rate at 
4.16%. 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change VIII. G 
Professional Responsibility 

Holley IL Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Addition of new section VIII. G. (present sections H-O will be relettered) 

VIII.G. Professional Responsibility Toward Colleagues 

In the spirit of Clemson University's founder, Thomas Greene Clemson, who in his 
bequest stated that he sought to establish a "high seminary of learning," Clemson 
University faculty are expected to be committed to the highest ideals of the pursuit 
of knowledge. In this pursuit, faculty members commit themselves to conduct their 
professional responsibilities in a manner founded on the highest ethical standards 
and demonstrate mutual respect for one another. 

As members of the university community of scholars, faculty members have major 
responsibilities to their colleagues that must always guide their actions when 
interacting with each other. Faculty members should respect and defend the full 
inquiry of their colleagues. Debate and discourse strengthen the search for new 
knowledge and the proper intellectual climate expected of a university. But in these 
exchanges, faculty members must show appropriate regard for the opinions of 
others and the legitimacy of their intellectual pursuits. Faculty members must 
strive to be objective and fair in any professional judgments they make of their 
colleagues. These responsibilities extend to encouraging and supporting the 
professional development of colleagues in one's department and college as well as 
the university as a whole. Faculty members must continuously strive to avoid 
actions that are demonstrably divisive and create an atmosphere that is not 
conductive to the University's work and mission. Faculty members should reflect 
the ideals of high ethical standards of personal behavior, academic freedom, mutual 
respect in an atmosphere of civility, acceptance of diversity in perspectives, ideas 
and opinions, and treating teaching, research and public service as integrative 
activities. Procedures and policies to be followed when these responsibilities appear 
to have been violated may be found in Part V of the Faculty Manual. 

Rationale: This recommendation came to the Senate as a result of the work of an Ad Hoc 
Committee on Professional Responsibility. 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change V. A and D. 
Professional Responsibility and Grievance Procedure II 
Holley II. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

V. A. General information 

Two grievance procedures are available to faculty members, including academic 
administrators with faculty rank, to facilitate the redress of alleged injustices. Faculty 
Grievance Procedure I (GP-I) is concerned primarily with the dismissal or termination of 
tenured faculty or of non-tenured faculty prior to the expiration of a contract period... 

V. D. 2. New subsection g. (present subsection g becomes h) 
g. improper or unfair treatment by faculty colleagues or supervisors that reflect 
serious, aggravated lack of civility and/or lack of professional responsibility, that 
is, actions, activities or behaviors which seriously disrupt the normal workday or 
educational mission. 

h. other matters that the Provost together with the Grievance Board may determine 
are grievable. The burden of proof that such matters do constitute cases of unfairness 
rests with the petitioner. 

Complaints alleging serious, aggravated lack of civility and/or lack of professional 
responsibility must be related directly and substantively to the professional 
responsibilities of the faculty member in his/her professional capacity in teaching, 
research, and/or public service as a member of the University community. Before 
such a complaint is filed, every effort shall be made and documented that the 
involved parties have exhausted all other administrative avenues and processes to 
mediate and resolve the dispute. In addition, the services of the Faculty 
Ombudsman are encouraged. The burden of proof rests upon the petitioner. 

Complaints that may be considered under section V.D.2.g. of GP-II include, but are 
not limited to: disrespect for the free inquiry of colleagues; disrespect for the 
opinion of others; lack of equitable treatment of all personnel; creation of the 
impression that a faculty member speaks or acts for the University; lack of 
cooperation and civil interaction with colleagues; personal attacks against 
colleagues; intolerance or intimidation of colleagues; failure to follow University 
policies established to eliminate violence, discrimination and harassment. 
Complaints must be of a serious, substantial, and disruptive nature. 

V.D.3T.3. Present wording: 

Within fifteen days of the final hearing, the panel shall submit its findings and 
recommendations to the Provost along with appropriate documents and records. 
In the event the Provost has been recused from a decision making capacity, the 
findings and recommendations shall be submitted to the President. 
Simultaneously, a copy of the Panel's findings and recommendations shall be 
forwarded to the petitioner, and the respondent. 



V.D.3T.3 Proposed wording: 
Within fifteen days of the final hearing, the panel shall submit its findings and 
recommendations to the Provost along with appropriate documents and records. In cases 
of complaints alleging lack of civility and/or lack of professional responsibility, the 
findings of fact and recommendations of the hearing panel must specify the impact 
of the actions, activities, or behaviors on the educational mission of the department, 
school, other relevant unit and explicitly address the issue of culpability so that 
appropriate sanction(s) may be imposed, if deemed appropriate. Recommended 
sanctions may include, but are not limited to oral or written warnings; oral or 
written reprimands; suspension without pay; or dismissal. In the event the Provost 
has been recused from a decision making capacity, the findings and recommendations 
shall be submitted to the President. Simultaneously, a copy of the Panel's findings and 
recommendations shall be forwarded to the petitioner, and the respondent. 

Rationale: This recommendation came to the Senate as a result of the work of the Ad 

Hoc Committee on Professional Responsibility in 2003-04. 

fC 



Change to the final exam policy 

Philosophy 

(i) Department faculty should determine the evaluation process. 

(ii) The final week of classes are reserved for the laboratory exams. 
The policy should prohibit faculty moving their exam to the last 
week of classes. 

(iii) There must be some checks and balances. For this reason any 
evaluation process that does not include a final examination must 
be approved by the department faculty. 

The current policy The standing of a student in his/her work at the 
end of each semester is based upon daily classwork, tests or other work 
and the final examinations. Faculty members may excuse from the final 
examinations all students having a grade of A on the coursework prior 
to the final examination. For all other students, written examinations 
are required in all subjects at the end of each semester, except in cer 
tain laboratory or practical courses in which final examinations are not 
deemed necessary by the department faculty. 

Final examinations must be given on the dates and at the times desig 
nated in the final examination schedule. 

Proposed Policy The standing of a student in his/her work at the 
end of each semester is based upon daily classwork, tests or other work 
and the final examinations. Faculty members may excuse from the 
final examinations all students having a grade of A on the coursework 
prior to the final examination. For all other students, examinations are 
required in all subjects at the end of each semester, except in courses 
in which final �oya;fflnivt"rmr are not deemed necessary as approved by 

the department faculty. CTJ838 Uj$ >fc t'?-j*^~ 
Final examinations are due on the dates and at the times designated 
in the final examination schedule. 

£To u, 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

APRIL 12, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The Faculty Senate Meeting was called to order at 2:34 p.m. 
by President Webb M. Smathers, Jr. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated March 8, 2005 
were approved as corrected. 

3. "Free Speech": 
Linda Nilson, Director of the Office of Teaching Effectiveness and 

Innovation, described two proposals that she would like the Faculty Senate to consider: 
(1) removing the bottom 5% (or whatever percent decided upon) from consideration 
when evaluating teaching and (2) allowing faculty to write a rejoinder to be included with 
teaching evaluations (Attachment A). 

4. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees: 

1) Policy Committee - Chair Fran McGuire thanked the 
Policy Committee members for their work this year. He stated that the only Faculty 
Manual change that has not yet been approved by the administration is the provision to 
allow departments more leeway in assigning summer salaries. Currently, departments 
must pay 3.25% of salary per credit hour. He will be meeting with the deans to explain 
the flexibility that would be introduced by the proposed change. He then submitted and 
brieflyexplained the Report dated March 15,2005 (AttachmentB). 

2) Welfare Committee - Chair Donna Winchell stated that 
since the Committee's Benefits Report has been distributed, she has been asked about 
benefits for partners of gays and lesbians. President Smathers stated that his 
understanding is that a state law prohibits those benefits. She has also been asked about 
the status of the non-discrimination statement including sexual orientation. She was told 
that the Board of Trustees had forwarded the issue to President Barker but that nothing 
formally has transpired. Senator Winchell will accompany Lawrence Nichols to 
Columbia to talk about the insurance issue and general faculty concerns and asked 
senators to forward other issues they would like for them to pursue. Senator Winchell 
submitted Recommended Actions Based on the 2004-05 Welfare Committee's Benefits 
Report (Attachment C) 

3) Scholastic Policies Committee - Chair Peter Kiessler stated 
that the Committee continues work on a feasibility study of the final exam issue. 



4) Research Committee - Chair Sean Williams submitted and 
briefly explained the Research Committee Report dated April 12, 2005 (Attachment D). 

5) Finance Committee - Chair Beth Kunkel thanked Finance 
Committee members and noted that they accomplished all of the objectives they set out to 
do except for the total compensation report which is scheduled for release in May, 2005. 

b. University Commissions and Committees: 
1) Budget Accountability Committee - Chair Brenda Vander 

Mey submitted the Report for Annual Year 2004-2005 dated April, 2005 (Attachment E). 

6. President's Report: President Smathers stated that: 
a. Lawrence Nichols has worked out a method so that nine month 

employees can be paid throughout twelve months. This new method should begin in 
August, 2006. 

b. he is a member of a Sportsmanship Committee looking at a variety 
of issues including how we treat visitors to campus. 

c. he has appointed a select committee to address grievance 
procedures and offer any recommended changes. This committee will be chaired by 
Senator Syd Cross. 

d. he has appointed a select committee to address the issue of faculty 
ranks and titles and the various uses and definition of them. 

e. he has appointed a select committee to pursue mentoring new 
faculty in an effort to retain our new hires. This committee will be chaired by Curtis 
White. 

f. a handout of correspondence from Professor of Chemistry, John 
Huffman, related to the evaluation of assistant/associate deans, is available (see attached). 

g. as directed by the Executive/Advisory Committee, he appointed a 
select committee to address the issue of evaluations of associate deans. 

h. Cecil Huey, Faculty Athletics Representative, will be retiring soon 
and a replacement will need to be selected. 

i. Eleanor Hare met with Debbie Jackson to discuss the issue of 

electronic versus red forms. We need to request a complete report on participation from 
the Provost's Office. 

j. Pat Smart will chair a select committee to create a survival guide 
for new faculty. 

k. Everyone, old and new senators, should read and become familiar 
with the Faculty Manual - it is your contract. 

7. Old Business: 

a. President Smathers noted that the Report from the Faculty Senate 
Select Committee on Clemson Land Use Property was accepted by the Faculty Senate in 
March. He then asked members of the committee to stand, thanked them for their very 
diligent efforts, and led the Senate in applause. 
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b. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the Resolution 
Supporting the Report from the Faculty Senate Select Committee on Clemson Land Use 
Property. He thanked President Smathers for his insightful appointment of the 
Committee and Ben Sill, Chair of the Committee, for his adeptness and leadership skills. 
No discussion. Vote to accept resolution was taken and passed unanimously (Attachment 
F) (FS05-4-1 P). 

c. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Composition of Ombuds 
Committee, was submitted for approval and explained by Senator McGuire. No 
discussion. Vote to accept proposed change was taken and passed unanimously with the 
required two-thirds vote (Attachment G). 

c. The proposed Faculty Manual change, Targeted Appointments, 
was submitted for approval and explained by Senator McGuire. Changes were offered 
and accepted by members of the Senate. Discussion followed. Vote to accept proposed 
change was taken and passed unanimously with the required two-thirds vote (Attachment 
H). 

8. Outgoing Remarks and Introduction of Senate President: Outgoing 
remarks were made by President Webb M. Smathers, Jr., who then introduced Connie W. 
Lee, as the Faculty Senate President for 2005-06. New officers were installed at 
approximately 4:00 p.m. 

/&*M 
leanor Hare, Faculty Senate Secretary 

9. New Business: 

a. President Lee welcomed the new Senators and introductions were 

made. She then noted that the Faculty Senate roster is complete. 

b. An orientation luncheon for new Senators and Alternates will be 

held at 1:00p.m. on Tuesday, May 10, at the Madren Center immediately prior to the 
Faculty Senate meeting. This orientation is an effort to provide information about the 
Faculty Senate and get acquainted. 

c. President Lee asked continuing Senators to return the 
correspondence regarding their committee preferences. 

d. President Lee noted that some of the select committees appointed 
by Immediate PastPresident Webb Smathers will continue. 



e. President Lee urged the Senators to designate two representatives 
from each college to the Advisory Committee, note which one will perform the duties of 
Lead Senator; and forward this information to the Faculty Senate Office as soon as 
possible. 

10. Announcements: 

a. Encouraged those interested to attend the Open Forum by the 
President's Commission on the Status of Black Faculty and Staff at 8:30 a.m. on May 6, 
2005. 

b. President Lee encouraged everyone to attend the Faculty Senate 
Annual Spring Reception immediately following the meeting. 

11. Adjournment: President Lee adjourned the meeting at 4:12 p.m. 

M\,cJA If 
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

K1mJlL4_ 
Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: G. Zehnder, T. Churan (R. Campbell for), M. Ellison, B. Bowerman (Barron 
for), F. Edwards, R. Figliola (Makram for) B. Meyer (J. Meriwether for), P. Tyler (M. 
Futral for) 
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April 12, 2005 

TO: Members of the Faculty Senate 

FROM: Linda B. Nilson, Director, Office of Teaching Effectiveness and 
Innovation 

SUBJECT: Two Proposals re: Student Evaluations (Ratings) of Teaching 

I developed these proposals directly out of my experience advising faculty. 
Thank you for giving me a forum to present them. 

#1.1 propose that the numeric bottom 5% (or some other percentage that the 
faculty agrees on) of the student evaluations for every course be dropped from 
calculations and that the individual forms be removed for their comments. 

Rationale: Usually the highly critical comments written on these bottom-
ranking evaluation forms are motivated more by a student's anger over a poor 
grade or some other irrelevant issue than by his or her reasoned assessment of 
the faculty member's teaching. These comments tend not to be factually 
accurate or representative of class opinion. Even so, faculty are emotionally 
wounded by them, sometimes deeply, and some administrators single out these 
isolated comments to chastise the faculty member and/or color his/her review. 

#2.1 also propose that faculty members have the option to write a rejoinder 
statement to each set of their student evaluations, and that this rejoinder become 
as much a part of a faculty member's record as the student evaluations 
themselves. 

Rationale: Many factors affect student ratings and comments, including the 
challenge of the learning experiences a faculty member presents to students, the 
students' familiarity with the faculty member's teaching methods, the faculty 
member's familiarity with Clemson students, and the faculty member's previous 
experience inusing a specific method. Faculty should not be "punished" for 
being innovative or challenging in their teaching, or new to our campus. As 
long as student evaluations are used in personnel decisions, faculty should have 
the right to address and explain less-than-glowing ratings and comments, just as 
employees have the right to respond to their supervisor's review. 
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DRAFT Minutes of the Policy Committee 
March 15, 2005 

205 Cooper Library 

Members: Fran McGuire (chair), Cindy Pury, Brian Simmons 
Guests: Eleanor Hare, Connie Lee, Pat Smart, Cathy Sturkie 

The Committee endorsed a resolution supporting the recommendations from page 14 
of the land use report by the Faculty Senate Select Committee chaired by Ben 
Sill. This resolution will be presented to the Faculty Senate under Old 

Business in April. 

Acting on suggestions from Byron Wylie, Director of Access & Equity, the 
Committee approved the following text to be inserted between the third and 
fourth paragraphs of Part IV Personnel Practices, A. Procedures for Faculty 
Appointments, of the Faculty Manual: 

A waiver of the University search and screening procedures may be 
requested by the department chair with the approval of the 
departmental faculty advisory committee (or the departmental faculty 
as a whole, if no Departmental Advisory Committee exists ) to allow 
for targeted appointments without widespread recruitment efforts in 

special cases or circumstances, such as hiring a high profile 
faculty member (e.g., Nobel laureate, national academy member), 
individuals who will enhance faculty diversity, or spouses of newly 
appointed faculty and/or administrators (see Section B, below) and 
must be documented through the submission of Waiver of Posting Form 
to the Office of Access and Equity for approval prior to any offer 
of appointment. If the appointment is to a tenure-track position, 
the appointment must be approved by the Departmental Advisory 

Committee and the rank and tenure status must be approved by the 
departmental promotion and tenure committee. 

The above Faculty Manual change will be presented to the April Senate meeting 
under New Business. 

Changes to the Faculty Manual, Part IV Personnel Practices, B. Affirmative 
Action Policies and Procedures for the Recruitment and Appointment of Faculty 
and Administrators were discussed. Action was postponed. 

Discussion of the process for new degree programs for institutes and centers 
was postponed until the next meeting of the Committee. 

The Faculty Personnel Action Form does not have a place to indicate that the 
faculty member has filed a disclaimer to a review (by peer review committee, 
department chair, and/or dean). Some colleges have a policy allowing 
disclaimers. Provost Helms will be asked for input. Further discussion will 
be scheduled for the next Committee meeting. 

Fran McGuire will discuss summer salary issues with Provost Helms. 

The Faculty Senate has approved changes to Forms 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix C of 
the Faculty Manual. These changes will require small changes to FAS. Cathy 
Sturkie will communicate with Wickes Westcott regarding implementation. 



Recommended Actions Based on the 2004-05 Welfare Committee's Benefits Report 

Chair, Welfare Committee 2005-06 
• Contact Dr. Morgan Gresham in the English department well before fall term begins to 

see if an advanced writing class might produce, as a class project, a booklet about 
benefits that could be distributed to every job candidate. This booklet could include, 
among other information, the Web address for the New Faculty Orientation and 
information about resources for finding jobs for spouses. 

• Pursue the possibility ofa more systematic means ofhelping spouses of faculty make use 
of the Michelin Career Center and the resources about jobs available through area 
Chambers of Commerce. 

• Consider surveying the faculty as to child-care needs and reporting the results of that 
survey to the Board of Trustees. The same survey could be used to poll faculty on the 
need and projected need for elder care for parents. In conjunction with this 
recommendation, the students now conducting undergraduate research on the need for 
child care, under the guidance of Provost Helms and Professor Cheryl Dye, might be 
invited to report their findings at a Senate meeting. 

President Lee 

• Invite Lawrence Nichols next September to inform the Senate of any major changes in 
benefits. The senators can then pass the information along to the faculty they represent. 

• Encourage President Barker to fund a position to replace the insurance counselor lost to 
budget cuts. 

• Invite the appropriate administrator or administratorsto discuss with the Faculty Senate 
the feasibility of tuition waivers for faculty spouses and children. 

Senators for 2005-06 

• Notify your faculty to send Mr. Nichols letters detailing problems that they have 
encountered with the design of the state health plans. 

• Notify your faculty that insurance counselors are available to help resolve claims 
problems if a resolution cannot be reached after repeated calls to the insurance provider. 

• Encourage your faculty to attend the Benefits Fair in the fall. Those attending the 
Benefits Fair come away with all sorts of information and free items and have a chance to 
talk to Human Resources personnel about their own plans. 

• Let all ofyour faculty know about the existence of the Online New Faculty Orientation. It 
is a valuable means of keeping informed about benefits, even if they are not new to 
campus. 

Human Resources 

• Consider the most cost efficient means of reinstituting annual benefits statements. 
• Investigate and report to the Faculty Senate how Clemson might use the power of its 

numbersto be represented at negotiations about contracts between the state of South 
Carolina and Blue Cross/Blue Shield and between the state and the other insurance 
companies that administerthe HMO's, the life insurance programs, the long-termcare 
insurance, long-termdisability insurance, MoneyPlus,and the Vision Care Discount 
Program. 

• In anynegotiations with those who administer the state's insurance plans, the needfor 
complete women's preventivehealth coverageshouldbe stressed. 

https://oftheOnlineNewFacultyOrientation.It


I Dl 

Faculty Senate April 12, 2004 

Research Committee Report 

Submitted bySean Williams 

The research committee met on (TBD) and these folks were present: 

Ourprimary agenda itemwas discussing what we have accomplished and whatwehope to 
accomplish going into next year. 

At the beginning the academic year, the research committee set out to answer these questions: 

1. What is on the university's agenda for research across the disciplines? 
2. What are the roadblocks to successful research across the disciplines? 
3. What is the impactof the undergraduate research group proposalon research? 
4. What will be the impact of removing or reducing graduate studenttuition waivers? 
5. What is this committee's position on evaluation policies? 

As it turnsout, we madeprogress on each of these and helpedmove Clemson forward as school 
that values research across all disciplines and has the research profile of a Top 20 school. 

Here are some specific achievements: 
1. We heard from Chris Chris Przirembel about the university's definition of research as 

"Research is a creative process thatderivesfrom original thoughtand is recognized by 
peerreview." Wealso learned that Clemson recognizes that it cannot reach itsgoals without 
top rated programs in the humanities, liberal arts and social sciences. In short the university 
through many conversations hasbecome increasingly aware of the needfor research inevery 
discipline. 

2. We also learned that the roadblocks to research across the disciplines revolve around 
Clemson's culture and the resources that accrue as a result of that culture. Clemson's culture 
views engineering and science disciplines as "research" disciplines and mostothers, 
especially humanities, as "teaching" disciplines. As a result ofthisculture, teaching loads in 
the humanities and social sciences are too high (3/3) even though scholars in the humanities 
and social science produce a vast amount of research. 

3. The undergraduate research program isa done deal. How it gets shaped is upto the faculty 
who participate in the decision making. It's not a question of"if' butof"how". We continue 
to be partof the implementation committee and will help shapethat program. 

4. We spent lots of timefiguring outthegraduate student tuition waiver, probably close to two 
full months ofconversations. We produced a description of that programthat has been 
circulated to help explain it. 

5. Even though this didn't turnout to be"theyearof evaluation" we discussed and presented to 
the faculty senate a position onevaluation which basically says that the policy must be 
localized todepartments who are disciplinary experts and thatthe university should have as 
broad of guidelines as possible. All guidelines should be properly distributed, however. 
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What needs to happen next year? 
1. We need to continue pushingthe university on its approach to humanities, liberal arts and 

social sciences research. In short, we need more resources in these areas to reduce faculty 
loads to that which is in line with top 20 schools. We recommend that next year's committee 
benchmark top 20 schools to determine how the research expectations, guidelines, funding 
levels and how that correlates to teaching load. CAAH is already undertaking a study like this 
but the entire university should be doing something like it and although the research 
committee intended to do so, we never actually completed the study. 

2. We recommend that the committee spearhead an informal "faculty exchange" program to 
promote conversations across the campus about research. Itcannot betop down. It must be 
conversationsamong peer researcherswho gather once a month or so to discuss their 
research. Currently, connections are being built between English and MSE and Chemistry to 
begin this exchange. The big idea is that humanists need to know what scientistsdo; scientists 
need to know what humanists do and it all has to occur in an environment that is voluntary 
because collaboration is voluntary. 

3. We recommend that the research committee continue to be represented on the Undergraduate 
research implementation committee to ensure that program is implemented in line with 
faculty wishes. 

4. Since the graduate tuition waiver policy is going into effect this coming fiscal year, we 
recommend that the research committee, or perhaps finance committee, ask the graduate dean 
for a report of the expenditure on GADs and how that money is being spent to further 
graduate education. 

5. Evaluation will likely be a topic next year again, and we'll need to make sure that 
research is defined in ways that appropriately include all disciplines on campus and 
that allows faculty to be evaluated by experts in their respective fields for "research." 
We recommend that the current definition of research being used by the 
administration be included among the discussions for evaluation. 

What didn't we do that we were supposed to? 
1. We didn't address the relationship of economic development activities and research. 

Somehow, this task wasn't well defined and we weren't sure what to do with it 
beyond suggest that "intellectual development" is as important as "economic 
development." 

2. We didn't address how external research funding coordinates with internal budget 
allocations because we didn't view this as our purview. Research funding should have little 
connection to internal funding except as it relates, perhaps to "carry over" money or perhaps 
to seed money for new faculty. Perhaps the only question here that arises is whether or not 
departments that receive external grants receive disproportionate amounts of funding from the 
university to encourage their grant activity when all disciplines should receive some share of 
funding to support research activities. 

V 



BUDGET ACCOUNTABILITY COMMITTEE 

REPORT FOR AY 2004-2005 

April, 2005 

Attendees: Ron Addis, Ronnie Chrestman, Brett Dalton, Charles Gooding, Greg Gilbert, 
Rosa Grayden, Doris Helms, Harold Huff, Beth Kunkel,LawrenceNichols, RobbieNicholson, 
Jessica Swink, Brenda Vander Mey, Catherine Watt, Elizabeth Whitfield, and Curtis White 

The Budget Accountability Committee. AY 2004-05: 

• Made sure that constituents were aware ofpublicly accessible salary reports, 
including the Comprehensive Report; 

• Worked with OIR and others re a baseline study of salary compensation patterns; 
• Added an explanation column to the $50,000+ Salary Report; 
• Completeda draft of the Philosophy of Compensationdocument and sent this out 

for review; and, 
• Received comments on the Philosophy of Compensation document from 

President Barker, Clayton Steadman, and the Executive/Advisory Committees of 
the Extension Senate, Classified Staff Senate, and Faculty Senate. 

Work in Progress (to be completed in the next few weeks or by early summer): 

• Finalizingthe Philosophy ofCompensationdocument to be sent to President 
Barker; 

• Finalizing the Salary Patterns Baseline Study; 
• Reportre Retirement Projections; and, 
• Report on Hired Retirees. 

Work Suggested for Next Committee: 

• Ascertain use patterns of the Cooperative SalaryStudy; whether generation of it 
should continue; and, 

• Work with Senator Curtis White and perhaps the President's Commission on the 
Status of Black Faculty and Staff re funding streams for attracting and retaining 
minority faculty. 

Respectfully submitted, 
(Brenda J. fonderMey 
Chair 



RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE REPORT 

FROM THE FACULTY SENATE 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY 

FS05-4-1 P 

Whereas, The President of the 2004-05 Faculty Senate appointed a Faculty Senate 
Select Committee to study the recommendations presented by the Urban Land Institute 
(ULI) in an objective manner and to report findings and recommendations to the Faculty 
Senate; to consider any immediate effects of change, as well as any long-time effects of 
change for the University; and to appraise the Faculty Senate of any legal and political 
ramifications of the recommendations presented by the ULI; 

Whereas, The Select Committee on Clemson Land Use Property diligently 
pursued the charge by reviewing items related to the Land Use Property ranging from 
pertinent established law to recent documents, presentations, and the thoughts of 
numerous interviewees; 

Whereas, The Select Committee in concert with Clemson University President 
James F. Barker created a set of Guiding Principals for the Land Use Property; 

Whereas, the Final Report of the Faculty Senate Select Committee on Clemson 
Land Use Property was submitted to the Faculty Senate for final approval on April 12, 
2005; 

Resolved, That both the Faculty Senate Policy Committee and 
Executive/Advisory Committee endorse and support the recommendations contained 
within the Report: 

1. This report in its entirety be forwarded to the President. 

2. The University administration and the Board of Trustees endorse Guiding Principles 
for the LU Property. 

3. No changes in the management of LU Property lands occur until a Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan is completed and approved. 

4. The University administration request that the CUF "cease and desist" in exploring 
revenue streams from the LU Property. 

5. An aggressive program be initiated to educate and orient all Clemson employees and 
students to the LU Property lands. 
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The President is encouraged to: 

1. Appoint a Land Use Advisory Committee and a 3rd Party Panel of Experts to begin 
the formal task of developing a Clemson Land Use Property Initiative. 

2. Initiate a Committee structure [Appendix F] to begin the formal task of developing a 
Clemson Land Use Initiative that includes: a) creation of a comprehensive land use 
plan, b) activities to use the LU Property to move CU toward Top 20 status, and c) 
analyses to examine revenue streams that can be generated by LU Property. 

3. Direct the Advisory Committee to initiate programs to understand LU Property lands. 

4. Direct the Advisory Committee to address issues that the public deems important. 

5. Direct the Advisory Committee to align land use with the major goals of CU. 

Further Resolved, That the Faculty Senate strongly urges the President of the 
University and the Board of Trustees to adopt the tenets describedwithin this Report. 

Unanimously passed by the Executive/Advisory 
Committee on March 29, 2005. 

Unanimously passed by the Faculty Senate 
on April 12,2005. 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change V.B. and V.C.3. 
Composition of Ombuds Committee 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

V. B. Present wording: 
The Ombudsman reports to a sub-committee of the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee 

composed of: the immediate past president, the president, and the vice president/president elect of the Faculty 
Senate; the faculty representative to the Board of Trustees; a faculty member appointed by the advisory committee 
annually; and a faculty member appointed by the Ombudsman annually. In conducting the affairs of this office the 
ombudsman shall be independent and free from any and all restraint, interference, coercion or reprisal. The 
ombudsman shall be protected from retaliation. Should these principles be violated, the violations should be 
brought to the attention of the Provost and, if necessary, to the President of the University. 

V. B. Proposed wording: 
The Ombudsman reports to a sub-committee of the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee 

composed of: the immediate past president and the president, and the vioo president/president elect of the Faculty 
Senate; the faculty representative to the Board of Trustees; a- one faculty member appointed by the advisory 
committee and e one faculty member appointed by the Ombudsman annually, who do not simultaneously serve on 
the grievance board or the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee. In conducting the affairs of this office the 
ombudsman shall be independent and free from any and all restraint, interference, coercion or reprisal. The 
ombudsman shall be protected from retaliation. Should these principles be violated, the violations should be 
brought to the attentionof the Provostand, if necessary, to the Presidentof the University. 

V. C.3. Present wording: 
3. Procedure. 

a. A faculty member who desires to file under GP-I must submit a written petition within thirty days after the 
date of the alleged grievance. (As an example of the time limits, if notification is given that a faculty member will 
be dismissed for cause, the thirty-day time period begins with the date that the faculty member was notified. The 
time period does not begin with the effective date of dismissal.) The petition is to be submitted to the Chair of the 
Faculty SenateAdvisory Committee. The grievance petition must state specifically the parties involved, placesand 
dates, and the relief sought. After thirty days have passed, the faculty member forfeits the right to petition under 
this grievance procedure and any actions takenwithrespect to the faculty membershall become final. 

b. If the petition is filed during oneof the long semesters of the regular academic year, the Chairof the Faculty 
Senate Advisory Committee shall call a specialmeeting of the committeewithin fifteendays of receiptof a properly 
submitted petition. If the petition is filed at any other time, the special meeting of the Faculty Senate advisory 
committee will be held within fifteen days after the beginning of the next long semester. If the Provost deems the 
matter of sufficient urgency, he/she may request that the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee meeting take place at 
a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee 
who have nine-month appointments will be compensated at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for any day or 
fraction thereof. A quorum for this meeting shall consist of five members of the Advisory Committee. If the 
Advisory Committee determines thepetition is not grievable under this procedure, the Chair shall notify the faculty 
member within seven days of that decision and the matter is closed. 

If the Advisory Committeedetermines that the matter is grievable under this procedure, the chair shall notify 
all parties to the grievance within seven days of that decision. At the same time, the chair shall send copies of the 
petition to those against whom the grievance is brought. 

c. The Faculty Senate Advisory Committee will be the Hearing Panel. The committee will, within thirty days 
after reaching the decision to hear the petition, set a date for the hearing. The chair shall give each party to the 
grievance thirty days written notice ofthe hearing. Notification of the hearing date will include: a) the time, place 
and natureof the hearing; b) the procedureto be followed during the hearing; c) a statement of the legal authority 
under which the hearing is to be held; d) references to pertinent university statutes and portions of the Faculty 
Manual; and e) a short and plain statement of thematters asserted. Thehearing shall be heldduring one of thelong 



G2 

semesters of the regular academic year, unless the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, and requests that 
the hearing take place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate 
AdvisoryCommitteewho have nine-month appointments will be compensatedat a rate equal to that of their normal 
salary for any day or fraction thereof. 

The faculty member may waive the hearing by so notifying the chair of the Faculty Senate Advisory 
Committee in the grievance petition, in which case the advisory committee shall take whatever action is necessary 
to ensure a fair and expeditious review of the grievance and base its recommendation to the Provost thereon. 

Members of the Advisory Committee shall remove themselves from the case if they deem themselves 
disqualified for reasons of bias or conflict of interest. The faculty members) concerned shall have a maximum of 
two challenges each without stated cause. If such removals and challenges reduce the membership of the hearing 
panel below five, the President of the Faculty Senate shall make appointments from the Senate to ensure a 
committee composition of at least five members. 

V. C.3. Proposed wording: 
3. Procedure. 

a. A faculty member who desires to file under GP-I must submit a written petition within thirty days after the 
date of the alleged grievance. (As an example of the time limits, if notification is given that a faculty member will 
be dismissed for cause, the thirty-day time period begins with the date that the faculty member was notified. The 
time period does not begin with the effective date of dismissal.) The petition is to be submitted to the Chair of the 
Faculty Senate Advisory Committee President-Elect of the Faculty Senate. If the President-Elect needs to 
recuse him/herself, the Advisory Committee shall elect one of its number to serve as chair for the grievance 
proceedings, and that person shall fulfill the duties in the remainder of this section that are assigned to the 
President-Elect. The grievance petition must state specifically the parties involved, places and dates, and the relief 
sought. After thirty days have passed, the faculty member forfeits the right to petition under this grievance 
procedure and any actions taken with respect to the faculty member shall become final. 

b. If the petition is filed during one of the long semesters of the regular academic year, the Chair of the Faculty 
Senate Advisory Committee President-Elect of the Faculty Senate shall call a special meeting of the committee 
FacultySenate AdvisoryCommittee within fifteendays of receipt of a properly submittedpetition. If the petition is 
filed at any other time, the special meeting of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee, chaired by the President-
Elect and without the President of the Faculty Senate in attendance, will be held within fifteen days after the 
beginning of the next long semester. If the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, he/she may request that 
the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee meeting take place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case 
those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee who have nine-month appointments will be compensated 
at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for any day or fraction thereof. A quorum for this meeting shall consist 
of five members of the Advisory Committee. If the Advisory Committee determines the petition is not grievable 
under this procedure, the Chair President-Elect, acting as chair, shall notify the faculty member within seven days 
of that decision and the matter is closed. 

If the Advisory Committee determines that the matter is grievable under this procedure, the chair President-
Elect shall notify all parties to the grievance within seven days of that decision. At the same time, the chair shall 
send copies of the petition to those against whom the grievance is brought. 

c. The Faculty Senate Advisory Committee, chaired by the President-Elect and without the President of the 
Faculty Senate in attendance, will be the Hearing Panel. The committee will, within thirty days after reaching the 
decision to hear the petition, set a date for the hearing. The chair shall give each party to the grievance thirty days 
written notice of the hearing. Notification of the hearing date will include: a) the time, place and nature of the 
hearing; b) the procedure to be followed during the hearing; c) a statement of the legal authority under which the 
hearing is to be held; d) references to pertinent university statutes and portions of the Faculty Manual; and e) a 
short and plain statement of the matters asserted. The hearing shall be held during one of the long semesters of the 
regular academic year, unless the Provost deems the matter of sufficient urgency, and requests that the hearing take 
place at a time outside the normal academic year. In this case those members of the Faculty Senate Advisory 
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Committee who have nine-month appointments will be compensated at a rate equal to that of their normal salary for 
any day or fraction thereof. 

The faculty member may waive the hearing by so notifying the President-Elect of the Faculty Senate 
acting as chair of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee for this purpose in the grievance petition, in which case 
the advisory committee shall take whatever action is necessary to ensure a fair and expeditious review of the 
grievanceand base its recommendation to the Provostthereon. 

Members of the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee shall remove themselves from the case if they deem 
themselves disqualified for reasons of bias or conflict of interest. The faculty member(s) concerned shall have a 
maximum of two challenges each without stated cause. If such removals and challenges reduce the membership of 
the hearingpanel below five, the President of the FacultySenateshallmake appointments from the Senateto ensure 
a committee composition of at least five members. 

Rationale: 

There is a possibleconflict of interest in serving both on the Ombuds Subcommittee and the GP-
1hearingpanel since issues thatcome to that committee may subsequently lead to filing a GP-1. 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change IV.A. 
Targeted appointments 

HolIeyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Current language, Section IV.A.: 

All administrators and search-and-screening committee members shall ensure compliance 
with Affirmative Action guidelines (see Part IV, Section B.) and with "Procedures for Employing 
Non-citizens" (see the University Personnel Manual). 

The selection of faculty for special appointments to meet temporary and/or short-notice 
needs requires that the department chair have greater discretionary authority. However, it is 
incumbent upon the chair to solicit responses from the faculty and to utilize the procedures for 
appointment of regular faculty whenever feasible. 

Proposed additional language: 

All administrators and search-and-screening committee members shall ensure compliance 
with Affirmative Action guidelines (see Part IV, Section B.) and with "Procedures for Employing 
Non-citizens" (see the University Personnel Manual). 

Any waiver of university search and screening procedures for particular 
appointments must be requested by the department chair with approval of the 
faculty's Departmental Advisory Committee and the departmental promotion, 
tenure and reappointment committee. Such waiver must be approved by the Office 
of Access and Equity and the Provost and must be documented through the 
submission of Waiver of Posting Form to the Office of Access and Equity for 
approval prior to any offer of appointment. The purpose of such a waiver is to 
allow for targeted appointments without widespread recruitment efforts in special 
cases or circumstances, such as hiring a high profile faculty member (e.g., Nobel 
laureate, national academy member), individuals who will enhance faculty diversity, 
or spouses of newly appointed faculty and/or administrators (see Section B, below). 
If the appointment is to a tenure-track position, the appointment must be approved 
by the departmental committee responsible for hiring decisions and the rank and 
tenure status must be approved by the departmental promotion, tenure and 
reappointment committee. 

The selection of faculty for special appointments to meet temporary and/or short-notice 
needs requires that the department chair have greater discretionary authority. However, it is 
incumbent upon the chair to solicit responses from the faculty and to utilize the procedures for 
appointment of regular faculty wheneverfeasible. 



CLEMSON 
UNIVERSITY 

April 6, 2005 

Dr. Webb M. Smathers, Jr. 
President of the Faculty Senate 
Department of Applied Economics and Statistics 
293 Barre Hall 

Clemson University 

Dear Webb, 

In regard to the evaluation of Assistant and Associate Deans, to the best of my memory the 
Policy Committee planned to explicitly include them in the review process, using the procedures 
employed for Deans. This was discussed after the review process for Deans was approved and 
was in the Faculty Manual. There was a draft resolution to include Assistant and Associate Deans 
in the process, but the Provost objected to it and it was never brought to the full Senate. The 
Provost's objections to using the same procedure was that there are so many Assistant and 
Associate Deans that it would be a very cumbersome process. We essentially agreed with the 
Provost, and the Policy Committee tried to draw up something to streamline the process. I am 
quite sure that we never came up with a policy and. it ultimately fell through the aacks during the 
annual change in Senates. 

This is all from memory, and I don't guarantee its total accuracy. 

Sincj 

John W. Huffman 

Profes 

DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY 

Collegeot Eni;ineerinu & Science 223 Howard L. Hunter Chemistry Laboratory Box 340973 Clemson. SC 29634-0973 

S64.656.3065 FAX 864.656.6613 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

MAY 10, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The Faculty Senate Meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. 
by President Connie Lee. Senators introduced themselves and guests were recognized. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated April 12, 2005 
were approved as written. 

3. Election of Senate/Faculty Representatives to University Committees: 
Normal voting rules were suspended in order to allow elections by plurality. Elections of 
Faculty Senators/Faculty representatives to University Committees were held by secret 
ballot. 

4. "Free Speech": None 

5. Special Order of the Day: Chris Kennedy, Undergraduate Student 
Senator, presented information to the Faculty Senate regarding a proposed core value 
statement and a University-wide honor code encompassing integrity, honor, fairness and 
responsibility. As this process proceeds, Mr. Kennedy will keep the Faculty Senate 
informed. Jan Murdoch, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, stated that when the process is 
complete and the statement/code have been developed, they would like the endorsement 
of the Faculty Senate, the Classified Staff Senate and the Student Government. 
Questions and answers were then exchanged. 

6. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees: 

1) Finance Committee - Chair Dan Warner stated that there was 
no report. 

2) Welfare Committee - Chair Rachel Mayo stated that the 
Committee will meet on May 16th at 10:00 a.m. 

3) Scholastic Policies - Chair Gary Lickfield noted that the 
Committee will meet in two weeks. 

4) Research Committee - Chair Sean Williams provided a Report 
dated on May 10, 2005 on research activities (Attachment A) and noted that the 
Committee had not yet met. 

5) Policy Committee - Committee member Bryan Simmons 
stated that the first meeting of the Committee will meet onJune 21st. 



b. Faculty Senate Select Committees: President Lee moved to 
continue the following SelectCommittees established by Immediate Past President Webb 
Smathers: Faculty Ranks/Titles, Faculty Mentoring, Faculty Survival Guide and 
Grievance Procedures. (The Select Committee on the Evaluation of Academic 
Administrators has been dissolved and the issue transferred to the Policy Committee.) 
Motion was seconded. Vote to continue four Select Committees was taken and passed 
unanimously. 

c. University Commissions and Committees: None 

6. President's Report: President Lee stated that: 
a. today's agenda packet contains Faculty Manual changes approved 

by the Provost. 
b. the Senate delegation from the colleges of AAH, BBS and HEHD 

must determine Advisory Committee representation as soon as possible. 
c. Curtis White, Senator from AFLS, has been called to active duty. 
d. Results from the faculty hiring summit will be distributed soon. 
e. The Policy Committee will include vice presidents in it 

consideration of the evaluation of academic administrators. 
f. Instead of a one-time orientation event for new faculty, we will 

now continue to orient and mentor new faculty during their first year on campus. 
g. She would like agenda items to be forwarded to the Senate office 

not less than one week prior to meetings; only highlights be noted aloud rather than 
reading entire committee reports; Special Orders of the Day and "Free Speech" time 
periods will be limited to ten minutes; expressed the importance of attendance at Senate 
meetings; email is the best way to communicate with her; and the limitation of meeting 
times to two hours. 

7. Old Business: 

a. Senator Donna Winchell submitted and explained the Report to the 
Faculty Senate on Faculty Benefits dated May 10, 2005 (Attachment B) and email from 
Rob Tester, Employee Insurance Program, containing information important to all faculty 
(Attachment C). 

8. New Business: 

a. On behalf of the Policy Committee, Senator Simmons submitted 
and briefly explained the proposed Faculty Manual change, Summer School Salaries. 
Following discussion, vote to accept proposed change was taken and passed (Attachment 
D). 

9. Announcements: 

a. The Faculty Senate will meet in June but NOT in July. The 
August meeting is scheduled for August 16th. 

10. Adjournment: President Lee adjourned the meeting at 3:45 p.m. 

2 
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Faculty Senate May 10, 2005 

Research Committee Report 

Submitted by Sean Williams 

The research committee has not yet been constituted and so has not met this month. 

Two actions occurred this month, however: 

1) Greg Queen, Interim Director of Research Compliance was contacted to schedule a 
conversation about some issues that have arisen in the Animal Review Committee and the IBC. 

Apparently review of protocols is currently taking as long as 5 months and some investigators 
might be getting unfairly singled out for exceptional revisions in their research protocols. 

The larger issue is that the whole compliance office appears to have moved away from 
facilitating research and education and the Research Committee might consider working with 
them in the coming year on three areas: upholding the law, teaching Pis how to draft better 
protocols, and maintaining good service with submitted protocols. 

2) The research committee will continue working with Graduate Dean, Bruce Rafert, on issues 
related to graduate students. Most recently we initiated a conversation about the mandatory 
health care and asked for Dean Rafert to consider its impact on students. He reports it's part of a 
larger "road map" for graduate education that hasn't been made public. The committee has 
encouraged Dean Rafert to make public his road map and he intends to begin hosting small 
meetings with graduate directors, college by college, to keep them informed on actions in the 
graduate school. Hopefully he will also meet regularly with the Research Committee to report on 
spending of GADs as well as on the implementation of the road map. 

The Research Committee, once constituted, will attempt to meet in June to establish its 2005-06 
agenda of action. 
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Report to the Faculty Senate on Faculty Benefits 
May 10, 2005 

Lawrence Nichols, Chief Human Resources Officer, and Donna Winchell, former chair 
of the Faculty Senate's Welfare Committee, met on April 27 in Columbia with Rob 
Tester of the Employee Insurance Program to discuss questions Clemson faculty have 
raised about insurance. Both felt that it was a fruitful meeting that could lead to better 
communication in the future between faculty and representatives of the state insurance 
program. 

Some general observations made by Mr. Tester areuseful for faculty to keep in mind: 

o The Budget and Control Board controls the insurance and what benefits are 
offered. The money is the state's. Blue Cross, Medco, and APS merely administer 
the programs for the state. Any increase in benefits logically leads to an increase 
in premiums. 

o This year funding is fine. We are looking at no increases in premium costs. 
o There has been a good bit of concern among Clemson faculty about preventive 

health care. This is an area where adding benefits would increase premiums. 
There is an option with Blue Cross/Blue Shield that covers well care, but the 
deductible is high-$3000. An HMO is a better option for those faculty who want 
more emphasis on preventive care. Faculty who have been employees for a long 
time may not have considered switching to one of those options. 

o A number of faculty raised the question whether it wouldn't save money in the 
longrun if BCBS coveredpreventive care. If a well visit catches an illnessearly, 
that may well be the case. If the well visit proves the need for a change in life 
style like weight loss, better diet, or more exercise but the patient makes no 
changes, the cost of well visits is not offset by savings later. 

o Facultyneed to be aware of the workplace screenings that have long been 
available under BCBS. These screenings take place at the Sullivan Center and are 
$15 for faculty and $37-$38 for spouses and children of faculty. 

o APS has been the state's behavioral health provider since Jan. 2002. There were a 
number of problems with claims early, but Tester feels that most have been 
worked out. Tester asked that he be notified of any recent problems with APS. 
(One problem locally is that Oconee Memorial does not routinely file to APS.) 

o Some faculty felt that BCBS does not allow for certain procedures such as 
mammograms as oftenas the AMA recommends. The state goes instead by the 
recommendations of the US Preventative Health Services. 

o Part-time faculty must work at least thirty hours a week, as determined by their 
department, to be eligible for state insurance. The institution couldchoose to offer 
coverage to those workingfewer hours, but it is not usually consideredcost 
effective. 

o Faculty who have hadtrouble with the 30-day supply on their medications— 
especially those who travel and are not in town whentheir supply is goingto run 
out—might want to consider getting theirprescriptions by mail, sincegetting a 
90-day supply is not a problem. 
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Mr. Tester admitted that he too is discouraged that South Carolina does not compete as 
well in the region as it used to where insurance rates are concerned. He reports that five 
years ago employees in South Carolina paid 40% less than others in the region. Now 
employees in South Carolina pay 30% more. 

Mr. Tester also answered a number of specific questions raised by individual faculty 
members, and his responses are being passed along to those individuals. 
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Subject: 2 follow-up items from last week 
To: <lnichol@CLEMSON.EDU> 

Lawrence-

Ienjoyed your and Donna Winchell's visit last week. Thanks for taking the time to come to 
Columbia. There were two items that I remember that Iwanted to follow up on before a lot of 
time passed. 

1. VicShelburne had the issue of Blue Ridge Orthopedics billing the patient for the non-
payable assistant surgeon's charge. I told you that I thought that the patient could not be billed 
for that amount since the providerwas in-network or, at the very least, the patient would have 
to consent to the charge before the service was rendered. I have had multiple conversations 
with Blue Cross since and I regret to tell you that what I told you was in error, at least as Blue 
Cross is administering the plan. The assistant surgeon is considered a "non-covered" service, 
and our physician contract permits billing to the patient without priorconsent, as opposed to a 
"non-medically necessary" service, which does require prior consent for patient billing. I don't 
think a lot of this is going on statewide by virtue of us not hearing much about it, but Idefinitely 
don't like it, and we've already put it on the "list" to consider this summer as a 1/2006 change, 
whether paying for the assistant surgeon or amending our physician contract to address how 
the physician can bill for these services. In the meantime, the only suggestion I have is to pass 
through work-of-mouth that this practice bills for non-covered assistant surgeon services and 
that the patient may want to address this matter with the practice prior the rendering of 
services. 

2. Donna Winchell mentioned the quantity limits in force for Zomig. If she doesn't already know 
this, the limitchanged from 8 to 9 effective 5/2/2005 because of changes in packaging of the 
drug. Also, the quantity limits may be exceeded with a Prior Authorization. If she wants to 
proceed with a PriorAuthorization, she or her pharmacist may initiate this by contacting Medco 
at 800-711-3450 (This is listed on p. 40 of the Insurance Benefits Guide) 

Please let me know of other follow-up items I may have missed, and tell me at any time how 
this office can assist with insurance information among faculty and staff at Clemson-thanks. 

RobT. 

This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) 
and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. If you are not the intended 
recipient(s), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original 
message. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution is prohibited. 

Printed for "Lawrence Nichols, U" <lnichol@clemson.edu> 05/10/2005 

mailto:lnichol@clemson.edu
mailto:lnichol@CLEMSON.EDU


Proposed Faculty Manual Change VHI.H.—revised 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

IV. E. Present wording: 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of 3.25% of the 
faculty member's base salary per credit hour. 

IV. E. Proposed wording: 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of 3.25% of the 
faculty member's base salary per credit hour. For a course in which the number of 
registered students is inadequate to support full payment, or in the case of a 
negotiated external contract, a faculty member may be offered the option either not 
to teach the course or to receive a reduced salary based on tuition income generated. 

-

Rationale: 

Currently, some departments follow this policy, often with considerable frustration, while 
others ignore it in part or even in entirety. This proposed policy sets a default procedure 
for paying less. The issue ofpaying more than 3.25% has not yet been resolved with the 
academic deans. 
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MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

JUNE 14, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The Faculty Senate Meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. 
by President Connie Lee and guests were recognized. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated May 10, 2005 
were approved as written. The General Faculty and Staff Minutes dated May 12, 2005 
were also approved as distributed. 

3. "Free Speech": 

a. Graduate Student Tim Grabowski expressed concerns of many 
graduate students regarding future plans to make health insurance mandatory for all 
graduate students (Attachment A). Bruce Raefert, Dean of the Graduate School, 
responded to these concerns. 

4. Committee Reports: 
a. Senate Committees: 

1) Finance Committee - Committee member Glenn Birrenkott 
submitted and briefly explained two reports dated May 17, 2005 and May, 2005 
(Attachment B). 

2) Welfare Committee - Chair Rachel Mayo submitted and 
briefly explained the highlights contained within the report dated May 16, 2005 
(Attachment C). 

3) Scholastic Policies - Chair Gary Lickfield submitted and 
briefly explained the Committeereport dated May 24,2005 (AttachmentD). 

4) Research Committee - Chair Sean Williams provided a report 
dated June 7,2005 (Attachment E). 

5) Policy Committee - Chair Fran McGuire stated that the 
Committee will meet next week to address the issues of summer salary and the emeritus 
college andwill also set the agenda for this Senate session. 

b. Faculty Senate Select Committees: 
1) Grievance Procedures - Committee member Beth 

Kunkel noted that this Committee has met twice and has discussed how to streamline the 
two current grievance procedures; the overlay of the two procedures; and how to make 
the process less confusing (AttachmentF). 

2) Faculty Mentoring - Two reports dated May, 2005, and 
June 2, 2005 were submitted by President Lee on behalf of this Committee. 
Questions/concerns are to be forwarded to KinlySturkie (Attachment G). 



3) Faculty Ranks/Titles - Chair Hap Wheeler submitted the 
Committee report dated May 31, 2005, and explained how the Committee will pursue the 
varied issues regarding ranks and titles (Attachment H). 

4) Welcome to Clemson: New Faculty Guide - Chair Pat 
Smart stated that the Committee has met twice to identify items to be included in the 
Guide that were suggested from 2003 and 2004 new faculty. The report dated June 13, 
2005, was submitted by Dr. Smart (Attachment I). 

c. University Commissions and Committees: None 

5. President's Report: 
a. President Lee introduced Lawrence Nichols, Human Resources 

Director, who explained recent changes made to the TERI Program that concern faculty. 
The notion that faculty who signed up for TERI after June 6, 2005, will serve in an at-
will status (with no grievance protection) is incorrect. Mr. Nichols stressed that faculty 
are a special exemption in the law. Even though South Carolina is an at-will state, 
faculty are not affected. Faculty are covered by the Faculty Manual and, therefore, have 
the grievance rights contained within the Manual. 

b. President Lee stated that she has received many emails and phone 
calls from faculty regarding the four percent pay raises that have been approved by the 
Legislature. There has been some confusion pertaining to this issue. During much, much 
discussion the Provost read the guidelines from the State Budget and Control Board and 
also explained why there was confusion. The Faculty Senate encouraged the Provost to 
send information to all faculty to clarify this important misunderstanding. 

6. Old Business: None 

7. New Business: 

a. On behalf of Holley Ulbrich, the Faculty Manual Editorial 
Consultant, President Lee submitted for unanimous consent and briefly explained the 
proposed Faculty Senate Procedural Bylaw addition, Addressing the Senate, which was 
seconded. There was no discussion. Proposed addition passed by unanimous consent 
and will be included within the Faculty Senate Handbook (Attachment J). 

8. Announcements: 

a. The Faculty Senate will not meet in July. 
b. The next Faculty Senate meeting will be on August 16th at 2:30 

p.m. 

Adjournment: President Lee adjourned the meeting at 4:25 p.m. 
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Graduate Students Alarmed about Mandatory Health Insurance 

On behalf of our fellow graduate students from all departments and all disciplines 
atClemson University, we will appear atthe June 14th faculty senate meeting to express 
our grave concern about the future plans to make health insurance mandatory for all 
graduate students. Unquestionably, health insurance is a critical safety net that all 
citizens - whether in academia or corporate America - should have in order to avert 
financial strife in the event of illness or accident. Unquestionably, every graduate 
student, given the choice, wouldprefer to have health insurance versus risking the 
consequences of potential medical debt. Unquestionably, Clemson University is wise to 
be concerned about the health insurance status of its graduate students and to desire to 
make certain they are insured. What is questionable about this situation is the manner in 
which the University is insuring its graduate students. 

There are many methods the University could have undertaken to insure its 
graduate population. Out of all of them, we believe the school is choosing the option 
least favorable. This mandate places the burden of the cost of insurance on the one group 
residingon this campus that is leastable to cope with extra financial burden. Many 
graduate students question exactly why the school feels compelled to implement this 
requirement before a larger subsidy could be available to defray the cost foreachstudent. 
Many students feel the proposed $250subsidythat is not yet even confirmed is not 
enoughto recompense for the reported total annualcost of the school's healthinsurance, 
which is approximately $1,000 per student. Many students question why faculty was not 
more informed about what the University was planning to do. Many students question 
the quality if the health insurance theschool is providing. Finally, many graduate 
students wonder why the school does not implement mandatory health insurance for 
incoming students who can then plan on this expense rather than on currentstudents 
whose budgets are meager and unchanging except for the recent increase in graduate fees. 
Surely, Clemson University can do betterthan this. 

Although our voice is a small one and changing what is already set in motion is 
unlikely, we hope that by appearing before the faculty senate we can at least express our 
tremendous dissatisfaction with the health insurance mandate being imposed on our 
empty pockets. In our eyes, any school that wishes to become a top 20 university could 
do a lot better than this. 
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Minutes of the Faculty Senate Finance Committee 
Tuesday, May 17,2005 

The committee met at 3:00PM Tuesday, May 17,2005, in the Cooper Library 
Conference Room 205. Present were: Sarit Bhaduri, Glenn Birrenkott, Roy Dodd, 
Brad Meyer, Dan Warner, and Connie Lee. 

The committee reviewed past activities and discussed areas where the 
university's financial policies are not entirely transparent. We established the 
following tentative plan of work. 

1. Insure that the Total Compensation Report for 2004-2005 is completed and 
published. Determinewhether this report should be requested for 2005-
2006. It may be the case that this report should replace the Annual Salary 
Survey. 

2. Initiate the request for the 2005-2006 Salary Survey, and encourage its 
timely delivery. 

3. Determine the status of previous reports about the structures and policies 
involving Centers and Institutes.1 

4. Determine the existing financial policies and proposed changes for DOT. 
We are particularly interested in how these policies impact support for 
Academic Computing as well as the accounting procedures related to 
teaching and research. It was pointed out that a consultant had been 
brought in last Fall to review the existing DCTT organization and that, as 
reported in the latest DCTT Newsletter, some recommendations had 
already been implemented.2 

5. Determine the existing financial policies related to the Development 
Office. 

JI subsequently determined that in November of last year the Finance Committee 
submitted a draft report on the TPR policies of four large Centers and Institutes 
to the PolicyCommittee. A copy of this report was forwarded to all the members 
of the committee. The Finance Committee did not examine any of the underlying 
policiesregarding funding. 

2I have received a copy of the consultant's report to the Provost. It is entitled "IT 
Overview at Clemson, Fall 2004, Redefining the Role of CIO at Clemson 
University". 
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Faculty Senate Finance Committee Report 
May 2005 

The committee met on May 17, 2005. Present were: Sarit Bhaduri, Glenn 
Birrenkott, Roy Dodd, Brad Meyer, Dan Warner, and Connie Lee. 

Thecommittee reviewed past activities and discussed areas where the 
university's financial policies are not entirely transparent. 

The major activities of the committee for 2004-2005 were: 
1. obtaining the Salary Survey, 
2. ehriting information on tenure, promotion and evaluation guidelines from 

the following four Centers and Institutes: 
a. Center for Advanced Engineering Fiber and Films, 
b. Strom Thurmond Institute, 
c. Genomics Institute, and 
d. The Institute on Family and Neighborhood Life 

3. initiated the request for the total compensation survey. 

The committee subsequently learned that the Total Compensation Report has 
been further delayed, but should be available by the August meeting of the 
FacultySenate. We established the following tentative plan of work 

1. Insure that the Total Compensation Report for 2004-2005 is completed and 
published. Determine whether this report should be requested for 2005-
2006. It may be the case that this report should replace me Annual Salary 
Survey. 

2. Initiate the request for the 2005-2006 Salary Survey, and encourage its 
timely delivery. 

3. Determine the existing financial policies and proposed changes for DOT. 
We are particularly interested in how these policies impact support for 
Academic Computing as well as the accounting procedures related to 
teachingand research. The committee is reviewing the consultant's report 
to the Provost entitled "IT Overview at Clemson, Fall 2004, Redefining the 
Role of CIO at Clemson University". 

4. Determine the existing financial policies relating to the operation of 
Centers and Institutes. 

5. Determine the existing financial policies related to the Development 
Office. 
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Welfare Committee Meeting 
Minutes 

5/16/05 

Present: Nancy Porter, Michelle Martin, Connie Lee, Rachel Mayo 

Non-discrimination policy update 
Was presented to President and Board of Trustees in 1993. Therehas been no action 
since then. Connie Lee reported that there may be progress through the CU Community 
and Diversity Committee on revising t his policy to include sexual orientation in the 
policy. 

With hiring—this is a hiring (faculty may go to other institutes where policies are 
non-discriminatory) and economic issue (some industries may be reluctant to come to 
state with current policies) 

Example given: Currently, if faculty member has a grievance because 
admonished/fired on basis of sexual orientation, may not grieve, because CU does not 
have a policy, therefore, there is no violation. 

Salary 
Beingpaid on 12-month basis (will be available Fall, 2006). 

New Award 

Welfare committee will look at development of a Faculty Senate Outstanding Service 
Award. 

Faculty Senate-has to do a betterjob of advertising whatwe do. Lead Senators needto 
send updates to their respective College Faculty. 

Mentoring 
Connie Lee discussed faculty mentoring for new faculty-year-long mentorship for new 
faculty. (Select committee has been appointed to develop this). 
Nancy Porter brought up issue of potential legal ramifications of mentoring—when 
faculty are given incorrectadvice. 

Health Communities Initiative 
Welfare Committeehad a request to resurrect this initiative. May be seen as a good 
fringe benefit to attract new faculty. Committee will collect information andconsider 
this in the fall. 

Connie Lee-gave update on status of this initiative. She will forward a copy oft 
his report to Rachel. 

We should encourage faculty to be a part of their own health. 
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Benefits for Faculty 
Welfare committee will continue to look into this issue next year. Currently, there are 
few "perks" for faculty, (e.g. Walkers-should be charged a minimal fee to walk at Fike 
or indoor track, now that Littlejohn has closed to them.) 

Child care issue 

Rachel will ask Dr. Cheryl Dye (appointed to head Child Care task force by Provost) to 
report to Welfare committee on a regular basis, next year. 

Was suggested that we encourage a "lab school" for faculty research and children 
of faculty/staff 

Was suggested that at minimum we encourage CU to have 1 baby changing 
station in each building on campus (currently only Library and Hendrix have these). 
Need stations in men's and women's bathrooms. 

Salary Compression 
Issue of new faculty being hired at higher salaries than current faculty. Provost is aware 
of this. Welfare committee will monitor this issue. 

Adult Day Care/Elder Care 
Is Clemson addressing this? 

FAS 

How are senators reporting Faculty Senateactivities? Does not seem to be a place for 
this, except under Administrative (Elected office). 

In summary, 2 items to address next year: 
1) FS Outstanding Service Award 
2) Healthy Communities Initiative/"Healthy Benefits" for faculty 

Meeting adjourned. 
Next meeting will be in August, 2005. 



Scholastic Policies Committee 

First Meeting - 2:30PM Tuesday May 24,2005 205 Cooper Library 

Committee Members - Cindy Pury, Charlie Gooding, Mark Smotherman, Alma Bennett (absent), 
Mike Ellison ((absent) 
Guest - Connie Lee 

Topics discussed / to be addressed by thecommittee in 2005-06 
#1. Online Student Evaluation ofFaculty (On-line red form) 
#2. Linda Nilson 'Free Speech Proposals' on StudentEvaluations (Ratings) of Teaching 

a. Trimming Data (lower 5%) 
b. Rejoinder Statement 

#3. Grade Change / Correction Policy 

#1. Online Student Evaluation of Faculty (On-line red form) 
When proposed several years ago, there was supposed tobea study comparing teaching 
evaluations usingthe 'in-class red form' vs. in-class on-line' vs. 'out-of-class on-line evaluations. 
Questions arose as to whether the study was ever don and who is in charge ofthe on-line evaluation 
system now. Problems mentioned with the on-line/out-of-class evaluations were lower percentage 
completion rates, potential student collusion, etc. 

#2. Concerning the Student Evaluations (Ratings) of Teaching, Linda Nilson proposed that 
a. .. .the numeric bottom 5% (or some other percentage that the faculty agrees on) of the 
student evaluations for every course be dropped from calculations and that the individual 
forms be removed for their comments. 

Emails received from Lindaand Clay Steadman were distributed to committee members after the 
meeting. One concern is the statistical validity ofdropping the bottom 5% vs. trimming both the 
bottom & top 5%. 

b. ... faculty members should have the option to writea rejoinder statement to each setof 
their student evaluations,and that this rejoinder become as much a part ofa faculty 
member's record as the student evaluations themselves. 

The committee will be addressing both proposals. 

#3. Grade Change / Correction Policy 

Thecommittee willbe looking into this as related to StudentAcademic Grievances and faculty 
rights. 
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Research Committee Report 

June 7, 2005 

Present: Adly Girgis, Peg Tyler, Connie Lee, Sean Williams 
Absent: Bill Bowerman, Dennis Smith, Richard Figliola 

The primary purpose of this meeting was to establishan initial set of agenda items for the 
upcomingyear. We discussed these three topics and established these outcomes: 

1) Work out therelationships between the3 compliance committees andfaculty 
researchers. Not only is the constitution of these committees out of line with the 
proper make up as establishedin the FacultyManual, the committees have, in 
some cases, become very difficult to deal with and thereby have begun to impede 
research. These groups need to both uphold appropriate laws as well as assist and 
be accountable to researchers. 

Action: Begin conversations with the compliance office, the new AVP of 
Research once hired to improve the function of these groups. Assess constitution 
of committeesand Faculty Manual to ensure agreementor suggest revisions to the 
Faculty Manual as appropriate 
Lead: Bill Bowerman and Dennis Smith 

2) Begin the oversight ofGADs that willstart being collected this yearandestablish 
aprocessforfuturefaculty oversight ofthe GADs. As Dean Bruce Rafert 
suggested, the faculty should have a hand in confirming the appropriateuse of 
GADs as they are collected and then distributed. 

Action: Establish a policy and process for this oversight, begin that oversight 
according to the policy, and work with the Policy Committee to make appropriate 
revisions of the Faculty Manual to accommodate this new oversight procedure As 
partof this, we'd like to ask Dean Rafert to make fully available to all faculty the 
graduate studies "Road Map" which was authored in Spring of 2005 to open a 
conversation about the future ofgraduate studies here and the role ofGADs in 
achieving the outcome of that plan. 
Lead: Adly Girgis and Richard Figliola. 

3) Develop a broader basedfaculty voice on the undergraduate research initiative 
("Creative Inquiry") to ensure that the program is in the best interest offaculty 
research agendas. Many faculty are still concerned about the implications and 
ambiguities involved in the proposedundergraduate research initiatives. Many 
think, also, that it has gone away. However, the planning continues and as more 
pilot groups are introduced, wewant to make sure that all the appropriate 



E2 

questions are answered about how this impacts curricula, the faculty's workload, 
credit toward tenure, research agendas, and general compensation. 

Action: Hold a university wide forum in Fall of 2005 led *by this committee of 
faculty* on this topic to ensure that all the appropriate concerns are voiced from a 
global representation of faculty as well as to learn about possible implementation 
strategies that might not have occurred to the implementation committee. This 
will involve appropriate collaboration with Dean Jan Murdoch and the Provost's 
office and is basically designed to make this program's implementation more 
transparent as well as confirm that research is occurring across the disciplines. 
Lead: Sean Williams and Peg Tyler 

We also discussed the status of graduate student healthcare. Peg Tyler agreed to 
follow up with Dean Rafert on the cunent status of healthcare to determine if, in fact, 
it is a "done deal" in its current formulation and to determine how this policy fits with 
the graduate studies "Road Map" that should be available to all faculty. We also 
discussed why graduate student concerns fall under the auspices of the Research 
Committee in the first place and determined that graduate study is a research degree 
and that many graduate students work in some sort of research capacity as 
"apprentice researchers." Grad students are also a Faculty Senate concern because 
their work greatly impacts that of the Faculty since we rely so heavily on graduate 
student assistance for teaching and research. We want to make sure they're treated 
well. 



Faculty Senate Select Committee on Grievance Procedures 

Members: Syd Cross , Clay Stedman, Holly Ulbrich, Eleanor Hare, Cathy 
Sturkie, Renee Roue, Beth Kunkel 

AGENDA, May 17 

Discussion included; 
a. Forming one Grievance Board to decide grievable one's and two's 

How should this board be defined—regular Board plus two members from 
Faculty Senate executive advisory appointed by the faculty senate elect? 
Bring those two members on when thee is a grievance one to be decided? 

b. Possibly eliminating the court reporter from grievance one hearings since the wording 
does not explicitly require that method of transcription. Clay was going to look into this. 

c. It was decided that all parts ofrelief sought by a petitioner should be addressed by the 
grievance hearing panel in their findings. 

d. Cathy's students have researched our peer institution's grievance procedures for the 
sheer joy of comparingand contrasting and to help us seriously look at the possibility of 
forming a single system for addressing all grievances. 

e. In the mean time, Holly has drafted a new grievance section for the faculty manual 
with idea ofretaining the separate system but with numerous changes to the order and 
content to clarify and make information more accessible. One major change included in 
her revision is using the term working days instead of calendar days with the aim of 
reflecting the actual time line ofprocedures better. 

Proposed faculty manual changes: 
a. on pagev-4under 'd' strike the line: Both parties to the grievance shall begiven 
copiesofthe recommendation at thetime they areforwarded to theProvost. 

Future Discussion Items: 

1. Definition of "Independent" as it appears in the manual and in practice 
2. Flow chart to distinguish PTR from TPR 
3. Disclaimers as they are listed in Faculty Manual 
4. Training of new Professional responsibility procedures 
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Faculty Senate Select Committee on Mentoring 

The Faculty Senate Select Committee on Mentoring had an organizational meeting on 
May 16th, and we are scheduled to meet again on Thursday, June 2, at 8:30 a.m. in 
Brackett 110. 

We are gathering information from departments and colleges at this juncture about the 
kinds of mentoring programs that are already being implemented across campus. On 
June 2, we will be hearing from Fran McGuire who helped head up the efforts for the 
College of HEHD which seemingly has themostformalized program at this time. 

Committee membership includes: Connie Lee, Melanie Cooper, Dan Warner, Debbie 
Jackson, Frankie Felder, Pat Smart, and Kinly Sturkie, Chair. We will keep you 
informed. 
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DRAFT Meeting Notes 
FS Select Committee on Faculty Mentoring 

June 2, 2005, 8:30 a.m. in Brackett 110 

Present: Melanie Cooper, Debbie Jackson, Connie Lee, Fran McGuire (invited guest), 
Kinly Sturkie, Dan Warner, Frankie Williams. 

1. Debbie has been in the process of collecting departmental By-Laws and PTAR 
guidelines to determine where andhow the mentoring issue is handled. Debbie 
will created a MyCLE workspace and upload these documents for the Mentoring 
Committee's use. 

2. Kinly has requested information from Department Chairs and School Directors 
regarding how their respective units address the Mentoring issue. To date, ten 
chairs have provided information. A brief synopsis of each departmental 
approach was distributed. 

3. Melanie brought the committee's attention to a recent report focusing on 
mentoring in the sciences and engineering that grew out of a conference at 
Stanford. She will make a copy available to Debbie who will upload it into the 
Committee's MyCLE workspace. 

4. Fran McGuire described the experiences in HEHD with that College's formal 
mentoring program(guidelines were distributed, along with feedback from both 
mentors and mentees). Some of the key points were as follows: 

• The program was initiated with a two hour presentation/workshop led by Linda 
Nilson. Among other things, appropriate and inappropriate expectations for 
mentoring relationships were clarified. Both mentors and mentees attended this 
plenary meeting. 

• The mentoring relationship was regarded as confidential, with no information 
from the mentor being forwarded to the Chair or the PTAR Committee. The 
mentor was not placed in an advocacy role for the mentee. 

• Chairs solicited interest from senior faculty and assigned the initial pairings. 
Our committee discussed the pro's and con's of assigning pairings versus 
having the mentee make a selection. It was noted that assignments may be the 
best for the first year, with a selection model being used during the second year. 
At the same time, provisions have to be made for making adjustments mid-year 
if a particular pairing is not working for whatever reasons. 

• Participation was limited to tenure-track faculty. Some of our Committee 
members noted the relevance of such a program for lecturers, which in some 
units are disproportionately female. 
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• Fran provided oversight for the basic development and flow ofthe program. 
Since the number of mentees will vary greatly by departments, 
"administration" at the College levels seems the best model. 

• There were four plenary meetings during the year with guest speakers 
discussing tenure and promotion, grant-writing, and teaching. Mentors and 
mentees meet every other week. 

• Mentors were provided $1,000 in professional development funds for their 
work. This amount validated the importance ofhaving specific time and energy 
set aside for these activities, and also diminished the feeling by mentees that 
they were imposing on mentors. Linda Nilsonnoted that unless the relationship 
is formalized, the experience structured, and remuneration is involved, these 
programs do not persist over time. 

• A formal text (reference forthcoming) was also used as a part of the HEHD 
program. 

5. The Committee also noted how any emerging mentoring program will need to: 
a) have components that are discipline specific and mesh with College 
expectations; 
b) meet the special needs of male and female mentees; 
c) address the special needs of minority faculty; 
d) address the needs of newly-minted faculty versus personwho are coming to 
Clemson from another institution; and 
e) focused on the recruitment and retention of faculty in a developmental way. 

6. Connieemphasized that mentoring must necessarily include all faculty 
extending themselves to new faculty for which a formal mentoring program can 
never be a substitute. 

7. Debbie also discussed the new orientation program for faculty and ways to 
mesh the mentoring piece into this program. 

Following the meeting, Kinly contacted Linda Nilson about meeting with the Committee. 
Linda will be unavailable until July, but will contact us shortly about some possible 
meeting dates. She is forwarding mentoring materials to the Committee which will also 
be uploaded into the workspace. 

Nextmeeting: June 23, 2005, at 8:30 a.m. in Brackett 110. We will review the materials 
inthe workspace inanticipation ofourmeeting with Linda Nilson in early July. 

(notes by k. sturkie) 
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REPORT 

Senate Select Committee on Faculty Ranks and Titles 
May 31,2005 " 

Submitted by 
A.P. Wheeler, Chair 

The committee met onMay 11th todiscuss the attached agenda. The positions of lecturer, 
research professor and apossible new position ofteaching professor were discussed. The 
committee raisedthe question as to howa lecturer is defined at the University. It appears 
that individuals, manyofwhom do not teach, hold the title. It was agreed that ifa change 
of theuse ofthe title were to be implemented, care shouldbe taken not to adversely affect 
current employees. 

The possibility ofexpanding the type ofsupport for someone holding a research 
professorship was discussed. (Currently such aperson isdefined bythe faculty manual as 
someone being supported from extramural funds.) It was pointed out thatcertainresearch 
associates have been converted to research faculty who are supported on internal funds. 
This was confirmed subsequently. Also,for the purposes ofthis appointment, PSA funds 
are considered extramural. The committee is asking the question as to why a research 
faculty (non-tenure) could notbe supported by funds from anysource. 

The teaching faculty position, as the committee understands the suggested rank, would be 
tenure track and not necessarily involve scholarlyactivity. At first blush the committee 
questioned if any tenure-track position should becreated without anexpectation of 
scholarly activity. 

The committee initially felt that all facultypositions (includingpermanent lecturers) 
should be subject to departmental approval. Thatis, no administrative faculty 
appointments should be made. 

Itwas agreed thatthe committee would collect two datasets: 
1. The ranks (and their definitions)used by of several peer institutions within and 

outside the state. 

2. A list offaculty with ranks at Clemson University. 

Thefirst task was assigned to EleanorHare. The second was assigned to Hap Wheeler. 

As a follow up, Hap Wheelermet with Jessica Pierce and Catherine Watt of Institutional 
Research and Renee Roux, Legal Advisor to the Provost. The meeting focused on the 
lecturer position. Theyprovided listsof all those whohold theposition. A significant 
number ofthose holding the title have little or no direct teaching responsibility. Itwas 
conjectured that the lecturer title maybeused to avoid salary caps or state approval for 
salary changes. 
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It was decided that a subsequentmeeting ofthis group with Lawrence Nichols and Clay 
Steadman, General Counsel, would be convened to discuss the full rationale as to why 
non-teaching staff were awarded the title oflecturerand what the consequences would be 
if these titles were changed to more closely reflect job duties of these staff. 

The next meeting of the committee will be called as soon as soon as Hap Wheeler and 
Eleanor Hare are prepared to make a report. At that meeting the committee will discuss 
what other information they need before they move to the next step ofdesigning a survey 
for the entire faculty at Clemson. 



REPORT 

Senate Select Committee on Welcome to Clemson, New Faculty Guide 
June 13,2005 

Submitted by 
Pat Smart, Chair 

Members: CamilleCooper, Donna Winchell, Chip Boyles (communitymember), 
Lawrence Nichols, Linda Nilson, Pat Smart. 

The Committee has met twice and isscheduled to meet again this Friday, June 17th at 
10:00aminSikesG-07. 

At the first meeting, the Committee officiallytitled the guide as the "Welcometo 
Clemson. New Faculty Guide". Suggestionssubmitted by former new faculty members 
for inclusion into the guidewere discussed. Each Committeemembervolunteered to 
look for specific items identified for theGuide andbring backinformation to thenext 
meeting. 

To date we have information regarding: 

Vehicle registration 
Obtaining a SC drivers license 
Child care in Pickens County 
Schools in Pickens County 
Real Estate in Pickens County 
Medical care in Pickens County 

Regarding ID's (which allow computer access, library access, parking passes, basically 
life at Clemson), it seems that currently ID's are assigned according to the official hire 
date (ie August 15th)—it has been suggested that hire dates be moved up by aweek or 
two ifpossible. 

There will also be information and additional websites regarding information such as 
spousal hires, SC Blue Laws, automatic deposits, etc. 

This Guide will beplaced on the Faculty Senate website, pocket-sized hard copies will be 
provided to department chairs to give to each new faculty when they come in this August 
(05). For next year (06) and subsequent years, the Guide will be available either as part 
of the recruiting packet oruponsigning of the employment contract. 

In addition, booklets published byMichelin entitled Clemson. South Carolina and maps 
of Pickens County will be sent to all new hires. 



Proposed Revision of Faculty Senate Procedural Bylaws 

Add a new section 2 and renumber remaining procedural bylaws accordingly. 

2. Addressing the Senate 

Robert's Rules, which is the official guideline to procedure for the Senate, does not 
grant voice in debate to any but members of the Body (elected Senators and 
alternates). This limitation does not apply to either Special Orders with invited guests 
or to the Free Speech period, if any. In addition to those two exceptions, the 
following standing exceptions are noted with respect to participation in debate: 

• The President and the Provost of the University, the Faculty Senate 
representative to the Board ofTrustees, and the immediate Past President of 
the Faculty Senate shall have voice but not vote in any Senate matters. 

• The Program Assistant to the Faculty Senate shall have voice in any 
administrative matters. 

• The parliamentarian shall have voice on any matters pertaining to 
parliamentary procedure. 

• The Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant shall have voice in any matter 
pertaining to either the contents of or proposed revisions to the Faculty 
Manual. 

Other visitors to the Senate may request through any member of the Faculty Senate 
Advisory Committee that they be given voice on a specific issue, and that member of 
the Advisory Committee may request that privilege from the presiding officer. 



THERE WAS NO 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

IN 

JULY, 2005 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

AUGUST 16,2005 

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by President 
Connie Lee and guests were recognized. Denise James was introduced as the Faculty 
Senate Web Manager and Daniella Green was also introduced as the Faculty Senate 
Graduate Administrative Assistant. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Minutes from the June 14, 2005 Faculty Senate 
meeting were approved as distributed. 

3. "Free Speech": None 

4. Special Orders of the Day: Rex Graves and Missy Smith from Dining 
Services announced that Clemson's contract with Aramark, Inc. was extended for 15 
years. Information about discount programs was shared with the Senate. 

Geary Robinson, Director of Parking Services, updated the Faculty Senate 
on changes to the parking plan and plans for parking structures. Questions and answers 
were then exchanged. 

5. a. Senate Standing Committee Reports: 
1) Finance - Dan Warner, Chair, stated that this Committee 

will study the recently-distributed Total Compensation Report. 

2) Welfare - Senator Nancy Porter, reporting for Chair Rachel 
Mayo, reported that this Committee will meet next week to determine objectives for the 
year. Senator Porter announced that donations will be accepted for care packages that 
will be sent to Senator Curtis White, who is serving in Afghanistan. 

3) Scholastic Policies - Senator Mark Smotherman, reporting 
for Chair Gary Lickfield, submitted and briefly explained the Committee Report 
(Attachment A). He also described a student absence trial program, conducted in the fall 
with implementation in the spring, by Student Affairs and asked for faculty volunteer 
participation and input. 

4) Research - Sean Williams, Chair, stated that the Committee 
will meet next Thursday. Agenda items include issues pertaining to the compliance 
office and how the office may better serve faculty, the GAD system and student research 
groups. He stated that two names were forwarded from the search committee for an 



Associate Vice President for Research but that one person withdrew his name. President 
Lee responded that she understood that an offerhad been made. 

5) Policy - Fran McGuire, Chair, submitted and explainedthe 
Committee Report dated June 22, 2005 (Attachment B). This Committee will meet on 
August 18 at 3:00 p.m. 

President Lee asked all Committee chairs to forward Committee 

reports to our Web Managerat djames@clemson.edu. 

b. Faculty Senate Select Committee Reports: 
1) Select Committee Reports on Grievance Procedures, 

Mentoring, Faculty Ranks andTitles were submitted (Attachments C, D, and E). 

2) Pat Smart, Chair of the Select Committee on a New Faculty 
Welcome Guide, announced that the Guide is ready for distribution at New Faculty 
Orientation andwill appearon the Faculty Senate website (www.lib.clemson.edu/fs/). 

c. University Committees/Commissions: None 

5. President's Report: President Lee stated that 
a. "sexual orientation" has officially been included in the University 

non-discrimination statement. 
b. Interim Dean Bruce Yandle has been invited to discuss the issue of 

tuition differential with the Senate at the September meeting. 
c. many concerns and comments have been received in the Faculty 

Senate Office regarding recent changes made to the TERI Retirement Program. The 
Faculty Senate is working closely with the Classified StaffSenate on this issue. 

6. Old Business: 

a. Professor Ben Sill, Chair of the Faculty Senate Select Committee 
on Clemson University Land Use, provided an update (Attachment F) and invited the 
Faculty Senate on a tour of the forest. 

b. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed change to 
the Faculty Manual, Summer School Salary, VIII.H. There was no discussion. Vote to 
approve change was taken and passed unanimously with required two-thirds vote 
(Attachment G). Senator McGuire requested that if this proposal is approved by the 
Provost, that information regarding this change be sent from the Faculty Senate to all 
faculty. 

www.lib.clemson.edu/fs
mailto:djames@clemson.edu


7. New Business: 

a. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed changes to 
the Faculty Manual, Change of Date, I.A&C. There was no discussion. Vote to approve 
change was taken and passed unanimously with required two-thirds vote (Attachment H). 

b. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed change to 
the Faculty Manual, Application of Faculty Manual, I.D. There was no discussion. Vote 
to approve change was taken and passed with required two-thirds vote (Attachment I). 

c. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed change to 
the Faculty Manual, Post-Tenure Review, IV.7-8. There was no discussion. Vote to 
approve change was taken and passed with required two-thirds vote (Attachment J). 

8. Announcements: 

a. President Lee reminded the Senate of Academic Convocation, 
August 23, 2005 and encouraged Senators to process with the Senate delegation. 

b. The next Faculty Senate meeting will be on September 13th. 
c. The processes for the Class of '39 Award for Excellence and the 

Centennial Professorship will begin soon. 

a. Adjournment: 3:41 p.m. 

r\ 

Aj &y->h j jJi +> lJj&ML 
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

"""Cathy TomSturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: G. Bautista, F. Edwards, R. Figliola, Dennis Smith, S. Bhaduri, M. Ellison, G. 
Lickfield (J. Meriwether for), R. Mayo (H. Spitler for) 



Scholastic Policies Committee 

The committee on Friday July 15, 2005 at 9:30 AM in 122 Sirrine Hall. 

Members present: Cindy Pury, Charlie Gooding, Mark Smotherman, Alma Bennett, Mike Ellison, 
Gary Lickfield 

Topic Discussed: 
1. Scheduling of Committee Meeting dates for fall semester - not finalized yet. 

2. Sub-committees - each member of the committee has agreed to "chair" the following items (#3 -
8) the committee will be working on this year. 

3. Linda Nilson 'Free Speech Proposals' on Student Evaluations (Ratings) of Teaching (Pury) 

4. Grade Change / Correction Policy (Lickfield) 

5. Non-academic units offering academic degrees (Ellison) 

6. Final Exam Schedule - proposal to remove Saturday exams (Gooding). 

7. Online Student Evaluation of Faculty (On-line red form) (Bennett) 

8. The Year of the Evaluation (Smotherman) 
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Faculty Senate Policy Committee Minutes of the June 22, 2005 Meeting 

In attendance: All members were present 
Guests in attendance: Dean T. Keinath, C. Lee, P. Smart, C. Sturkie 

1. Dean Keinath joined us in a discussion of the proposed summer school salary 
change. The role of the Departments/College Advisory Committees in approving 
changes in the policy paying 3.25% per credit hour was discussed. Following 
discussion the Policy Committee unanimously approved a procedure for altering 
the summer school salary policy. (See the attached resolution.) 

2. In response to a request from Senator Kunkle we discussed changing the post-
tenure review policy. Under the current policy the Provost receives the materials 
submitted by all faculties undergoing post-tenure review. This seems unnecessary 
in cases where the candidate has received a "satisfactory" rating from both the 
PTR committee and the department chair. The Policy Committee unanimously 
approved a faculty manual change that will reduce the number of complete files 
forwarded to the Provost. (See the attached resolution.) 

3. We discussed the timing of additions and deletions to the Faculty Manual. The 
Committee unanimously approved changing the Manual to specify additions and 
deletions must be made no later than August 31st. (See the attached resolution.) 

4. The Committee addressed procedures for responding to requests for 
interpretations of the Faculty Manual. In addition, we will clarify the process for 
considering and responding to Faculty Manual violation allegations. 

5. The Committee will address the following items during this Senate year: 

a. Institutes and Center 

b. Policies related to the Emeritus College 
c. Review of academic administrators 

d. Review of the report from the Faculty Senate Select Committee on Faculty 
Ranks/ Titles 

e. Review of the report from the Faculty Senate Select Committee on 
Grievance Procures 

f. Faulty/administrator sign offs on evaluation forms 



FACULTY SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON 

GRIEVANCE I AND II PROCEDURES 

Membership: Syd Cross, Chair, Eleanor Hare, Beth Kunkel, Renee Roux, Clay 
Steadman, Cathy Sturkie and Holley Ulbrich 

This Select Committee continues to study the Grievance I and II Procedures in the 
Faculty Manual in an effort to offer major changes, additions, deletions and clarifications 
for overall improvement. 

The Committee will next meet on Thursday, August 18, 2005 at 10:30 a.m. 
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FS Select Committee on Faculty Mentoring 
Report to FS Executive-Advisory Committee 

August 9, 2005 

Members: Melanie Cooper, Debra Jackson, Connie Lee, Kinly Sturkie, Dan Warner, 
Frankie Williams. Also attending: Pat Smart (Provosts Office), Webb 
Smathers; Fran McGuire (guest presenter); and Linda Nilson (guest 
presenter). Lt. Col. Curtis White, former Committee Chair, is also on military 
leave. 

1. The Committee has met four times this summer: May 16th; June 2nd, and 23rd; 
and July 28th. We are also scheduled to meet on August 15th. 

2. The Committee is still gathering information. To date the focal areas have been: 

a. Best practices in mentoring. 
b. Empirical research on the utility of mentoring. 
c. Programs relating to mentoring currently in operation at Clemson, 

including their structure and perceived success. 
d. A review of formal Departmental and College policies and by-laws 

relating to mentoring. 
e. Mentoring women in engineering and the sciences. 
f. Mentoring minority faculty. 

3. The should be able to make recommendations to the Senate later this fall, 

(notes by k. sturkie) 
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Meeting Notes 
FS Select Committee on Faculty Mentoring 

July 28, 2005, 2:00 p.m. in Brackett 110 

Present: Melanie Cooper, Connie Lee, Pat Smart, Webb Smathers, Kinly Sturkie, Dan 
Warner. Guest: Linda Nilson 

1. Linda Nilson shared some insights from the limited professional literature on 
mentoring: 

a. In the one study on the utility of helping new faculty become tenured and 
promoted, the study suggested no difference when mentoring was and was 
not available. Poor mentoring relationships can obviously cancel out any 
potentially beneficial effects. 

b. Simply assigning mentors can work, but the most functional system is if 
the mentee selects a mentor and approaches him or her about taking that 
formal role. 

c. For the mentoring process to work, there must be continuing incentives 
and supports: early group meetings, lunches on a monthly basis supported 
by the program, cash or development funds for the mentor, and an avenue 
of report and consultation if the relationship is not working. 

d. Committee members noted that in the Clemson culture, there would also 
need to be an additional line item in FAS so that mentors received credit 

for their efforts. 

e. In addition to the problems associated with poor interpersonal fit between 
mentors and mentees, mentoring relationships can also be problematic if 
the mentor's agenda is too narrow and he/she attempts to create a 
professional clone of him/herselfwith the mentee. 

f. Under some conditions, it is actually advantageous to have a mentor from 
outside of the department. 

g. Committee members noted that department chairs should not be formally 
assigned as mentors, although the mentoring of junior faculty is clearly 
part of the chair's role which should not be diminished where formal 
mentoring programs exist. 

2. ConnieLee noted that she had reported the Mentoring Committee's activities to 
the Board of Trustees at the recent BOT Retreat. Several trustees expressed a 
great deal of interest in the Committee's work and asked to be kept informed. 

3. Thenext meeting was tentatively set for Monday, August 15 at 2:00 p.m. in 
Brackett 110. Byron Wiley of Access & Equity will be asked to come to address 
the important issues related to mentoring African-American faculty. 

(notes by k. sturkie) 



REPORT 

Senate Select Committee on Faculty Ranks and Titles 
August 12, 2005 

Submitted by 
A.P. Wheeler,Chair 

Since the last report Charlie Gooding, Lawrence Nichols (Chief Human Resource 
Officer) Renee Roux (Legal Asst.to the Provost), Jessica Swink Pierce (Institutional 
Research) and myself met to discuss primarily lecturer status at the University. In 
addition, Brett Dalton (Financial Officer for Academic Affairs) was unable to attend but 
provided input by telephone in advance of the meeting. 

1. It is clear that lecturer positions are used by Clemson to offer competitive salaries 
and raises that would be controlled and limited for "non-faculty" unclassified 
positions by the state. Brett Dalton indicated that without this option, we would 
not be able to compete for excellent candidates in many positions. 

2. Lawrence Nichols was to follow up to see if the position of the state had softened 
in order to provide more flexibility in making offers for administrative or other 
unclassified personnel. His verbal report was that it did not look promising. I have 
not had an opportunity to get a full report from him at this point. 

3. Preliminary reports show that other institutions in the state use a similar method 
to circumvent limitations in the unclassified system. For example, Charlie 
Gooding has discovered that MUSC uses the instructor title to pay administrators 
significant salaries. 

4. Jessica Swink Pierce reports that she makes every effort to identify instructional 
lecturers for the purpose of reporting the number of faculty at Clemson. 

5. Renee Roux indicated that for the purposes of filing grievances, non-instructional 
lecturers would be anomalies under the faculty system, but not eligible under the 
staff system through the state. 

6. As for faculty ranks and titles—a working scenario would be to move toward a 
series of non-tenure track positions that would only be offered to those in 
traditional faculty roles: these might be Instructional Assistant, Associate and Full 
Professor; Extension ; Research In this case we could largely or entirely 
abandon the lecturer position for faculty. More on this later. 
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COMMENTS TO FACULTY SENATE 

8/16/05 

STATUS REPORT ON LAND USE 

1) Our report was submitted to Faculty Senate in April 
2) It was forwarded to President Barker in May 
3) No action so far - but will tell you of some in a minute 

4) Action on the Forest 
• In March, I co-led a SC Wildlife Federation tour of the forest 
• Grad student seminar titled Growing a Top-20 Forest this spring - Dori was there 
• Friends of the Forest have had a clean up day 
• ME student Matt Clemmens has conducted a student survey of Forest use 

� Half of students thought Forest was less than 100 acres 
� Over 80% thought Forest was less than 1000 acres 

• CU 101 - Drew Lanham is producing a Power Point presentation on the forest 
this fall 

• OLLI - CU life long learning program; I am co-leading a course in the Forest this 
fall and it is already full (25) 

5) Reminder about our proposal - see flow chart 

6) Read Connie Lee note and Barker response 

7) I WILL BE HAPPY TO LEAD A 3 HOUR TOUR OF THE FOREST THIS FALL -
CONNIE CAN SEND A NOTE OUT TO YOU AND IF YOU WANT TO GO, THEN 
JUST SIGN UP AND WE WILL FIND A GOOD TIME. 

THANKS 
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APPENDIX B: MAPS and DESCRIPTION of the CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY 

Clemson University Land Use Property 

Noni^ 

Clemson University 

Federal Lands Use Lands 

shown in green 
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APPENDIX B (CONT'D): BRIEF DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 
ABOUT THE 

LAND USE PROPERTY 

[Clemson Experimental Forest (CEF) and Agriculture Lands] 

X^W^THEPAST :;.. 
Clemson's Land Use property (about 30,000 acres) was deeded to the University in the 1950's under the 
Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant act through Public Law 84 - 237. Subsequently about 10,000 acres of this 
land were inundated by the construction of Lake Hartwell by the US Army Corps of Engineers. The laws 
and regulations placed on this land are found in the Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act and in Public Law 
84-237 (see footnote for the Proposed Guiding Principles - Appendix C). 

rHEPRESEN Vf;fi;iv ': 
� 

Sizes 

North Forest: 7,000 acres South Forest: 11,000 acres 
Lake Issaqueena : 100 acres Highest point: 300 ft above Lake Hartwell 
Hiking/biking/horse trails: >100 miles Streams: >200 miles 

Roads: 225 miles Ag Lands: 2,000 acres 

Uses 

Trail use; 25,000 person-hours annually 93% of Forest is used for recreation 

CU Outdoor Lab; 15,000 guests per year CU Outdoor Lab; 1,000 campers each summer 

Finances 

At present, LandUse Properties make money for the University. Forestmanagement incursa $0 cost to CU 
though harvesting of forest products of approximately $300,000 per year. Revenues from harvesting 
currently payall the costsof managing theCEF. In addition, the feedstock raisedon Land Useproperty 
saves the University over $340,000 a year (difference in the purchase of commercial feed and the cost of 
raising it "in house"). Income from milk and livestock sales is reinvested into theoperation of the farms. 

Research Approximately $1 million per year 
Classes 25 typically 
Education 1400 forestry grads (SC forest products industry - $800 million/year) 

Numerous M.S. and Ph.D. graduate students use the Forest as research sites 
Publications Over 400 

Studies of: forestmanagement-wildlife relationships, nutrientcycling and forest 
productivity, forest sustainability, forest hydrology and ecology, pathology, forest pests, 
herbicides, and effects of fire on ecosystems, carbon sequestration, soil erosion 

Research Clemson Forest is one of the primary areas of Undergraduate Research on this campus 
Studies of: fire, pests,parasites, erosion, nutrients,herbicides, runoff, deer, rabbits, 
ducks, bats, beaver, song birds, squirrels, amphibians, reptiles, fish, spiders, insects 

Classes 20 typically 
Education Numerous M.S. and Ph.D. graduate students use the Forest as research sites 

s§;m 
These lands (about 2,000 acres) are scattered in several locations throughout thearea. These include: 
Lamaster Dairy, Garrison Arena and Horse Farm, Starkey Swine Farm, Morgan Poultry Center, Soils Lab, 
Cherry Farm, Musser Farm, Fiber Research Facility, and theSeed Foundation. 

• Agricultural plots areused toproduce feed forUniversity animals 
• Classes: 37 sections typically 
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BIOTA -:*/'*.•' � 
Much of the Piedmont region's habitat is being fragmented and destroyed by development. The CEF 
represents an important wildlife sanctuary for many species living in the upper Piedmont. 

Birds (170 species) 12 Species ofSpecial Concern (populations declining) 
10 of these species breed on the Clemson Forest 

Mammals (50 species) 
Larger Mammals 
Beaver Raccoon Opossum Bobcat Red fox Grey fox 
Muskrat Bear Coyote Chipmunk Woodchuck Raccoon 

Mink Otter Skunk Flying squirrel White tailed deer 

Amphibians & Reptiles (79 species) 
Forest protects over 50% of the amphibians and reptile species that occur in SC. Also, 
Southernmost known population of the Wood Frog 
One of Pickens County's few populations of the Spotted Salamander. 
Only known population of the Eastern Spadefoot Toad in Oconee County (in the Ravenel Tract) 
One ofonly a few surviving populations of the Pigmy Rattlesnake in the upper Piedmont 
Timber Rattlesnake occurs at its lowest elevation here. 

Colonies of the Green Treefrog and Squirrel Treefrog over 100 miles from nearest populations 

Fish (25 species) 
A coastal plain species of fish (100 mile range extension) was recently discovered on the CEF 
30% of the Six Mile Creek watershed lies within the CEF. A recent fish survey of Six Mile Creek 
produced: 
chain pickerel yellowfin shiner bluehead chub creek chub 
roseyface chub whitefin shiner northern hogsucker margined madtom 
speckled madtom yellow bullhead snail bullhead redbreast 
green sunfish redear sunfish bluegill warmouth 
largemouth bass mottled sculpin mosquito fish turquoise darter* 
*A CU project is reintroducing this species into its former range 

Insects (numerous species) 
5 insect species completely new to science have been discovered on the CEF (3 black flies, 2 caddisflies) 
Rare lace bug has been collected on the CEF. There are no other records from SC 
The CEF is the southernmost habitat for 1 species of black fly. 
Thirty-five species of mayflies, 24 species of stoneflies and 62 species of caddisflies have been reported 
from Wildcat Creek, exceeding the species diversity of mayflies for all other known streams in South 
Carolina and exceeding the species diversity of stoneflies and caddisflies for all but one other stream in SC 

Caddisfly distribution in Wildcat Creek on the CEF: 
Two species here and from no other stream in South Carolina. 
Three species here and from only 1 other stream in South Carolina. 
Three species here and from only 2 other streams in South Carolina. 

Insect research conducted in the CEF: 

The Forest is used for numerousPh.D. and MS research projects; for laboratoriesand classes (5 routinely); 
showcase for visiting scientists; for public school science fair projects. Surveys of dragonflies, butterflies, 
and damselflies have been conducted. 

Plants 

19 species of concern in S.C. 2 species of Federal concern 3 SC State Champion trees 
54 species of trees 50 species of shrubs 17 species of vines 
6 speciesof orchids Numerous wildflower species 1 insect eating plant 
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&£STATESYMBOLS THAI pmiURJONTHE FOREST 
Bird Carolina wren Animal 

Amphibian Spotted salamander Insect 

Spider Carolina wolf spider Butterfly 
Game Bird Wild turkey Grass 

Flower Carolina jessamine Wildflower 

HISTORIC/CULTURAL SITES 
John E. Colhoun plantation site Colhoun graveyard 
Andrew Pickens house Arrowhead Factory 
Fort Rutledge Keowee-Hopewell church 
Numerous CCC structures Seneca Indian Town Marker 

Todds Creek dam Pickens brother home site 

Ramsey-Lawrence cemetery L. Issaqueena dam 
Woodburn Place O'neal's ferry 
Outdoor Laboratory 

NATUML-^RMS'QMSmCJ^MMMjEST- -l 
Waldrop Stone waterfall Todds Creek waterfall 
Watershed Rd. Beaver Pond Wildcat Creek 

Seed Orchard Oak Hickory Forest George Aull natural area 
L. Issaqueena wetlands Six Mile Creekwaterfall 

Whitetail deer 

Carolina mantis 

Eastern tiger swallowtail 
Indian grass 
Goldenrod 

Treaty Oak (Hopewell treaty) 
Indian Burial Mounds 

Numerous old home sites 

Todds Creek grist mill 
Seed Orchard trees 

Roland Schoenike Arboretum 

Exploratory gold mines 

Lake Issaqueena 
South Forest Beech grove 
Wildfowl management area 
Old Stone Ch road Lake complex 
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APPENDIX C: GUIDING PRINCIPLES and MISSION/VISION STATEMENTS 

including 
LAWS, REGULATIONS and BOARD of TRUSTEES' POLICIES 

PROPOSED GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

for 

CLEMSON'S LAND USE PROPERTY" 

PREFACE: 

The 20,000 acres of Land Use property surrounding Clemson University's campus are held by the 
University in a legacy of public trust. As public-use lands, the property has been used heavily to 
fulfill the University's teaching, research and public service Land Grant missions. The property 
also has enhanced the lives of individual students and the public through access to greenspace, 
outdoor recreation, and wildlife management areas and through sanctuaries for personal 
revitalization and close connections with nature. 

Over the decades of University stewardship much of the land has reached icon status - these lands 
embody images no less important to Clemson alumni than Tillman Hall, Howard's Rock and 
Bowman Field. Embedded in the legacy of public-trust is a profound commitment to future 
generations. In an era of developmental pressure and urban-sprawl, University stewardship must 
remainsteadfast to the public-use mission of the lands. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES: 

1) The letter and intent of all applicable regulations and laws will be followed in the use, 
preservation, management, development, exchange, and sale of Land Use properties. Under these 
regulations and laws, the University will protect the Land Use properties from commercial or 
privatedevelopment, [see References A and B below]. 

2) The Education, Research and Service Land Grant missions of the University will always have 
priority for useof University Land Use property, [see Board of Trustees Policies below] 

3) In keeping with Clemson's Top-20 aspirations, the University will demonstrate exemplary 
stewardship of its lands and will develop world-class examples of land use. This stewardship will 
be communicated to both the state and nation thereby enhancing its Land Grant teaching, research 
and public service missions. 

4) Clemson University will establish an Advisory Committee for Land Use lands withcampus-
wide representation andwithrepresentatives from the surrounding communities. ThisCommittee 
will be the guardian of these Guiding Principles, modifying them when appropriate. The Land 
Use Advisory Committee will review management policies and all proposals for development, 
lease, saleor exchange of Clemson Land Useproperties and makerecommendations aboutsuch 
uses to the President of Clemson University. 

5) The University will develop and maintain a well-publicized comprehensive plan for the short 
and long term use ofUniversity Land Use properties. Priority inthis plan will be given to keeping 
the contiguous land holdings intact. The comprehensive plan and all its modifications will be 
approved by the Board of Trustees. 
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6) To ensure that land will remain a valuable asset to fulfill the University's mission, the existing 
acreage of Land Use Property (approximately 20,000 acres) will be maintained with emphasis on 
the acquisition of in-holdings. 

7) All proceeds from the sale or exchange of Land Use lands shall be used by Clemson University 
for the acquisition of lands within the boundaries of the project or for the development or 
improvement of lands within the project. Sale ofproperty will be the last resort. 

8) To help become a national leader in the making of sound, resource-based, land use decisions, 
Clemson University will initiate and maintain an inventory program that allows it to better 
understand its Land Use properties. 

HComments regardingthe Guiding Principles: 
1) These eight Guiding Principles were developed by the Faculty Senate Select Committee on 
Land Use in cooperation with President Barker. In fact the original set of Principles developed 
independently by the Committee showed about 75% agreement with a similar set that President 
Barker had authored earlier (April, 2004). 

2) It is also important to note that these Principles agree in tone with the Clemson University 
Policies on Land Management as set by the Board of Trustees. These state in part: 

Board ofTrustees Policy 

Sale or Exchange ofUniversity Land 
Therefore, be it resolved, as a matter of general policy, Clemson University lands are not 
available for sale or exchange except when land in question is not deemed necessary for present 
or foreseeable use for purposes of the University, and, as a matter of specific policy, the Board of 
Trustees will not consider the sale or exchange of any land unless the land in question is intended 
for a state-wide use or otherwise very broad use which is deemed to be justifiable by a vote of at 
least nine members of the Board. Further, any sale of land belonging to Clemson University must 
be considered as to its being in the best interest of Clemson University. 

Board ofTrustees Policy 

Public Use ofUniversity Lands 
Whereas, Clemson University is the owner of extensive land resources, and 

Whereas, these land resources are used to meet its land grant mission of teaching, research and 
outreach, and 
Whereas, Clemson University encourages the use and enjoyment of its lands by the public; now 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that it is the policy of Clemson University to manage and 
utilize any lands owned by Clemson University so as to maximize the educational, research, and 
outreach mission of the University. Public use of the lands, while encouraged, shall not interfere 
with the foregoing policy as determined solely by Clemson University 
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Regulations and Laws pertaining to the Land Use property: 

Reference A: Bankhead Jones Farm Tenant Act 

The Land Use property was transferred to Clemson University under this act. The Clemson 
University campus is not part of these lands (called the "project"). 

Section 1010. Land conservation and land utilization 

"The secretary is authorized and directed to develop a program of land conservation and land 
utilization. In order thereby to correct maladjustments in land use, and thus assist in controlling 
soil erosion, reforestation, preserving natural resources, protecting fish and wildlife, developing 
and protecting recreational facilities, mitigating floods, preventing impairment of dams and 
reservoirs, developing energy resources, conserving surface and subsurface moisture, protecting 
the watersheds of navigable streams , and protecting the public lands, health, safety, and welfare, 
but not to build industrial parks or establish private industrial or commercial enterprises." 

Reference B: Public Law 84-237: 

This Public Law was created specifically for Clemson University to allow for sale or exchange of 
lands to consolidate the project by the acquisition of adverse inholdings within the project 
boundaries. 

Public Law 84-237 states that to accomplish this: 
A) "... all proceeds from the sale or exchange of such lands shall be used by Clemson University 
for the acquisition of lands within the boundariesof the project or for the development or 
improvementof lands within the project, "... 
B) "... any lands acquired by the sale or exchange of the lands covered by such agreement shall 
become a part of the project" ... 
C) "... all proceeds from the sale, lease,or otherdisposition of the landscoveredby such 
agreement shallbe maintained by Clemson University in a separate fund " 

Public Law 84-237 contains a Reverter Clause (this is actually contained in the deed to the land) 
D) "... land shall be used forpublic purposes and if (not) ... the estate ... shall immediately 
revert to ... the United States of America." 
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APPENDIX F: CLEMSON LAND USE PROPERTY INITIATIVE 

(Limited to Land Use Property) 

President's message Final Land Use 

on overall process PRESIDENT Property 
Initiative Plan 

± 
Finalize Guiding Distribution & 

Principles Town Meetings 

I3rd Party Expert 
Land Use Advisory CommitteeReview Board 

Clemson Exp. Forest Vision/Mission Statement 

\ r 

linal GuidingPrinciples 

Land Use Plan Development 

i ' x*' 1 ^4 \t 

Top 20 Initiative Natural, Cultural, Revenue 

^Subcommittee Recreational Resources Stream 

(Communications) Subcommittee Subcommittee 

i ' \r 

Revenue 

Innovative- Align Public Natural, Revenue from 

initiatives Land Use Input Cultural, from users, 

for Land Use Initiative Sessions Recreational Land Use alumni, 
publicity with other Resource Property other 

and Top;20 Inventory resources innovative 

awards CU programs 

initiatives 

\ t \ r 

Land Use Map ofLand Use Categories 
Communications and Locations of Revenue Plans 

Plan Special Resources 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change VIII.H. 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

IV. E. Present wording: 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of 3.25% of the 
faculty member's base salary per credit hour. 

IV. E. Proposed wording: 
Compensation for summer school teaching is computed on the basis of 3.25% of the 
faculty member's basesalaryper credit hour. For a course in which the number of 
registered students is inadequate to support full payment, a faculty member may be 
offered the option either not to teach the course or to receive a reduced salary based 
on tuition income generated. A chair or dean may propose an alternative policy, 
which would take effect if approved by the Departmental or College Faculty 
Advisory Committee (or the departmental/college faculty as a whole, if no Advisory 
Committee exists). Any such alternative departmental/college policy shall be 
distributed in writing to all departmental or college faculty. 

Rationale: 

Currently, somedepartments follow the 3.25% policy, oftenwith considerable 
frustration, while others ignore it in part or even in entirety. This proposed policy sets 
two default procedures while allowing flexibility for special circumstances and 
clarity/transparency for faculty members who want to knowwhat the policy is. This 
language still reflects the intent of the Senate but the rewording to clarify that intent has 
now received the approval of the deans. 

Unanimously passed by the 
Faculty Senate on August 16, 2005 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change I.A and C 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

LA. Present wording: 
The most current version of the Manual is available on the Faculty Senate's World Wide 

Web page (http://www.lib.clemson.edu/fs/ ). Revisions of the Faculty Manual of a substantive 
nature are made there each year on August 15th. 

LA. Proposed wording: 

The most current version of the Manual is available on the Faculty Senate's World Wide 
Web page (http://www.lib.clemson.edu/fs/). Cumulative revisions of the Faculty Manual of a 
substantive nature are posted made there each year onAugust 15* no later than August31st. 

I.C. Present wording: 
The specific revision of the Faculty Manual will take effect upon final approval by the Provost, or 

the Board of Trustees for those changes subject to the Board's approval. The approved resolution will be 
incorporated into both the master hard copy of the FacultyManualmaintained in the Faculty Senate Office 
by the Program Assistant and the electronic version of the FacultyManualon August 15th. This process of 
incorporation will be at the direction of the Editorial Consultant and under the oversight of the President of 
the Senate. The Senate President will report to the Senate and Provost that the Manual has been updated. 
Overall responsibility for maintaining and distributing the Clemson University Faculty Manual is vested in 
the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost and is carried out by the Office of the 
President of the Faculty Senate. 

I.C. Proposed wording: 

The specific revision of the FacultyManual will take effect upon final approval by the Provost, or 
the Board of Trustees for those changes subject to the Board's approval. The approved resolution will be 
incorporated into both the master hard copy of the FacultyManual maintained in the Faculty Senate Office 
by the Program Assistant and the electronic version of the Faculty Manual no later than August 31" of 
the next academic year. This process of incorporation will be at the direction of the Editorial Consultant 
and under the oversight of the President of the Senate. The Senate President will report to the Senate and 
Provost that the Manual has been updated. Overall responsibility for maintaining and distributing the 
Clemson UniversityFaculty Manual is vested in the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Provost and is carried out by the Office of the President of the Faculty Senate. 

Rationale: 

This change would allow the Faculty Senate to take up any final changes to the Faculty Manual 
at its first meeting of the fall semester, which is normally the first Tuesday following August 15th', 
and those changes would not have to wait a full year to be incorporated. 

Unanimously passed by the Faculty Senate 
on August 16, 2005 

http://www.lib.clemson.edu/fs
http://www.lib.clemson.edu/fs


Proposed Faculty Manual Change I.D. 
Violations of the Manual 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

I.D. Present wording: 
If the procedures and policies outlined in this Manual have not been followed, a 

report should be made to the President of the Faculty Senate. The report should include 
the section of the Manual that is not being followed, the person(s), department(s), etc. 
involved, and a brief description of the situation. The President may handle the matter or 
refer it to the relevant committee or person for resolution. The name(s) of the person(s) 
filing the report shall be kept confidential by the President of the Faculty Senate. 

I.D. Proposed wording: 
If the procedures and policies outlined in this Manual have not been followed, a 

report should be made to the President of the Faculty Senate. The report should include 
the section of the Manual that is not being followed, the person(s), department(s), etc. 
involved, and a brief description of the situation. The President may handle the matter or 
refer it to the relevant committee or person for resolution. The name(s) of the person(s) 
filing the report shall be kept confidential by the President of the Faculty Senate. 

If there is uncertainly about how to apply the Faculty Manual in a particular 
situation, users are invited to consult with the Faculty Senate President. The Senate 
President may handle the matter or refer it to the relevant committee or person for 
resolution. 

Rationale: Several experiences this past year have made it clear that potential violations can be 
headed off or resolved early in the process if the party or parties involved avail themselves of the 
Senate's good offices in cases where the Faculty Manual requires interpretation. 

Passed by Faculty Senate 
on August 16, 2005 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change IV.H.7-8 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

LA. Present wording: 
7. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty member 
should be given at least two weeks time to provide a response to the committee. Both the committee's 
initial report and the response of the faculty member will be given to the dean of the academic unit. The 
departmentchair will submit an independent written report to the faculty member who will then have two 
weeks to provide a response. The chair's original report and the faculty member's response will be 
submitted to the college dean. The dean will write his/her own report copying the faculty member, the 
PTR committee, and the chair and submit all materials to the Provost who establishes the final rating 
(Outcome). The Provost will file a report explaining the rating to the faculty member, the PTR committee, 
the chair, and the dean. A disclaimer to the Provost's finding may be filed. 

8. Promotion will be counted as post-tenure review at any time within the six-year cycle. If a faculty 
member desires to be considered for promotion in his/her sixth year in the cycle (or by the departmental 
bylaws established to identify colleagues during the first six years), s/hemust also be considered for post-
tenure review in the same academic year. In addition to the materials needed for promotion review, the 
PTR file would need to include: (a) two additional years of student evaluations and Evaluation Form 3s; 
(b) a plan for continued professional growth; (c) detailed information about any sabbaticals; and (d) any 
additional materials deemed necessary for PTR by departmental bylaws. The PTR outcome is 
automatically considered as 'satisfactory' if the candidate is promoted or if the candidate is recommended 
for promotion by thedepartment's peerreview committee or its chair. The time clock for PTRis resetat 
this time. If the individual being considered for promotion is not promoted, s/he will be required to 
undergo PTRat the timenormally assigned or duringthe sixthyearafter the last PTR. 

Outcome: The following rating system will be used in all stages of the review by the PTR committee, the 
chair, the dean, and the Provost: 

(a) Satisfactory 

(b) Unsatisfactory 

If the ratings by the chair, dean, and Provost differ from the rating of the PTR committee, each must 
supply documented evidence explaining thedifference. In cases involving a rating of "Unsatisfactory," the 
burdenof proving "Unsatisfactory" performance is on the university. To receivean "Unsatisfactory" as the 
final rating, boththe PTRcommittee and the department chairmustso recommend. 

LA. Proposed wording: 
7. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty member 
should be given at least two weeks time to provide a response to the committee. Both the committee's 
initial report and the response of the faculty member will be given to the dean of the academic unit. The 
department chair will submit an independent written report to the faculty member who will then have two 
weeks to provide a response. The chair's original report and the faculty member's response will be 
submitted to the college dean. Outoome: The following rating system will be used in all stages of the 
review by the PTR committee, the chair, the dean, and the Provost: 

(a) Satisfactory 

(b) Unsatisfactory 

If both the PTR committee and the chair rate the candidate as satisfactory, the dean will forward 
that information to the Provost in summary form without appending any candidate materials. If 
either or both find(s) the candidate unsatisfactory, the dean will write his/her own report copying the 
faculty member, the PTR committee, and the chair and submit all materials to the Provost who establishes 
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the final rating (Outcome). The Provost will file a report explaining the rating to the faculty member, the 
PTR committee, the chair, and the dean. A disclaimerto the Provost's finding may be filed. 

8. Promotion will be counted as post-tenure review at any time within the six-year cycle. If a faculty 
member desires to be considered for promotion in his/her sixth year in the cycle (or by the departmental 
bylaws established to identify colleagues during the first six years), s/he must also be considered for post-
tenure review in the same academic year. In addition to the materials needed for promotion review, the 
PTR file would need to include: (a) two additional years of student evaluations and Evaluation Form 3s; 
(b) a plan for continued professional growth; (c) detailed information about any sabbaticals; and (d) any 
additional materials deemed necessary for PTR by departmental bylaws. The PTR outcome is 
automatically considered as 'satisfactory' if the candidate is promoted or if the candidate is recommended 
for promotion by the department's peer review committee or its chair. The time clock for PTR is reset at 
this time. If the individual being considered for promotion is not promoted, s/he will be required to 
undergo PTR at the time normally assigned orduring the sixth year after the lastPTR. 

If the ratings bythechair, dean, and Provost differ from the rating of thePTR committee, each must 
supply documented evidence explaining the difference. In cases involving a rating of"Unsatisfactory," the 
burden ofproving "Unsatisfactory" performance isonthe university. Toreceive an"Unsatisfactory" asthe 
final rating, both the PTR committee andthedepartment chair must sorecommend. 

Rationale: 

Passed by Faculty Senate 
on August 16, 2005 



FACULTY SENATE REPORT 

TO THE 

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

July 22, 2005 
Connie W. Lee, President 

• Faculty Senate Select Committees (consisting of Faculty Senators, administrators and 
faculty-at-large) 
Faculty Ranks/Titles: It has been discovered that oftentimes discrepancies occur 
when a person holds an academic rank but does not actually perform academic duties. 
This confusion of status results in the proper protection of rights in grievance situations. 
This committee will not only address this kind of situation but also has the difficult task 
of clarifying each and every faculty rank/title. 

Faculty Grievance Procedures: This Committee is looking closely at the entire 
grievance process for bothGrievance I andII Petitions. Recommended changes for 
improvement and/orclarification will be recommended to the Provost. If approved, the 
proposed revised grievance procedures will alsobe forwarded to the Board of Trustees 
for approval. 

Faculty Mentoring: This Committeewill propose a University-widementoring program 
in an effort to assist the voluminous number ofnew faculty and assuage any of their 
concerns as they begin the Clemson campusexperience. Participation will be highly 
encouraged and rewarded. 

New Faculty Welcome Guide: This Committee is creating an informational guide to 
be distributed to all 2005 new faculty. Input has been provided by the 2003 and 2004 
new faculty andwill include information suchas, restaurants, vehicle information, 
schools, churches, and so forth. 

Faculty Manual 

Allegation of Faculty Manual Violation 
AnAllegation of a Faculty Manual Violation was received by the Faculty Senate Office 
which facilitates this process. The Faculty SenatePresident has been examining this 
allegation; willdetermine whether or notthe allegation is a violation; and will then 
informthe Provost. The Faculty Senate has no authorityto take any action regarding 
Faculty Manual violations but has the responsibility to advise the Provost. 

August, 2005 Faculty Manual 
The Faculty Senate willhavethe August, 2005 Faculty Manual readyfor distribution 
viatheweb to all faculty in August. The Manual is theofficial contract for faculty and, 
therefore, must be followedby both faculty and administrators. Violations are to be 
forwarded to the Faculty Senate for examination. 

• General Faculty Concerns 

Recent facultypay raises approved by the Legislature. 
Recentchangesto the TERI retirement plan 



Minutes 
faculty senate meeting 

September 13, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by President 
Connie W. Lee and guests were welcomed and recognized. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Minutes from the August 16, 2005 Faculty 
Senate meeting were approved as written. 

3. "Free Speech": Steve Johnson, Librarian, Clemson University Libraries, 
informed the Senate of the Book Sale on Friday, September 30, 2005 and noted that all 
proceeds will go to Hurricane Katrina survivor efforts. 

4. Special Orders of the Day: Interim Dean Bruce Yandle, College of 
Business and Behavioral Sciences, described the tuition differential program as an effort 
to focus on the junior/senior experience in order to make the College of BBS Top 20 
since the students were Top 20 students. 

Debra Jackson, shared the results of the 2004 Faculty Hiring Summit with 
the Faculty Senate and noted changes made as a resultof the Summit (Attachment A). 

5. a. Senate Standing Committee Reports: 
1) Finance - Dan Warner, Chair, stated that this Committee 

met recently. A problem with access to the Total Compensation Report was identified. 
The Committee will look at funds that are generated outside campus and from faculty 
research projects on campus and uneven administrative practices. 

2) Welfare - Chair Rachel Mayo reported that this Committee 
met at the end of August and submitted the Committee Report dated August 30, 2005 
(Attachment B). 

3) Scholastic Policies -Chair Gary Lickfield, submitted and 
briefly explained the Committee Report(Attachment C). 

4) Research - Sean Williams, Chair, stated that Vincent S. 
Gallicchio is the new Associate Vice President for Research. He will be invited to visit 
with the Research Committee. The Research Committee Report dated August 18, 2005 
was submitted (Attachment D). 



5) Policy - Fran McGuire, Chair, submitted and explained the 
Committee Report dated August 18, 2005 (Attachment E). 

President Lee reminded all Committee chairs to forward 

Committee reports to our Web Manager at djames@clemson.edu. 

b. Faculty Senate Select Committees: 

1) Faculty Ranks and Titles - Report dated September 13, 2005 
submitted (Attachment F). 

2) Grievance Procedures - Chair Syd Cross reported that the 
Committee is still drafting policy and will collapse Grievance Procedures I and II into 
one process with one Grievance Board. There is a subcommittee of the Select Committee 
creating a Grievance Handbook for Grievance Board members and Grievance 
Counselors. 

c. University Committees/Commissions: Ben Sill, Chair of 
the Faculty Senate Select Committee on CU Land Use, provided an update to the Senate. 
He has met with President Barker and they will meet again on September 23rd. The 
publication of a coffee table book has been approved at no cost to Clemson University 
and will be spearheaded by John Kelly. Dr. Sill noted that plans will be emailed to all 
Senators regarding a tour of the Clemson University Forest. Dr. Sill then described the 
proposed CURIOUS Campus, an undergraduate resear4ch campus located o the Y-Beach 
property (Attachment G). 

5. President's Report: President Lee stated that 
a. the Provost will soon share the results of deans' evaluations with 

faculty of respective colleges. 
b. the issue of administrators changing students' grades without 

notifying the primary instructor was taken to the Provost. The Provost invited President 
Lee to the next meeting of the Provost's Advisory Committee (PAC) to talk with the 
Deans about this issue. President Lee will report back to the Senate the response from 
the Deans. 

6. Old Business: None 

7. New Business: 

a. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed changes to 
the Faculty Manual, regarding the Selection/Review of Other Academic Administrators. 
Discussion followed. During discussion, three amendments were offered but two were 
withdrawn. Vote to approve amended change was taken and passed with required two-
thirds vote (Attachment H). 

mailto:djames@clemson.edu


b. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed change to 
the Faculty Manual, Forwarding Post-Tenure Reviews to Provost (Revisited). There was 
no discussion. Vote to approve change'was taken and passed unanimously with required 
two-thirds vote (Attachment I). 

8. Announcements: 

a. After Hours for Faculty/Staff will be held Thursday, September 
15th at Joe's Place. 

b. The Class of '39 Award for Excellence is in process and 
nominations are due to the Faculty Senate Office by October 18, 2005. 

c. A Brown Bag lunch will be held on October 11, 2005 at noon in 
room 130 Lehotsky Hall to discuss the recent changes made to the TERI Retirement 
Program with Broadus Jamerson, Executive Director of the South Carolina Employees 
Association. 

9. Adjournment: 4:39 p.m. 

J\**±<> IjlxAjL
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

UudL-Cf 
Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: G. Birrenkott, T. Straka, D. Detrich, M. Martin (S. Hilligoss for), F. Edwards, C. 
Pury, B. Simmons (D. Guffey for), M. Ellison, A. Girgis, B. Meyer M. Smotherman (J. 
Meriwether for) 
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Faculty Hiring Summit 

Clusrer^lires 

• Definedas the hiring of 10to i^Nacultyin a 
given research or educational empfe 
area. 

• Allows the University to builda critical 
mass of faculty building on existing 
expertiseor supportingnew directions 

• Guidelines proposed 

TargefedJHires 

• Aggressive approach 
• Faculty buy-in important 

• Faculty Confidentiality essential 

• Need simplified flowchart for A&E 

• Consider consultants 

• Flexibility very important 
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• Evaluate current strategies, nee lerpetual 
search" 

• Include all faculty 

• Target specific organizations 
• Use professionalcommunityto support 

recruitment efforts 

• Mentoring, networks, climate 
• Community involvement 

Campus^Qiversity 

• Campus needsa clearstatemerhs^diversity 

• Proposed 
- "Scholarship requires diverse ideasand"i especp 

for diverse peoples from whom the ideas < 
for the benefit of students, staff, faculty •< die 

community. And, this vision peiVades 
research, teaching, and service." 

Campus Diversity, cont. 

Highlight diversity 
- Acknowledge ourculturaldiversityand Ms 
- Developa Center for cultural studies 

Task force to enhance scholarship through 
diversity 
- Develop program to promote Clemson has a place 

seeking diverse candidates 

- Developresources to support diverse candidates 

- Identify and remove barriers 
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• Task force should be charged to de 
forspousal hires (including definition') 

• Spousalhires shouldnotdisadvantage 
departmental hiring units financially orfor i 
hires 

• Spousal hiresare subjectto interviews 
• Materials,ads, website shouldpublicizespousal' 

hirepoliciesto encourage earlydisclosures 

Interdiscip 
Faculty 

• Tenure is held in the departme 

• Annual reviews and tenure decision 

joint between departmentand institute 
• Cultural change needed to lower barrie 

and increase flexibility 

New FacuJfyOrientation 

• Limit to one day 

• Prior to arrival 

- Survival Guide (completed) 

- Mentor (Faculty SenateSelectCommittee) 
- Webpage for key information 

- Hot Line 

• Monthly orientation meetings (planned) 
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StaffiRple 

• Scrap current hiring process 

• Use "search team" process 

• Automate hiring process 

• Provide front end rules and training 

• Re-deploy HR staff 

• Use campus organizations 

• Create.share drives for. search committees 
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Benefits 

• Living and working in Clemsor 
• Materials for prospective faculty 

- Michelin guide 

- Chamber ofCommerce guide 

- Advantages to the living environment 

- Virtual tour ofClemson web site 

• Strategies for consideration 
- Invite potential faculty to campus forsemn 

- Recruit faculty at conferences (train faculty 1 

- Day care, elder careprograms 

- Flexibility with tenureclock 

- Paytuition forchildren of faculty andstaff 

• Develop a culture that values and embraces 
diversity 

Search and en Process 

• Differentiate between what we I Do versus 

What we Can do. 

• Flexibility needed 
• Speed up process 
• Consider video and teleconferencing (dedicate 

room) 
• International Candidates special needs 

- Generate current faculty to serve as consultants 

' - Visas, International Office, Gantt Intercultural Office 
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Search aftslScreen 

• Have Access and Equity and i 
training for search committee i 
department chairs 

Short term strategy 
- Formal mechanism to identify pooP 
- Emeritus Faculty(internal & external)N 
- Streamline hiring process 

Long term strategy 
- Develop"Lifelong Academy" 
- Pre-approvedpool 
- Intellectual environment 

/H 
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Welfare Committee 

August 30,2005 
205 Cooper Library 

1:30 pm 
Minutes 

Old Business 

1) Committee Membership 
Committee discussed need for 2 additional members from College of 
AAH. Will ask Donna W. and Sean W. for assistance. 

2) Curtis White—gift package 
$110 has been collected for a gift phone card to be sent to Senator Curtis 
White in Afghanistan. Michelle Williams will check with BlackFaculty 
Association to see if they would like to contribute or if they are currently 
assisting the family. 

Committee will inquire as to other CU faculty that may be serving in 
Iraq/Afghanistan, that are not serving on FS. 

3) Update on Provost's Child Care Initiative 
RachelMayo gave update from her briefing with Cheryl Dye (HEHD) who is 
leading the Undergraduate Research team investigating the Child care issue 
at CU. The Team will have results in September from their needs assessment 
survey conducted in the Spring. Welfare committee will ask for update in 
late September. 

4) Faculty Senate Award for Service 
Committee discussed purpose (for FS that have gonebeyond "call of duty" in 
service to FS) and criteria for an award (who to award, eligibility, active/past 
Faculty Senators), nomination process, selection committee membership) and 
whether or not this would be a monetary award. Rachel will pull together 
criteria from other faculty awards on campus for next meeting. 

5) Healthy Community Initiative 



B2 

Rachel shared past summary report of this initiative (Alan Grubb, chair) and 
letter to president with committee's recommendations (2003). The welfare 
committee discussed this initiative at length. Recommendations from the 
committee were: that FS is in support of a proactive approach to a Health 
Community at Clemson; and that the Provost assign an Undergraduate 
Research Team to do a comprehensive study of this issue (including current 
infrastructure/environment at Clemson, master plans (e.g. bike lanes), 
faculty /staff current use of facilities, what benefits/perks might attract new 
faculty/encourage current that are not currently being offered, what health 
benefits/incentives are being offered at peer institutions.) Welfare committee 
could be advisory to this group. 

New Business 

Committee should look at 

Issue of reimbursement for travel (mileage) was raised. Currently only 30.5cents 
for personal car. Is this rate enough given current gas prices? Is this determined 
by the state or university? 

Next Meeting Date 

Tues. Sept 27,1:30 205 Cooper Library 



Scholastic Policies Committee Minutes 

The committee met briefly on Monday August 29, 2005 at 10:00 AM in 152 Sirrine Hall. 

Members present: Cindy Pury, Charlie Gooding, Gary Lickfield 

1. Scheduling of Committee Meeting dates for fall semester 
Monthly meetings will held on the Monday prior to the Faculty senate Executive/Advisory 
Committee meetings. (9/26, 10/24, 11/28) 

2. Sub-committees reports 

A. Linda Nilson 'Free Speech Proposals' on Student Evaluations (Ratings) of Teaching 

The committee continued discussion of the two proposals. One of the motivating factors for 
these proposals was to eliminate the potential abuse of misrepresentative student statements 
by administrators in faculty performance evaluations. The committee is currently working 
on the language to combine a rejoinder statement with a new sectionon bestpractices in 
teaching performance evaluations. 

B. Final Exam Schedule - proposal to remove Saturday exams 

Senator Gooding has been in contactwith Student Body PresidentKaty Bayless concerning 
the initiative to revise the final exam schedule. Currently the project is in the study phase. 
Dr. Rick Jarvis (Math) has compiled data on the current system and is analyzing the data to 
see how the schedule might be changed. Dr. Jarvis believes he may have a recommendation 
for the Committee before the end of the Fall 2005 semester. 
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Faculty Senate August 18, 2005 

Research Committee Report 

Submitted by Sean Williams 

Folks attending: Dennis Smith, Bill Bowerman, Adly Girgis, Peg Tyler, Sean Williams, Beth 
Kunkel 

The meeting had 4 agenda items: 
1) Review our charge from the faculty manual: "To study and make recommendations on 

policies, procedures, and practices primarily related to research." 
2) Establish a meeting schedule: 20 Sept; 20 Oct; 15 Nov; 20 Dec all at 2:30 in the small 

conference room in Cooper 
3) Review our assignments and priorities established in summer: 

a. Work out the relationship between the three compliance committees and faculty 
researchers. 
ACTION: Begin conversations with the compliance office and new AVP of 
Research once that person is hired to bring the committees into alignment with 
the Faculty Manual or to suggest revisions to the Faculty Manual to reflect policy 
changes in compliance. 
Lead: Bill Bowerman and Dennis Smith 

Authora policy on oversightof GADs spending in consultation with Bruce Rafert. 
ACTION: Schedule a meeting with Dean Rafert to begin this dialogue that will 
probably result in a change to the Faculty Manual. 
Lead: Sean Williams and Adly Girgis 
ACCOMPLISHMENT: contact made, but meeting not scheduled yet 

Develop a broader understanding among faculty of "Creative Inquiry". 
ACTION: Begin discussions with Dean Murdoch's office about a program, 
sponsored by the Faculty Senate, to engage faculty voices. 
Lead: Peg Tyler 
ACCOMPLISHMENT: spoke with Jeff Appling, no official plans yet; crafted a 
prototype program 1) discussion of issues; 2) discussion of history of program 
and development to date; 3) presentation of case studies 4) open forum. 

4) Discuss issues presented to the committee and decide further action 
a. How is the money collected by sponsored programs being reinvested in in 

services that support research? 
ACTION: Discuss this with VP Przirembel's office, refer to Exec Advisory for 
further consideration 
Lead: Dennis Smith, Richard Figliola 

Consider the research productivity of the Faculty Senate to see ifthe senators 
are truly representative of the faculty. 
NO ACTION deemed necessary. The FS is elected and this is not within our 
charge. 
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c. Consider the interdisciplinary collaboration of Faculty Senators to see if the 
senators are truly representative of the university's priority on collaboration. 
NO ACTION deemed necessary. The Research Committee members 
themselves all have interdisciplinary projects. 

d. Consider whether tenure is still a necessary part of the university structure 
because high performers won't change their work habits and academic freedom 
potentially falls under Bill of Rights protections 
NO ACTION deemed necessary. This question is outside the purview of the 
committee's charge. 

e. The committee should look at intellectual property rights issues. 
ACTION: we'll take this up at our next meeting, but preliminary conversations 
with members of a group who revised Clemson's IP Policy indicate that a new 
policy has been submitted to VP Przirembel's office for their review. 

-a 

T) 



Minutes of the August 18, 2005 Policy Committee meeting 

Present: Committee members: R. Campbell, F. McGuire, T. Straka, B. Simmons 
Guests: B. Kunkel, C. Lee, C. Sturkie, H. Ulbrich 

1. The Committee discussed the evaluation of "other administrators" and who 
should be included in that category. We developed a recommended policy for 
inclusion in the Faculty Manual. We will discuss it further under New Business. 

2. We discussed the Emeritus College and issues related to policy. We will delay 
any action until the development of the College has progressed further. 

3. We brieflydiscussed evaluation forms and inclusion of a statement faculty will 
sign. Further information is needed before any action is taken. 

4. We discussed the role of the deans and the provost in post-tenure review. A new 
policy was developed and it will be considered under New Business. 

5. We discussed institutes and centers. The Policy Committee will identify the 
issues of importance at our September meeting. President Lee will then appoint 
an ad hoc committee to address those issues. Once that committee has completed 
its work the PolicyCommittee will recommend any needed changes related to 
policy. 

6. The October 18th meeting has been moved to October 13th. 



F 

Faculty Senate Report 
Select Committee on Ranks and Titles 

A.P. Wheeler 

9/13/05 

Since the last meeting we have surveyed universities in the Southeastern Region. To date 
12 have responded. The questions (with some built in redundancy) asked were as follows: 

1. Are instructors part of your tenure-track ranks? 
2. What faculty ranks are non-tenure-track? 
3. Are non-tenure-track ranks subject to the same grievance and salary procedures? 
4. Do you have any "research" ranks required to fund themselves entirely/almost 

entirely with external funding? What are those ranks? 
5. Have you considered alternative titled ranks for those who are almost exclusively 

involved with teaching? If so, would they be tenure-track? 
6. Are faculty salaries subject to state regulations that place limits on offers or 

increases? 

7. How do state regulations differ between faculty and staff in terms of salaries and 
pay increases? (performance, cost-of-living, longevity). 

8. Do you use faculty ranks such as instructor or lecturer for non-academic 
administrators in order to gain increase salary flexibility? 

While many responses suggest that the questions were misunderstood, a few general 
trends have emerged. Research faculty exclusively on soft money are very common. 
Also, there has been a limited number of experiments with teaching faculty titles, but in 
no cases are they tenure-track. Interestingly enough, none of the 12 institutions reported 
any significant use of faculty ranks for administrators. However, this question appeared 
to be misunderstood by several of the respondents. 

For some of the respondents, clarification of the questions is apparently in order. Also, a 
larger sample will be sought. For some schools that have experimented with ranks a 
personal interview will be conducted. 
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The CURIOUS Campus 
(An Undergraduate Research Campus Located on the "Y-Beach" property) 

"Creative inquiry for inquiring minds" 

C lemson U niversity R esearch I nitiative O ffered to U ndergraduate S tudents 

Thomas Green Clemson in 1869: 

"....we should feel that our mission on earth had not been in vain, if anything we have said should 
awaken the minds of our people to the urgent necessity of inaugurating an educational system which is 
the only hope for South Carolina, assured as we are, that like the rays of the sun, it will give life, vigor 
and prosperity to unborn thousands, and make our State as she should be, a blessing to her people, and a 
brilliant light to the world." . 

Clemson University's Mission: 
"The University is committed to world-class teaching, research and public service in the context of 
general education, student development and continuing education.... In all areas, the goal is to develop 
students' communication and critical thinking skills, ethical judgment, global awareness, and scientific 
andtechnological knowledge. Students remain the primary focus of the University." 

President Barker in address, May 12, 2005: 
"We are in a new league now, competing for top-20 vs. dropping back to the third tier. To succeed in the 
new league, we must: 

Compete for top students 
Compete for top faculty 
Meet greater expectations of students, faculty, and peers. 

Provost Helms in white paper, On Becoming "Top-20 Clemson": 

"We know that Clemson cannot compete by trying to be a "clone" of other Top 20 institutions. 

We mustdevelop a strategy that makes Clemson unique. We have to be "noticed" nationally. Weneed a 
"big idea" that "adds value" to a Clemson education - one that attracts South Carolina's best students and 
thenation's most outstanding faculty. This "big idea" must also promote that "something special" quality 
- and an educational culture that distinguishes Clemsonfrom the remainderof the Top 20 institutions. " 

The CURIOUS Campus will achieve each of these goals. 
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CURIOUS Campus Utilizes Clemson's Uniqueness 

A UNIQUE TIME 
• Clemson University is embarking on a new Capital Campaign and this "Big Idea" is 

marketable to donors. 

• Clemson University is just now actively re-emphasizing its Summer Programs and the 
CURIOUS Campus is a perfect home for these (and can provide a revenue stream). 

A UNIQUE PLACE TO CONDUCT PROJECTS 
• Clemson University is located directly between two large tracts of Clemson Forest and 

adjacent to "downtown" Clemson. These sites are ideal for many undergraduate projects. 

A UNIQUE TRANSPORTATION CAPABILITY 
• Clemson University is located on a major lake that can be used as a unique form of 

transportation to research sites in the Clemson Forest, on Lake Hartwell as well as the 
Highway 123 "business strip." Further, a "water taxi" service could be implemented from 
the Madren Center or the East Beach to the CURIOUS Campus. 

A UNIQUE WAY TO RECRUIT THE BEST FA CUL TY 
• What a wonderful addition to a start up package to provide lake front housing to selected 

new faculty. 

A UNIQUE ICON TO ALLOWIDENTIFICATION 
• Through careful architectural design, the CURIOUS Campus can incorporate an icon that 

would be widely used in photos, newspaper and journal articles and in TV shorts that 
would allow ready identification of Clemson University with superior Undergraduate 
Education. 

IMAGINE HEADLINES: TIME Magazine or US News and World Report 

Clemson University's "CURIOUS Campus" 
Sets the Standard for Undergraduate Research! 
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IMAGINE 

Recruiting: 
The very best prospective students and their families visiting Clemson and being shown a 
Campus devoted solely to undergraduate creative inquiry. 

The best young faculty being attracted to the possibility of being provided a home located on 
the lake, adjacent to a marina and within walking distance of the academic buildings of a state-
of-the-art undergraduate research campus —as a part of their "start up package." 

Internationally recognized retiredfaculty from Top 20 Universities being attracted to live and 
work on the CURIOUS Campus 

Boatloads ofstudents departing the dock each day for lakeside sites where they will conduct 
their research, disembarking at over 20 access points in the Clemson Experimental Forest, along 
Lake Hartwell, Clemson Research Park, recreation areas, golf course, historical sites, marinas, 
wetlands, Highway 123 of food and hotel establishment "strip", etc. 

Publicity: 
Representatives from universities across the country visiting the CURIOUS Campus 

Emeritus Faculty from other Top 20 schools retiring to the adjacent CURIOUS Village and 
passing alongClemson's ideas to colleagues at their previous institution(which would provide 
an immediate increase in our 25% academic reputation). 

Members ofthe media writing stories of our success and uniqueness in higher education! 

Clemson University web cam to show the world our Undergraduate Research Activities 

University Support: 
Fans and alumni utilizing the parking/picnic/beach facilities to tailgate before football games 
(AND to visit the CURIOUS facilities on the campus there) - with CAT service to the stadium 

Alumni and Industry donors giving their increased support to the CURIOUS Campus in 
Clemson's new Capital Campaign 

� 

Donors naming the various buildings on the CURIOUS Campus as a part of Clemson's new 
Capital Campaign. 

"Clemson may ultimately do a top notch job ofundergraduate research, but unless there is a 
'place' that we can pointto, it will notbean activity that can beeffectively publicized. " 
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CURIOUS CAMPUS DESCRIPTION -- POSSIBILITIES 

How the CURIOUS Campus will serve our students and the community! 

I. SERVING UNDERGRADUA TE RESEARCH, DISCOVER Y& CREA TIVE ACTIV1T1ES 
• ALL our undergrads: analysis, writing, presentations, portfolios, ethics, graphics, etc. 
• About a FOURTH of our undergrads who choose field studies or "lab" activities 

II. INFRASTRUCTURE 

Developed USING DESIGNS from STUDENTS in Planning, Architecture, Landscape Architecture, 
Construction Science and Management, etc. The facilities would serve a wide cross section of the 
educational programs on our campus. For example: 

1) Computer Labs and Conference Roomsand Studios: Research analysis/literature surveys/graphic 
arts/ethics/oral & written communication, expansion of the Pearce Center, etc. 

2) Marina/Boat Transport: Easy and unique transport of students to many research sites, including sites 
in the Clemson Forest and vicinity, historic sites, the Clemson commercial "strip", recreation facilities 
(e.g., marinas, golf, Outdoor Laboratory), Clemson University Research Park, etc. 

3) "Hands on Laboratories" would provide opportunities for studies in water quality, biology, 
environmental issues, soils, crops, hydrology, etc. 

4) Museums: 
(a) Natural History Museum would provide an outlet for a continuing display of the natural history 

richness of western South Carolina (and the southeast if desired); 
(b) CulturalHistoryMuseum would provide a means of organizing and displaying research 

related to the history and politics of the Upstate and beyond. 
(c) Herbarium would allow students to study the flora of South Carolina and to present this 

information in an archival manner. 

(d) Hands-on Science Discovery Museum would be similar to Discovery Place in Charlotte or Sci Trek 
in Atlanta 

It may be possible to create traveling exhibits that would allow these museums to introduce Clemson to 
other locations around the country. 

5) Art/Sculpture Gallery: Would serve as a showplace for our students in the creative arts. It would 
display works of art on a rotating basis and contain a studio for art and sculpture creation. 

6) Entrepreneurship Lab and "BoardRooms": This facility will provide space for students involved in 
creative endeavors to work toward the establishmentof intellectual rights, marketing, economics, 
leadership, start ups and tech transfer of new ideas; It might be possible for students (on a competitive 
basis) to be awarded "grants" to help market the best ideas, with a resultant revenue stream to Clemson 
(and to them). 

7) Child Day Care andAdultDay Care Centers: Would serve two purposes; a) Service to the University 
and the Clemson community, and b) Convenient forum for our students in disciplines such as 
education/health/nursing/PRTM to conductresearch and public service (including graduate students). 
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8) Auditorium: Would serve both the University and the Community by providing space for our students 
to present their research, for seminars by outside speakers, and for programs such as those offered by 
OLLI (Osher Lifelong Learning Institute at Clemson University). 

9) Cafeteria or Snack Shop: Students would be able to come to the CURIOUS Campus for extended 
periods and be able to eat while there. Could also be the base for student projects. 

10) Other Facilities: There are other possibilities for the campus, including shops for manufacturing 
creative "inventions," basic engineering labs, offices for Graduate Student team leaders, a state-of-the-art 
Communications Center, faculty offices, restaurants, etc. 

III. CURIOUS SUMMER CAMPS & WORKSHOPS 

When the University students leave campus for the summer, the CURIOUS Campus would become a 
truly unique CURIOUS Summer Camp with programs and workshops for youth, teachers and retirees. 
In this mode, the facilities could serve campers in much the same way as the undergraduates (and it would 
provide a revenue stream for the University). 

IV. IDEAL LOCATION 

• Situated at one of the major entrances to Clemson University 
• Adjacent to Lake Hartwell and at midpoint of Clemson Experimental Forest 
• Close: Within a short bike ride of campus or CAT bus service or a CAT water taxi 
• Near University facilities to conduct research (e.g., Wind Load Test Facility, Asphalt Rubber 

Technology Service, Ravenel facility) 
• Over water access: To over 20 key research locations (a few examples): 

Many Clemson Experimental Forest sites (for biology, botany, hydrology, recreation), 
Lake Issaqueena, 
Camp Hope, 
Madren Center/Golf course, 
Larry Abernathy Waterfront Park, 
Army Corps Recreation areas, 
Eighteen Mile Creek wetlands, 
Fort Rutledge, 
Highway 123 (business strip), 
CU. Research Park, 
Lawrence cemetery 
Heron rookery on Hartwell 
Aquaculture Ponds 
Marinas 

and more. 

Twin Lakes, 
Clemson Outdoor Laboratory, 
Martin Inn 

Clemson University Research Park, 
CCC Structures 

S. C. Dept. of Natural Resources Office, 
Historic Newry, 
John E. Colhoun home site 

Andrew Pickens home 

Numerous housing developments 
CU. Peach Orchard 

Clemson Hydraulics Lab 
Thomas E Colhoun plantation site 

With this campus, Clemson University would not be a University located on a lake, 
but rathera University connected by a lake. 
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V. CURIOUS Village 
Based on the Urban Land Institute study, space is available for 150 residential structures on Tract 
2C. There are some advantages to using part of the Y-Beach property to develop a small 
"CURIOUS Village." For example, a small "village" of about 50 to 75 dwellings could be 
constructed (This is not included in the cost figures later): 

• Preference could be given to two types of faculty to locate here: a) Retired faculty with a 
national reputation (particularly from Top 20 schools), and b) New faculty who would 
spend a part of their time on the CURIOUS Campus - maybe with a 5 year lease on a 
waterfront residence (a unique addition to their "start up" package). It is easy to believe 
that such a location (on a lake, adjacent to a major university, and as a part of an 
undergraduate research campus) would allow Clemson to attract top-flight academicians. 
In exchange for a reasonable price on a residence, they would commit to work at least 
part time on the CURIOUS Campus helping direct undergraduate research projects. 

• This could provide a direct and rapid improvement in Clemson's "academic reputation" 
as these retired faculty corresponded with or invited their former colleagues to visit them. 

• This site would be a part of the CURIOUS Campus and faculty could walk to the 
academic buildings. This would also provide a revenue stream to the University. 

• Property titles would be retained by Clemson University, and when the occupants vacated 
the property, it would revert to the University. In this way, Clemson University could 
control the affiliation of the residents and also by retaining title make it easier to satisfy 
the Land Use restrictions. 

CAMPUS SIZE AND STAFF SUPPORT 

(ESTIMATESfor DISCUSSION PURPOSES) 

CURIOUS Campus Size 
The Y-Beach property is approximately 30 acres. 

CURIOUS Campus Use 
If all undergraduate students conducted a 2-year project, then roughly half the student body or about 
7,000 students would be engaged at all times. If projects extended over 3 years, then 10,500 students 
would be engaged. For estimation purposes, assume that 8,000 students would use the Campus. Further, 
assume that approximately 2,000 of the 8,000 students (call these students the FIELD students) would 
also utilize the CURIOUS Campus facilities as a base for data acquisition, analysis, and field studies. Of 
these 2000 FIELD students, we can assume that about half (or 1000) of them would actually be 
conducting field work on the Clemson ExperimentalForest (biology, botany, engineering, science, 
environmental studies, history), or on nearby recreational facilities, or in downtown Clemson or on Lake 
Hartwell. This allows us to size the needs of the campus. 

If 40 faculty mentors were hired (emeriti faculty at half time) as support for these FIELD students and 
were given 50 students each in teams of 5 to mentor- then it would be possible to meet with each group 
of 5 for an hour twice each week. The use of emeriti faculty in this way would greatly reduce the work 
loadrequired of full-time faculty on campus in support of the Undergraduate Research program. 
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Assumed Campus Use: 
FIELD students 6 hrs/week to meet with mentors and work = 2000 x 6 person hours 
NON-FIELD students 5 hrs/week to meet with mentors and work = 6000 x 5 person hours 

TOTAL � 42,000 person hrs/wk 

Assuming that the Campus is open from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. five days a week (60 hours each week). 
Thus there would be about 42,000/60, or about 700 students on the CURIOUS Campus all the time. 

Marina Use 

We assume 1000 students use the marina for transport to their research site. If these students required 
transportation to their field sites twice per week, this would be 400 per day (over 5 days), or 100 at 8 a.m., 
100 at 9 a.m., 100 at 10 a.m., and 100 at 11 a.m., with pick up at 2, 3, 4 and 5 p.m., giving each student 
about 4 hours in the field. Assuming that most of the students were transported by boat, this would 
require 10pontoon boats (capacity of about 10) with 10 drivers (trainedUniversity students). 

COST ESTIMATES OF POSSIBLE CURIOUS CAMPUS FACILITIES 

Facility/Infrastructure 
ft2 per 

student 
# students $/ft2 

Total 

Area 

Total 

Cost 

CREATIVE WORKSPACE! 

Computer labs 20 200 $150 4,000 $600,000 

Studios for presentation/portfolio 40 50 $150 2,000 $300,000 

Graphics arts studios 25 80 $150 2,000 $300,000 

Entrepreneurship lab 25 80 $150 2,000 $300,000 

Data search/library 25 80 $150 2,000 $300,000 

Miscellaneous studios/labs =50 $150 2,000 $300,000 

Computers/software, etc. $900,000 
TOTAL $3,000,000 

FOR FIELD STUDENTS 

Biology "Wet" lab 40 75 $200 3,000 $600,000 

Water quality/soils, etc. lab 40 75 $200 3,000 $600,000 

Other "wet" lab research space =55 $200 2,500 $500,000 

Infrastructure $800,000 
TOTAL $2,500,000 

EXHIBITS OF RESEARCH & CREATIVITY 

Natural History Museum =60 $125 10,000 $1,250,000 

Cultural History Museum =60 $125 10,000 $1,250,000 

Art/Sculpture Gallery =35 $125 8,000 $1,000,000 

Hands-on Science Discovery Museum =60 $125 10,000 $1,250,000 

Auditorium $125 4,000 $ 500,000 

Museum/gallery infrastructure $1,000,000 

TOTAL $6,250,000 

Student Capacity ofCampus =950 
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SUPPOR T FA CILITIES 

Child Day Care Center $150 4,000 $600,000 
Adult Day Care Center (per patron) 100 30 $115 3,000 $350,000 
Cafeteria/snacks 20 150 $200 3,000 $600,000 
Marina (10 boats/10 passengers each) 5 docks $20,000/ $350,000 

(boats @ $25,000 each) dock 

Marina infrastructure $350,000 
Other parking/roads/picnic/boardwalks, etc. $11,000,000 

TOTAL $13,250,000 
TOTAL CAMPUS ESTIMATE $25,000,000 

Note: Some facilities may be built and operated by outside vendors at no net cost to CU. 
but would provide a revenue stream to the University. 

EST1MA TED ANNUAL INCOME 

For this analysis, it is assumed that the CURIOUS Campus funding is provided ONLY by lab fees 
from students participating in the Undergraduate Research program and Summer Camp revenue. 

ASSUME: 

• All participating Clemson students would take a "Creative Inquiry" lab while they are involved in 
the undergraduate research experience (one lab each semester) 

• All labs would utilize the CURIOUS Campus to at least some degree 

• Since this facility is unique, it would seem reasonable to charge a lab fee of $200 each semester 

This produces: 
Lab fee income Per year 

Lab fees per student ($200/sem): $400 
Number of students: 8000 $3,200,000 

Summer program income 
Aggressive summer use of the CURIOUS Campus for youth 
camps, workshops for public school teachers, retirees, etc. 
would yield a substantial profit; (CU made $150,000 profit in 
2003 from on-campus youth camps alone). Conservatively, 
assume; 

$ 200,000 

TOTAL AVAILABLE FOR SUPPORT OF CURIOUS CAMPUS: $3,400,000 

This income does not include residential or commercial profits. 
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ANNUAL COST OF OPERA TION 

Assuming the debt service was about 8% of $25,000,000 (or about $2,000,000) and the income was about 
$3,400,000, then approximately $1,400,000 would be available for operation. 

As an example, assume that the University added $600,000 to the $1,400,000 to create a $2,000,000 
operating budget. Working backwards, how far would this revenue go? 

Salaries 

Emerti faculty (40 at 20 hrs/wk)* $1,000,000 [at rate of $50,000 full time/year] 
($12,500/semester x 40 faculty x 2 semesters) 

Staff[1 Of $ 500,000 [ at $50,000/year] 
Boat drivers and other students [10] $ 100,000 
[40 hrs/wk @ $8hr x 30 weeks] 

Maintenance 

Labs/boats $ 100,000 

Supplies for labs/studios $ 200,000 
Computers/software upgrades $ 100,000 

Other Facilities 

Cafeteria/Restaurant+ 0 

Child Day Care+ 0 

Adult Day Care+ s 0 

Marina+ s 0 

TOTAL $2,000,000 

*Emerti faculty should not need any insurance or other benefits 
*Likely need more than 10staff 
+Operated at no net cost to the University - and likely that they would provide a revenue stream to CU. 

NOTE: These numbers are VERY ROUGH and meant ONLY to provide some sense ofthe cost ofthe 
facility, what it would take to supportit, and the long-term viability. 

OTHER FINANCIAL ITEMS: 
There are numerous possible sources of income to the University from this facility: Auditorium rental, 
production and sale of published works by students or faculty, entrepreneurship activities by students, 
rental of office space to emeriti faculty, homes to participating faculty, restaurants, etc. 

Submitted by: Ben L. Sill, Director of General Engineering 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change II. L-N. 
HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

II.L-M. Present wording: 
L. Selection of the President and Other Academic Administrators 

In the selection of the President of the University, the Board of Trustees recognizes the interests of the 
university Faculty and Extension Personnel and other university constituencies. The President of the 
Faculty Senate, the President of the Extension Senate, and one Professor elected for this purpose by the 
Professors are appointed to the eleven-member Screening Committee for President of the University. The 
Screening Committee develops a list of approximately ten available candidates and submits their names to 
the Selection Committee. 

The Selection Committee is comprised of five members: three Trustees, the President of the Faculty 
Senate, and the President of the Student Body. The Chairman of the Board of Trustees is an additional ex-
officio member of both committees. The Committee receives the report and recommendations of the 
ScreeningCommittee and makes recommendations to the Board of Trustees. 

The Board of Trustees elects the President of the University to serve at its pleasure. The complete 
Selection Process for the President of Clemson University can be found in the Trustee Policy Manual. The 
Board also reserves to itself final review authority over the appointment of officers of the university who 
reportdirectly to the President and over the appointment of the deans of the university. 

When the appointment to any other academic administrative position is to be made, a faculty search-
and-screening committee, with student and staff representation when appropriate, shall be formed to 
recommend persons to fill that position. This committee shall submit a short list of candidates for the 
position from which the appointment shall be made. If an appointment cannot be made from this list, the 
search-and-screening committee may take additional nominations. If no other candidates are acceptable to 
the committee, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Provost, who shall consult with the 
appointing administrator and thesearch-and-screening committee with regard to appropriate actions.... 

For the selection of an assistant dean, associate dean, or director within a college, a committee that 
includes at least one student from that college shall be formed. A majority of the members of the search-
and-screening committee shall be elected by the faculty of that college or equivalent administrative unit 
(for the Dean and Director of the Cooperative Extension Service, a majority of the members of the 
committee shall be elected by the Extension Senate); the minority may be appointed by the dean of the 
college or anequivalent administrator. The dean shall make theappointment from the list submitted by the 
committee, subject to the approval of the Provost and the President.... 

For the selection of a Vice Provost, an academic dean (other than a college dean), or other academic 
administrators not specified elsewhere who report directly or indirectly to the Provost, the Provost (after 
consultation with the FacultySenate Advisory Committee) shall appoint a search-and-screening committee 
that includes at least one student. For the Vice President for Public Service and Agriculture (see Section M 
below) the committee shall include a county extension agent. The Provost shall make the appointment to 
the position from thelist submitted bythecommittee, subject to theapproval of the President. 

For the selection of the Provost, the President (after consultation with the Faculty Senate Advisory 
Committee) shall appoint a committee that includes at least one graduate student and one undergraduate 
student. The President shall appoint the Provost from the list submitted by the committee... 

M. Review of Academic Administrators 

University policy adopted by the Board of Trustees in January 1981 and modified in May 1998, 
establishes procedures for the review ofacademic administrators. Administrative officers ofthe university 
serve at the pleasure of their respective supervisors. Thus, appointment to an administrative position, 



whether as department chair, director, dean, vice provost, or provost does not assure continuance in office 
for any specific period of time. These individuals will be subject to periodic review as outlined below in 
lieu of post-tenure review. Individuals wishing to substitute administrative review for post-tenure review 
must submit parallel documentation. Status as tenured or untenured faculty, however, is not affected by the 
termination of an administrative appointment. 

In the normal performance of their duties, administrators are subject to evaluations. Such 
evaluations shall employ the standard Clemson University form for the evaluation of administrators (see 
Appendices F and G), which shall be submitted to the chair of the evaluation committee. The evaluation 
committee will involve the faculty most affected by a particular administrator as well as that administrator's 
supervisor. In all instances of an administrator's review, a comment period of 15 days shall be provided. 
The affected faculty or constituent group is defined as follows: (a) all tenured and tenure-track members of 
a department, (b) all regular faculty of the appropriate college for academic deans and (c) all staff affected 
by that administrator... 

Before the end of a department chair's second year in office and every fourth year thereafter, the 
appropriate dean shall conduct a formal review of that chair's performance. This review shall include 
receipt of the written summary from the administrator evaluation committee; it may include interviews 
and/or other forms of consultation by the dean with each tenured and tenure-track faculty member of the 
department as well as staff. At the discretion of the dean, the affected department's Faculty Advisory 
Committee may be enlisted to assist in conducting the formal reviews. When the review process has been 
completed, the dean shall make a report to the Provost. Subsequently, a brief summary of the decision will 
be communicated to the department chair involved and the evaluation committee. 

Likewise, the Provost shall formally review the performance of deans before the end of the dean's 
third year in office and every fifth year thereafter, consulting especially with department chairs and 
directors as well as with faculty and staff through the administrator evaluation system. The Provost will 
meet with the evaluation committee to receive its input and afterwards will report his/her conclusion to the 
dean. The Provost's conclusion will be communicated to the evaluation committee, and to the college at 
the next meeting of the college faculty. Likewise, the President of the University shall review the 
performance of the Provost before the end of the Provost's fifth year in office and every fifth year 
thereafter, consulting especially with the academic deans and with representative department chairs and 
faculty, and staff. The President's conclusion will be communicated to the university community at the 
next meeting of the university faculty. 

II.L-N. Proposed wording 

L. Selection of the President and Other Academic Administrators 

In the selection of the President of the University, the Board of Trustees recognizes the interests of the 
university Faculty and Extension Personnel and other university constituencies. The President of the 
Faculty Senate, the President of the Extension Senate, and one Professor elected for this purpose by the 
Professors are appointed to the eleven-member Screening Committee for President of the University. The 
Screening Committee develops a list of approximately ten available candidates and submits their names to 
the Selection Committee. 

The Selection Committee is comprised of five members: three Trustees, the President of the Faculty 
Senate, and the President of the Student Body. The Chairman of the Board of Trustees is an additional ex-
officio member of both committees. The Committee receives the report and recommendations of the 
Screening Committee and makes recommendations to the Board of Trustees. 

The Board of Trustees elects the President of the University to serve at its pleasure. The complete 
Selection Process for the President of Clemson University can be found in the Trustee Policy Manual. The 
Board also reserves to itself final review authority over the appointment of officers of the university who 
report directly to the President and over the appointment of the deans of the university. 
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M. Selection ofOther Academic Administrators 

When the appointment to any other academic administrative position is to be made, a faculty search-
and-screening committee, with student and staff representation when appropriate, shall be formed to 
recommend persons to fill that position. This committee shall submit a short list of candidates for the 
position from which the appointment shall be made. If an appointment cannot be made from this list, the 
search-and-screening committee may take additional nominations. If no other candidates are acceptable to 
the committee, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Provost, who shall consult with the 
appointing administrator and the search-and-screening committee with regard to appropriate actions.... 

For the selection of an assistant dean, associate dean, or director within a college, a committee that 
includes at least one student from that college shall be formed. A majority of the members of the search-
and-screening committee shall be elected by the faculty of that college or equivalent administrative unit 
(for the Dean and Director of the Cooperative Extension Service, a majority of the members of the 
committee shall be elected by the Extension Senate); the minority may be appointed by the dean of the 
college or an equivalent administrator. The dean shall make the appointment from the list submitted by the 
committee, subject to the approval of the Provost and the President.... 

For the selection of a Vice Provost, an academic dean (other than a college dean), or other academic 
administrators not specified elsewhere who report directly or indirectly to the Provost, the Provost (after 
consultation with the Faculty Senate Advisory Committee) shall appoint a search-and-screening committee 
that includes at least one student. The Provost shall make the appointment to the position from the list 
submitted by the committee, subject to the approval of the President. 

For the Vice President for Public Service and Agriculture (see Section M below) the committee 
shall include a county extension agent The President shall appoint the Vice Presidentfor Public Service 
andAgriculturefrom the list submitted bythe committee. 

For the selection of the Provost, the President (after consultation with the Faculty Senate Advisory 
Committee) shall appoint a committee that includes at least one graduate student and one undergraduate 
student. The President shall appoint the Provost from the list submitted by the committee... 

N. Review of Academic Administrators 

University policy adopted by the Board of Trustees in January 1981 and modified in May 1998, 
establishes procedures for the review of academic administrators. Administrative officers of the university 
serve at the pleasure of their respective supervisors. Thus, appointment to an administrative position, 
whether as department chair, director, dean, vice provost, or provost does not assure continuance in office 
for any specific period of time. Those Individuals in those positions identified in Section Mabove will be 
subject toperiodic review asoutlined below in lieu ofpost-tenure review. Individuals wishing to substitute 
administrative review for post-tenure review must submit parallel documentation. Status as tenured or 
untenured faculty, however, is not affected by the termination of an administrative appointment. 

In the normal performance of their duties, administrators are subject to evaluations. Such 
evaluations shall employ the standard Clemson University form for the evaluation of administrators (see 
Appendices F and G), which shall be submitted to the chair of the evaluation committee. The evaluation 
committee will involve the faculty most affected by a particular administrator as well as that administrator's 
supervisor. In all instances of an administrator's review, a comment period of 15 days shall be provided. 
The affected faculty or constituent group isdefined as follows: (a)all tenured and tenure-track members of 
a department, (b) all regular faculty of the appropriate college for academic deans and (c) all staff affected 
by that administrator... 

Before the end of a department chair's second year in office and every fourth year thereafter, the 
appropriate dean shall conduct a formal review ofthat chair's performance. The same procedure will apply 
to school directors, whether ornot there is also one ormore department chairs. This review shall include 
receipt of the written summary from the administrator evaluation committee; it may include interviews 



and/or other forms of consultation by the dean with each tenured and tenure-track faculty member of the 
department or school as well as staff. At the discretion of the dean, the affected department's or school's) 
Faculty Advisory Committeefs) may be enlisted to assist in conducting the formal reviews. When the 
review process has been completed, the dean shall make a report to the Provost. Subsequently, a brief 
summary of the decision will be communicated to the department chair or director involved, the evaluation 
committee, and thefaculty ofthe department or school. 

Before the end of an associate or assistant dean's second year in office and every fifth year 
thereafter, the appropriate dean shall conduct a formal review of that person's performance. This 
review shall includereceipt ofthe written summary from the administrator evaluation committee; it may 
include interviews and/or other forms of consultation by the dean with each tenured and tenure-track 
faculty member of the college as wellas staff. When the review process has been completed, the dean 
shall make a report to the Provost. Subsequently, a brief summary of the decision will be communicated 
to the evaluation committee and thefaculty ofthe college. 

Likewise, the Provost shall formally review the performance of deans before the end of the dean's 
third year in office and every fifth year thereafter, consulting especially with department chairs and 
directors as well as with faculty and staff through the administrator evaluation system. The Provost will 
meet with the evaluation committee to receive its input and afterwards will report his/her conclusion to the 
dean. The Provost's conclusion will be communicated to the evaluation committee, and to the college at 
the next meeting of the college faculty. 

Likewise, the President of the University shall review the performance of the Provost before the end 
of the Provost's ftfth third year in office and every fifth year thereafter, consulting especially with the 
academic deans and with representative department chairs and faculty, and staff. The President's 
conclusion will be communicated to the university community at the next meeting of the university faculty. 

Rationale: If a position requires substantial faculty input in the search-and-screening process, then it is 
appropriate that there also be provision for significant and systematic faculty input into the evaluation of 
persons in those positions. In addition to the question of who is subject to review, the Policy Committee 
recommendssome clarification/changes in the frequency of evaluations. 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change IV.H.7-8 
Forwarding Post-Tenure Reviews to Provost Revisited 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

IV.H. Present wording: 
7. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty 
member should be given at least two weeks time to provide a response to the committee. Both 
the committee's initial report and the response of the faculty member will be given to the dean of 
the academic unit. The department chair will submit an independent written report to the faculty 
member who will then have two weeks to provide a response. The chair's original report and the 
faculty member's response will be submitted to the college dean. The following rating system 
will be used in all stages of the review by the PTR committee, the chair, the dean, and the 
Provost: 

(a) Satisfactory 

(b) Unsatisfactory 

If both the PTR committee and the chair rate the candidate as satisfactory, the dean will forward 
that information to the Provost in summary form without appending any candidate materials. If 
either or both find(s) the candidate unsatisfactory, the dean will write his/her own report copying 
the faculty member, the PTR committee, and the chair and submit all materials to the Provost 
who establishes the final rating (Outcome). The Provost will file a report explaining the rating to 
the faculty member, the PTR committee, the chair, and the dean. A disclaimer to the Provost's 
finding may be filed. 

8. Promotion will be counted as post-tenure review at any time within the six-year cycle. If a 
facultymember desires to be considered for promotion in his/her sixth year in the cycle (or by the 
departmental bylaws established to identify colleagues during the first six years), s/he must also 
be considered for post-tenure review in the same academic year. In addition to the materials 
needed for promotion review, the PTR file would need to include: (a) two additional years of 
student evaluations and Evaluation Form 3s; (b) a plan for continued professional growth; (c) 
detailed information about any sabbaticals; and (d) any additional materials deemed necessary for 
PTR by departmental bylaws. The PTR outcome is automatically considered as 'satisfactory' if 
the candidate is promoted or if the candidate is recommended for promotion by the department's 
peerreview committee or the department chair. The time clock for PTR is reset at this time. If 
the individual being considered for promotion is not promoted, s/he will be required to undergo 
PTR at the time normally assigned or during the sixth year after the last PTR. 

If the ratings by the chair, dean, and Provost differ from the rating of the PTR committee, 
each must supply documented evidence explaining the difference. In cases involving a rating of 
"Unsatisfactory," the burden of proving "Unsatisfactory" performance is on the university. To 
receive an "Unsatisfactory" as the final rating, both the PTR committee and the department chair 
must so recommend. 

IV.H. Proposed wording: 
7. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty 
member should be given at least two weeks time to provide a response to the committee. Both 
the committee's initial report and the response of the faculty member will be given to the dean of 
the academic unit. The department chairwill submit an independent written report to the faculty 



member who will then have two weeks to provide a response. The chair's original report and the 
faculty member's response will be submitted forwarded to the college dean. The following 
rating system will be used in all stages of the review by the PTR committee and the chairHhe 
dean, and the Provost: 

(a) Satisfactory 

(b) Unsatisfactory 

If both the PTR committee and the chair rate the candidate as satisfactory, the dean will forward 
that information to the Provost in summary form without appending any candidate materials. If 
either or both find(s) the candidate unsatisfactory, the dean will write his/her own report copying 
the faculty member, the PTR committee, and the chair and submit forward all materials to the 
Provost who establishes the final rating (Outcome). The Provost will file a report explaining the 
rating to the faculty member, the PTR committee, the chair, and the dean. A disclaimer to the 
Provost's finding may be filed. 

8. Promotion will be counted as post-tenure reviewat any time within the six-year cycle. If a 
faculty member desires to be considered for promotion in his/her sixth year in the cycle (or by the 
departmental bylaws established to identify colleagues during the first six years), s/he must also 
be considered for post-tenure review in the same academic year. In addition to the materials 
needed for promotion review, the PTR file would need to include: (a) two additional years of 
student evaluations and Evaluation Form 3s; (b) a plan for continued professional growth; (c) 
detailed informationabout any sabbaticals; and (d) any additional materials deemed necessary for 
PTR by departmental bylaws. The PTR outcome is automatically considered as 'satisfactory' if 
the candidate is promoted or if the candidate is recommended for promotion by the department's 
peer review committee or the department chair. The time clock for PTR is reset at this time. If 
the individual being considered for promotion is not promoted, s/he will be required to undergo 
PTR at the time normally assigned or during the sixth year after the last PTR. 

If the PTR ratings by the chair, dean, and Provost differs from the rating of the PTR 
committee, each must supply documented evidence explaining the difference. In cases involving 
a rating of "Unsatisfactory," the burden of proving "Unsatisfactory" performance is on the 
university. To receive an "Unsatisfactory" as the final rating, both the PTR committee and the 
department chair must so recommend determine. 

Rationale: The Provost (with the concurrence of the Policy Committee) does not see a need to 
see all these dossiers for routine continuation of tenured faculty as longas there is unanimity at 
thecollege level. In practice, theProvostand the dean have hadno role in determining the rating, 
although both need to be informed. 

c 
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Have you asked for faculty input into this plan: 
• 2000-2002 

• (Kinley Sturkey, Fred Switzer, Ellen Grub)-Faculty Senate Presidents, 
Classified Staff Focus Sessions 

2. Some may not see the logic of replacing the existing lots on central campus 
entirely with remote options 
• Safety Pedestrian Campus 
• Remote lots are lots that may be up to 3-5 miles from campus with transit 

provided 

The report on faculty opinion on this issue that Gerald Vander Mey did a number 
of years ago was applied to the Master Plan 

Many people like living in a small town like Clemson partly because they like to 
be able to get in their cars and drive where they want to go. The administration 
respected students, faculty, and staff members enough to consider their 
convenience when it comes to parking. However, we have built new buildings 
where parking once was, i.e., Strom Thurmond Institute approximately 1000 
spaces were removed and never replaced. 
• Master Plan was conceived with assistance from Faculty Senate and Classified 

Senate. 

• The plan was approved in 2002 after much scrutiny by Faculty Senate and 
Classified Senate. 
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Insurance Program Update 2006 

State Health Plan: 

• Implementation of tobacco cessation benefits through APS 
Healthcare and Free and Clear 

• Implementation of Out-of-Network coinsurance maximum for Savings Plan 
subscribers ($4,000/Person, $8,000/family 

• No rate increase for employees 

HMOs: 

Companion Health Care is now BlueChoice Health Plan 
BlueChoice copay increases: Specialist copay to $30; Retail pharmacy 
brand copays to $30—preferred and $50 -non-preferred; Mail Order 
pharmacy brand copays to $60—preferred and $100—non-preferred 
No benefit changes to CIGNA or MUSC Options 
MUSC Options available to Medicare eligible subscribers 
HMOs available in same areas as in 2005 

Employee rate increases for all HMOs—see separate page 

Open Enrollment Opportunities 

• Health/Dental-Enroll in or drop coverage for yourself and/or dependents 
• Optional Life-Guaranteed issue of $30K on additional coverage for current 

participants and up to $30K in new coverage for eligible employees 
currently not enrolled 

• Dependent Life (Spouse)-Guaranteed issue of $1OK or $20K for current 
dependents and for eligible dependents currently not enrolled 

• Supplemental Long Term Disability (SLTD)-Active employees can enroll 
in, or make changes without evidence of good health 

Medicare Part D: 

• Drug coverage offered through EIP meets actuarial equivalence test as 
being as good as, or better than, Medicare Part D coverage 

• No action is needed to continue coverage offered through EIP 
• Subscribers who enroll in Medicare Part D will LOSE EIP drug coverage 
• Medicare retirees still need to enroll in Medicare Parts A and B 
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2006 Employer Contributions: 

• 4.8% increase in employer funding for all self-funded health plans 
• New monthly employer rates effective January 2006 are: 

o Enrollee Only: $231.84 
o Enrollee/Spouse: $453.02 
o Enrollee/Child: $327.18 
o Full Family: $529.00 

Employee Rate Changes in Voluntary Products 

• Optional and dependent life 5% rate decrease effective January 1, 2006 
• SLTD 15% rate decrease effective September 1, 2005 
• Dental Plus 5.8% rate increase effective January 1, 2006 

Health Plans-Monthly Employee Rates 
Effective January 1, 2006 

Active Employees 

State Health Plan 

Savings Standard BlueChoice Cigna MUSC options 
Employee Only $9.28 $93.46 $125.30 $127.00 $119.24 
Employee/Spouse $72.56 $237.50 $365.72 $365.18 $335.38 
Employee Children $20.28 $142.46 $268.46 $267.12 $223.56 
Full Family $108.56 $294.58 $540.18 $536.98 $431.82 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

OCTOBER 11, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by President 
Connie W. Lee. Guests were then recognized and welcomed. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Minutes of the Academic Convocation dated 
August 23, 2006 were approved as written, as were the Faculty Senate Minutes of 
September 13, 2005. 

3. "Free Speech": None 

4. Special Order of the Day: Bill D'Andrea, Senior Associate Athletic 
Director for External Affairs, described the history of Vickery Hall as the keystone of the 
Athletic Department and asked Senators to inform him if they believe he should intervene 
with any studentathlete regarding his/her academic pursuits. Questions and answers were 
then exchanged. 

5. a. Faculty Senate Select Committees: 
1) Mentoring - Kinly Sturkie, Chair, reported on the work of 

this Committee and submitted an Interim Report dated October 11, 2005 (Attachment A). 
Dr. Sturkie asked that the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee and others think 
about an analysis of benefits because if there is not administrative support for a 
mentoring program, it will fail. He encouraged individual Senators to talk with their 
administrators to determine at the college level if this is reasonable and should be pursued 
and he asked for feedback to assist with formal recommendations. 

2) Faculty Ranks and Titles - Hap Wheeler, Chair, submitted 
two reports dated September 13 and October 11, 2005 and reported on the work of this 
Committee (Attachment B). 

3) Grievance Procedures - Chair Syd Cross, provided an 
update of this Committee's work which includes pursuing one-procedure for grievances 
and creating a handbook of grievance procedures for Grievance Board members and 
Grievance Counselors. 

b. Senate Standing Committee Reports: 

1) Finance - Dan Warner, Chair, submitted and briefly 
explained the Committee Report dated October 5, 2005 (Attachment C). Senator Warner 
asked Senators to inform him of the information that would be of interest from the Total 
Compensation Report. 



2) Welfare - On behalf of Chair Rachel Mayo, Senator Grant 
Cunningham submitted and explained the Committee Report dated September 27, 2005 
(Attachment D). 

3) Scholastic Policies - The Scholastic Policies Committee 
Report dated September 26, 2005 was submitted and explained by Chair Gary Lickfield 
(Attachment E). A general discussion regarding student evaluations of teaching ensued. 

4) Research - On behalf of Sean Williams, Chair, Bill 
Bowerman submitted and briefly explained the Committee Report dated September 20, 
2005 (Attachment F). 

5) Policy - Fran McGuire, Chair, submitted and explained the 
Policy Committee Report dated September 20, 2005 (Attachment G). President Lee 
reminded the standing committee chairs that an ad hoc committee on institutes and 
centers would soon be established and that they are to designate a committee member to 
the membership of that ad hoc committee and forward to President Lee. 

c. University Committees/Commissions: 

1) Student Senate Meetings - Senate Alternate Hugh Spitler 
reported that when he attended, numerous reports were shared. The major issue 
discussed was the towing of cars by Parking Services. It was suggested that more 
information should be publicized regarding the towing of cars during weekends. The 
Student Senate recognized four new organizations. 

Senator Mark Smotherman reported that he attended the 
meeting on October 3rd during which they had a guest speaker and discussions involving 
statewide student lobbying groups, student newspapers and long print lines in Brackett 
Hall. 

Senator Tom Straka reported on the meeting he attended 
which included discussions on parking and academic regulation items. 

2) Lawrence Nichols, Chief Officer of Human Resources, 
introduced Kim Pursell, of the Payroll Division, and noted that she will work on the pay 
conversion to spread nine-month faculty pay over twelve-months at the request of 
individual faculty members. Mr. Nichols also noted that Broadus Jamerson, Executive 
Director of the South Carolina Employees Association, met with faculty and classified 
staff to provide TERI Retirement Program information and respond to concerns. He 
noted that a concern at this time is that some financial planners have obtained a list of 
TERI participants and are attempting to communicate with them. Mr. Nichols 
encouraged everyone to attend the Benefits Fair to be held on October 25,2005. 

6. President's Report: Due to the number of reports, President Lee noted that 
no formal report will be given. 

7. Old Business: None 



8. New Business: 

a. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the proposed change to 
the Faculty Manual, IV.K. Resignation, Termination and Dismissal. There was no 
discussion. Vote to approve proposed change was taken and passed unanimously with 
required two-thirds vote (Attachment H). 

b. Senator McGuire then submitted and explained the proposed 
change to the Faculty Manual, VI. A.2 b and f, Science and Technology in Society 
Committee (Attachment I). Much discussion followed. Motion was made to refer this 
issue back to the Policy Committee and was seconded. Vote to refer was taken and 
passed. Chair Fran McGuire noted that the action to refer is opposed by the Policy 
Committee. 

9. Announcements: 

a. President Lee reminded Senators that the Class of '39 Award for 

Excellence is in process and that nominations are due to the Faculty Senate Office by 
October 18, 2005. 

b. President Lee also reminded the Senators of the Forest Tour 

conducted by ProfessorBen Sill that will be held on Saturday, October 29 from 9:00 a.m. 
to noon. 

10. DRAFT-Evaluating Faculty: A Conversation - The Provost submitted the 

Draft and explained that it is an effort to begin conversations on faculty evaluations. 
Much discussion followed among the Provost and members of the Faculty Senate. 

11. Adjournment: 4:55 p.m. 

eut lliXAjJ 
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

L 3 
Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: DennySmith, G. Bautista, A. Bennett, S. Williams, M. Martin (S. Hilligoss for), 
F. Edwards, Dennis Smith, S. Bhaduri, R. Mayo (H. Spitler for) 
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Interim Report 

The Faculty Senate Select Committee on Faculty Mentoring 

October 11,2005 

Google "Mentor" on the web and you will quickly learn~if you did not 
already know—that in Homer's The Odyssey, while Ulysses "is away 
fighting the Trojan war, he entrusted his son, Telemachus, to his friend and 
adviser, Mentor. ...This meant that Mentor had to be a ...teacher, a role 
model, an approachable counselor, a trusted adviser, a challenger, and an 
encourager. ...The relationship required of Mentor was a full measure of 
wisdom, integrity and personal investment." 

With these qualities in mind. 

Committee Charge: The Faculty Senate Select Committee on Faculty 
Mentoring was appointed by Webb Smathers in April, 2005, and has met 
regularly since its inception. The purpose of the Committee has been to: 

1. gather information on the relative value of Mentoring Programs 
nationally; 

2. examine the characteristics of those programs which are most 
likely to be beneficial and sustainable; 

3. review programs that have already been implemented at the 
Departmental and College levels at Clemson; 

4. assess the degree to which Mentoring Programs are formally 
supported by, and included in, current Departmental By-Laws; and 

5. make recommendations to the Senate on the implementation of a 
mentoring program University-wide. 

Committee Members: Melanie Cooper, COES; Debra Jackson, Provost's 
Office; Connie Lee, HEHD & Faculty Senate; Kinly Sturkie, BBS (Chair); 
Dan Warner, COES; and Frankie Keels Williams, HEHD. Also contributing 
were: Pat Smart, HEHD & Provost's Office; Webb Smathers, CAFLS, Ex 
Officio (as Immediate Past President of the Faculty Senate); and Curtis 
White, CAFLS (currently on Military Leave). 

The Mentoring Committee has also relied upon consultations from Fran 
McGuire of the HEHD Mentoring Program, Linda Nilson of OTEI, and 
Byron Wiley ofA&E for a variety of specialized information. 
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Thefollowing statements summarize what we havefound to date. 

I. The Goals of Mentoring Programs: 
A. To provide direction and support to faculty in order to increase the 

likelihood of their being successful in the faculty role, including being 
tenured and promoted. 

B. To enhance the quality of the faculty experience over time in a 
developmental way so as to facilitate the retention of quality faculty 
and decrease revolving door recruitment. 

II. Successful Faculty Mentoring Programs: 
A. are fully integrated into, but are never a substitute for, other faculty 

development and support programs including: 
1. new faculty orientations. 
2. administrative mentoring at the department chairs' and Deans' 

levels. 

3. formal peer mentoring from Departmental Promotion, Tenure, 
and Review Committees (and related committees at the College 
level). 

4. informal peer mentoring from departmental colleagues. 

B. are formally supported at the Departmental, College and University 
levels: 

1. by making them a priority, rather than having them be just one 
more add-on faculty responsibility. 

2. through the provision of significant professional development 
funds or salary supplements for the mentors. 

3. by providing formal administrative recognition, including 
service credit within the FAS system. 

C. have a formal organizational structure that: 
1. is administered at the College-level. 
2. flexibly assigns and/or recruits mentoring pairs based on the 

mentee's specific needs; 
3. links individual mentors and supports them collectively. 
4. links individual mentees and supports them collectively. 
5. provides mentor and mentee training in regular plenary sessions 

focusing on key areas such as grant proposal development and 
teaching skills. 
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6. provides ongoing consultation to clarify expectations for the 
mentoring relationship. 

7. provides a mechanism to help resolve mentor / mentee 
goodness-of-fit issues. 

8. employs a formal mentoring text or workbook. 
9. emphasizes the need for standing mentor-mentee appointment 

times. 

D. are flexible and individualized enough to address the specific needs 
of: 

1. male and female mentees. 

2. minority faculty. 
3. newly-minted faculty. 
4. persons joining the faculty from business and industry who 

have not previously worked in academia. 
5. more senior faculty, particularly those who have come to 

Clemson from other academic institutions. 
6. faculty from different disciplines and colleges who may have 

varied professional standards and expectations. 
7. lecturers, as well as tenure-track faculty. 

III. Barriers to implementing a full-scale Mentoring Program at Clemson 
(which would be able to accommodate all of the new hires over the next 
few years) include: 

A. cultural resistance within the institution by departmental, school, 
and college administrators, as well as Promotion, Tenure and 
Review Committees, to rewarding significant service commitments 
by faculty. 

B. significant operating expenses that would likely exceed $150,000 
per year for plenary meetings, trainings, salary supplements, and 
other administrative requirements. 

C. a limited supply of faculty who have the requisite skill sets and/or 
the desire to make the significant time commitment necessary to be 
a quality mentor, even if alternative resources such as emeritus 
faculty are employed. 

D. competing quality initiatives such as "Creative Inquiry." 
E. appropriately integrating a mentoring program into existing faculty 

support systems. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The Mentoring Committee believes: 
1. a Mentoring Program at Clemson has the potential to aid in the 

successful development and retention of the myriad new faculty who 
will join us over the next five years as one component of a broader 
faculty support system. At the same time, 

2. significant institutional and administrative commitment and financial 
resources would be necessary to make the program beneficial and 
sustainable. 

In particular, the Mentoring Committee requests that the Senate reflect on 
the information we have provided thus far, and we elicit your input 
concerning this important undertaking. 

^ 
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Faculty Senate Report 
Select Committee on Ranks and Titles 

A.P. Wheeler 

9/13/05 

Since the last meeting we have surveyed universities in the Southeastern Region. To date 
12 have responded. The questions (with some built in redundancy) asked were as follows: 

1. Are instructors part of your tenure-track ranks? 
2. What faculty ranks are non-tenure-track? 
3. Are non-tenure-track ranks subject to the same grievance and salary procedures? 
4. Do you have any "research" ranks required to fund themselves entirely/almost 

entirely with external funding? What are those ranks? 
5. Haveyou considered alternative titledranks for thosewho are almost exclusively 

involved with teaching? If so, would they be tenure-track? 
6. Are faculty salaries subject to stateregulations that place limits on offers or 

increases? 
7. How do state regulations differbetween faculty and staff in terms of salaries and 

pay increases? (performance, cost-of-living, longevity). 
8. Do you use faculty ranks such as instructor or lecturer for non-academic 

administrators in order to gain increase salary flexibility? 

While many responses suggest that the questions were misunderstood, a few general 
trends have emerged. Research faculty exclusively on soft money are very common. 
Also, there has been a limited number ofexperiments with teaching faculty titles, but in 
no cases are they tenure-track. Interestingly enough, none of the 12 institutions reported 
any significant use offaculty ranks for administrators. However, this question appeared 
to be misunderstood by several of the respondents. 

Forsome of the respondents, clarification of thequestions is apparently in order. Also, a 
larger sample will be sought. For some schools that have experimented with ranks a 
personal interview will beconducted. 
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REPORT 

Senate Select Committee on Faculty Ranks and Titles 
October 11,2005 

Submitted by 
A.P. Wheeler, Chair 

Human Resources-titles/salaries 
Lawrence Nichols has communicated with Karl McLottary (803-737-0946) 

and his supervisor Chris Byrd (803-737-0944) at the state level in HR 

The state does not have any additional flexibility in titles for unclassified 
positions and suggests we stay with lecturer as at title that allows the flexibility in salary 
ranges that we seek. The state appearsmore willing to go to the midpoint of ranges as 
long as it does not create inequities. The committee will study the current unclassified 
title and what the midranges could mean in terms of competitive hiring. 

Human Resources-Grievances 

Non-instructional lecturers are listed as faculty and as consequence are not 
eligible for staff grievance procedures. There are some grievance procedures pending 
which will test how successful the use of the faculty grievance procedure will be for these 
lecturers. Clay Steadman will be interviewed for guidance on this issue. 

At this point the committee is not in favor of developing separate grievance 
procedures for non-instructional lecturers. The committee strongly recommends that the 
existing procedures clearly allow for a fair and equitable grievance process for non-
instructional lecturers. 

Surveys-Southern University Group 
With some clarifications, the results of the surveys conducted through Catherine 

Watt of Institutional Research are summarizedbelow. Twelve institutions responded. 

Question 1. Are instructors part of your tenure-track ranks? 
Answer—basically No. Or provisional/probationary for those finishing PhD. 

Question 2. What faculty ranks are non-tenure track? 
Answer—various; many use research ladder. 

Question 3. Are non-tenure-track ranks subject to the same grievance and salary 
procedures? 

Answer—yes for the most part (at least for regular and permanent) 
Question 4. Do you have any "research" ranks required to fund themselves 
entirely/almost entirely on external funding? What are those ranks? 

Answer—generally yes. Research Ass/Assoc/Full. A. creative approach: 
Assistant/Assoc/Sr Research "Biologist or other area." 
Question 5. Have you considered alternative titled ranks for those who are almost 
exclusively involved with teaching? If so, would they be tenure-track or not? 
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Answer—Other than lecturer/instructor-generally discussed by most respondents 
but not implemented. 
Question 6. Are faculty salaries subject to state regulations that place limits on 
initial offers or increases? 

Answer—almost exclusively no. 
Question 7. How do the state regulations differ between faculty and staff in terms of 
salaries and pay increases (performance, cost-of-living, longevity) 

Answer—for many there is no difference. Unclassified seem to be treated 
the same as faculty in several cases. 

Question 8. Do you use faculty ranks such as instructor or lecturer for non-
academic administrators in order to gain increased salary flexibility? 

Answer—Mostly no, but a few alluded to exceptions. It is possible that some 
misunderstood question. Information from other sources suggest that MUSC uses 
the rank of "instructor" for non-instructional faculty. 

The Committee will work with Institutional Research to obtain additional responses from 
the Southern University Group as well as some of the "peer" institutions and 
representative top ranked public institutions. 

The committee will be certain that the polled institutions understand question 8. 

The committee is preparing a survey regarding: 
1. The willingness of faculty and administration to consider other teaching titles for 

instructional lecturers and whether they could be tenure-track. 
2. The willingness of faculty and administration to consider faculty titles that 

embrace lectures that perform clinical, public service and other functions. 
3. The willingness of faculty to consider expanding the use of the title research 

faculty to include lectures that do significant levels of research. 
The faculty may be given some examples and asked to provide others. 

The Committee does not recommend at this time expanding the use of the title instructor. 
As it is currently describe in the Faculty Manual, it is clearly intended as a potential 
bridge to a tenured position, especially as those who hold these positions are limited to 
five years of service, but years of service can be applied toward tenure. This use of 
instructor seems consistent with many other institutions 

The Committee recommends clarification of the following statements in the Faculty 
Manual under "Lecturer' (iii-5). "After four or more years ofcontinuous appointment as 
a lecturer, one year's notice of non-renewal must be provided." This could be interpreted 
as though termination after five years is mandatory. Perhaps the following language: 
"After four or more years of continuous appointment as a lecturer, any faculty member 
who is not to be reappointed must receive one year's notice ofnon-renewal." 



FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 

October 5, 2005 

Committee members present: Sarit Bhaduri, Roy Dodd, Brad Meyer, and 
Dan Warner. 

Representatives from the Office of Institutional Research and 
Planning <http://www.clemson.edu/oir/>: 
Wickes Westcott and Jessica Pierce. 

The central topic of the meeting was an examination of the Total 
Compensation Report for Fiscal 2004. 

The first point is that publishing the report, as is, would violate 
state regulations. 

The detailed data that has been made available to our committee can 

be used to answer questions that motivated the original request, and 
an appropriate summary report can be disseminated after it has been 
cleared by the administration. In addition, we can request the OIR 
to generate other summary reports from this data. The question now 
before the committee is: what was the original request and what 
insight was it seeking to achieve? 

The key fact involving summer pay and dual employment, which may not 
be widely known, is that a state employee may only earn 33% more than 
their budgeted salary, whether their budgeted salary is 9 month or 12 
month. Human Resources reports the amount above the budgeted salary 
to the state. So one question that could be asked would address the 
percentage of faculty and administrators that get more than their 
budgeted salary and how much more. 

http://www.clemson.edu/oir
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Welfare Committee 

September 27,2005 
206 Cooper Library 

1:30 pm 
Minutes 

Present: R. Mayo, Grant Cunningham, Denny Smith, Beth Kunkel (guest) 

Approval of August Minutes 

Old Business 

1) Committee Membership 
-Rachel has followed-up with AAH to seek a new representative to the 
committee, but has not yet had a response. Will request that Cathy 
Sturkie open up election to the entire FS. 

2) Curtis White—gift package 
-$120was collected and phone cards were mailed Sept. 20 to Curtis in 
Afghanistan. 

3) Update on Provost's Child Care Initiative 
-October 10, 7:00 pm (Board Room, Madren Center) the students involved 
in the Undergraduate Research Initiative on Child Care (led by Provost 
Helms and Dr. Cheryl Dye) will give their final report. Rachel will 
represent Welfarecommittee, but others are welcome. Update 
(10/11/05): Provost would like to present to the full Faculty Senate. 

4) Faculty Senate Award for Service 
-sample criteria from other Awards for Service were circulated. 
Committee spent rest of meeting discussing purpose of Faculty Senate 
Award, possible criteria, eligibility, selection committee, and nomination 
forms. Will draft a proposal for next month's meeting. With proposal 
goingto FS Advisory committee in November. Award would then be 
ready for Spring, 2006 final FS meeting. 
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New Business 

1) Rep. to Ad Hoc committee on Institutes and Centers 
a. Need one representative from Welfare committee to this Ad Hoc 

committee. Rachel Mayo will serve. 

2) Subcommittee on FS Award(?) 
a. It was decided that full Welfare committee would work on draft 

proposal. 

3) Update on Insurance Benefits (Krissy Kaylor) 
Krissywill attend Nov. 29 Welfare committee meeting to update group on 
Insurance benefits and answer any questions. 

Next Meeting Date 

Tuesday October 25,1:30 

Future meetings: 
11/29,1:30 pm 
12/13,1:30 pm 



Minutes of the Scholastic Policies Committee Meeting - Monday September 26,2005 

Members present: Cindy Pury, Charlie Gooding, Mark Smotherman, Alma Bennett,Mike Ellison, 
Gary Lickfield 
Guests: Katy Bayless (Student Body President) & several other members of student government 

I. The first half of the meeting involved discussion of concerns brought forth by the students: 
1. Final Exam Schedule & Elimination of first Saturday Exams - - Senator Gooding reported 

that the study by Rick Jarvis (Math) is still underwayand he hopes to have a recommendation 
before the end of the Fall 2005 semester. 

2. Differential Tuition - There is a request to provide an estimate of semester fees during 
registration, with the possibility of having thisautomated. Senator Ellison began looking into 
this & brought this up at the Academic Council meeting. RegistrarStan Smith indicated he 
would pursue this and that it was feasible. 

3. Major specific GPA requirements - Students would prefera single source / web-site listing all 
GPA requirements for all majors. They indicated that this wasespecially important for transfer 
students. 

II. Sub-committees reports 
1.Linda Nilson'FreeSpeech Proposals' on Student Evaluations (Ratings) of Teaching 
The committee will be submitting a proposal to modify the guidelines for faculty evaluation: 
a) to provide faculty the opportunity to write a rejoinder statement to any student comment 
b) to include a clear statement that 
i. Administrators should use representative studentcomments in their reviews of faculty 
teaching, if they chose to use direct quotations, 

ii. If student teaching evaluations are unfavorable, the administrator mustprovide information 
about the severity and prevalence of the problem in addition to simply stating it. 

2. Online Teaching Evaluations - Senator Bennett reported on her meeting with Debbie Jackson 
concerning online evaluations. Some of the items discussed included: 
a) At present, ~ 1/3 of faculty useelectronic evaluations. 
b) University does not keep the evaluation data. 
c) It is thefaculty members responsibility to download all electronic summaries and to 
maintain all teaching evaluation summaries /analyses, for TPR, PTR, etc. 
d) Students do not have any impetus to complete an on-line teaching evaluation outof class. 
Most who complete it doso only if they have either a very positive or very negative evaluation 
togive. Several ideas were discussed toencourage students tocomplete evaluations, ranging 
from professors taking extra time inclass todiscus the importance of the evaluations to 
University requiring evaluations in order to receive grades. 
d)CoES plans on having all teaching evaluations performed online thissemester. 

4. Grade Change / Correction Policy - One recommendation to the current procedures was that 
the registrar's office should notify the instructor of record (and student) that a students grade 
has been changed. 

5. Next Meeting - Monday October 24,2005 in 152 Sirrine Hall 



Faculty Senate September 20, 2005 
Research Committee Report 

Folks attending: Dennis Smith, Bill Bowerman, Adly Girgis, Peg Tyler, Sean Williams, Beth Kunkel, 
Richard Figliola 

Our meeting had 3 agenda items: 

1. Introduction of Vincent Gallicchio, Associate Vice President of Research 
Dr. Gallicchio has a standing meeting that conflicted with our committee meeting. We'll invite 
him back at a later date because he is crucial to some of the items we're undertaking 

2. Review of projects and priorities with attendant new action items 

a. Update on communication with Chris Przirembel about reinvestment of indirects into research 
infrastructure 

Richard Figliola and Dennis Smith reported they have sent a memo to VP Przirembel requesting this 
information. They'll follow up in subsequent meetings because there was no resolution. We also will 
try to solicit AVPR Gallicchio's assistance in obtaining this information as well as contact John Kelly 
of PSA for similar information. 

b. Status of conversations with Compliance Committees 

Bill Bowerman reported that no progress has been made on this and hoped that we could begin this 
conversation at our meeting. However, AVPR Gallicchio was absent, so we'll have to pursue this 
with him separate from our meetings 

c. Plans for a forum on Creative Inquiry 
Peg Tyler reported that she has met with Jeff Appling, Associate Dean of Undergraduate Studies and 
the conversation will continue for planning a forum in spring. Possibly this forum could overlap with 
the inaugural ACC Undergraduate Research Conference in April. 

d. Report on GADs oversight meeting with Bruce Rafert 
Sean Williams reported on a meeting with Bruce Rafert in which Dean Rafert indicated his desire for 
transparent reporting of the GADs. Dean Rafert invited the Chair of the Research Committee to serve 
ex officio on his advisory committee with grad program directors to provide input on the grad 
school's use of the GAD funds. Questions were raised about the ethics of using "tuition" dollars to 
pay "benefits" like healthcare since the GAD money will offset health care costs, reduce the grad fee, 
improve stipends, and be reinvested in colleges. The remaining GAD dollars will apportioned 
according to the graduate enrollment in the colleges, and be used also for things like recruiting. The 
Grad School has already "reduced" the Grad fee by paying out of its budget for the 13% fee increase 
so that students would continue to pay the current amount. Each year, the graduate school will 
publish the distribution of GAD funds according to its strategic growth areas, showing how the 
money is being reinvested in graduate education. We will invite Dean Rafert to our next meeting for 
an overview of the Grad School's strategic plan/roadmap. 

New Items for discussion 
a. Clemson's intellectual property policy 

A faculty member suggested that Clemson's IP policy is "a mess." The policy that exists is from the 
early 1990s and needs to be updated. However, a new draft has been written according to one 
faculty member who participated in drafting that revision although no action has been taken on the 
new policy. Also according to Ed Paige, "everything is about to change." The new policy, we think, is 
in VP Przirembel's hands. We'll contact the research office to see if we can determine the status of 
that document. 



Minutes of the September 20, 2005 Policy Committee Meeting 
In Attendance: Members: F. Edwards, F. McGuire, B. Simmons. Guests: J. Appling, B. 
Kunkel, C. Lee, P. Mack, P. Smart, C. Sturkie, H. Ulbrich 

1. Pam Mack and Jeff Appling presented a proposed addition to the Faculty Manual 
describing the Science and Technology in Society Committee. The proposal was 
discussed by the Policy Committee and unanimously passed. The resolution will 
be discussed under new business. 

2. The Committee discussed the Emeritus organization and related policies. A 
committee will be convened to work out details related to the Emeritus College. 

3. The Committee discussed a requested change in the Faculty Manual to add the 
Dean of Undergraduate Studies to the voting membership of the Academic 
Council. Upon investigation it was found that the Dean is already a voting 
member. However the Dean of Graduate Studies is listed in the Faculty Manual 
as a non-voting member. This is an error in the Manual and will be corrected. 

4. We discussed an issue related to summer salary using grant dollars. The question 
was whether a department chair has the authority to require grant dollars be used 
to buy out time during the academic year and thereby limit summer salary from 
the grant. The issue will be brought to the Executive/Advisory Committee for 
further deliberation. 

5. We considered a Faculty Manual addition specifying that material in the 
Appendices "are informational only and do not constitute policy." Further 
information is needed prior to making a recommendation. 

6. We discussed minor changes in the Manual language related to termination and 
dismissal of faculty. We will have a related resolution under New Business. 

7. Institutes and centers were discussed. Their proliferation makes it crucial we 
examine policy related issues. The following questions should be on the agenda 
of the ad hoc committee on centers and institutes: 

a. What is the role of the faulty in the initiation, formation, approval and 
continuation ofcenters and institutes? 

b. What is the difference between a center and an institute? 

How are they funded and who is accountable for funding? c. 

d. How should faculty in centers and institutes be hired, evaluated etc.? 
e. How should centers and institutes go about seeking approval for courses 

and curricula? 

f. Should all centers and institutes be affiliated with one or more of the 

Colleges? 
g. How are centers and institutesevaluatedand reviewed? 

Our next meeting is at 3:00 on Thursday, October 13 
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Proposed Faculty Manual Change IV.K. 
Resignation, Termination, and Dismissal 

Holley H. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

1. Resignation. A faculty member may resign an appointment effective at the end of an 
academic year. Notice should be given in writing at the earliest possible opportunity, e.g., within 
thirty days of acceptance of a new position elsewhere or within thirty days of receiving 
notification of the Clemson appointment and salary for the next academic year, whichever is 
earlier. The faculty member may request a waiver of these requirements in the caseof hardship, 
or where the member would otherwise be denied substantial professional advancement or other 
opportunities. Professional ethics require that the faculty member consider the needs of students 
and obligations to the academic community in scheduling such a departure and in giving the 
maximum notification feasible to the university. 

2. Termination. Termination is to be understood to mean the removal or discharge of a faculty 
member with tenure, or of an untenured faculty member before the end of the specified term of 
theappointment, because of institutional contingencies or financial exigencies, or because of the 
phyoioal or mental inability of the faculty member to perform normal duties. Causes for 
termination are: 1) institutional contingencies such as the curtailment or discontinuance of 
programs, departments, schools, or colleges, or otherconditions requiring reductions in staff, and 
2) financial exigencies which are demonstrably bonafide. Steps available to the faculty member 
to appeal termination by filing a grievance petition are set forth in Part V, Section C, as aspects 
of Faculty Grievance Procedure I. 

Termination of appointment may be initiated by any administrator in the chain of supervisory 
responsibility. The faculty memberconcerned shall be given written notice of termination with 
reasons therefore as soon as possible, but not less than twelve months in advance of termination. 
Before a termination ofappointment based on the abandonment of a program or department of 
instruction is initiated, every effort shall be made by the Administration to place the affected 
facultymember in another suitableposition. If an appointmentis terminatedbefore the end of the 
period of appointment because of financial exigencies or because of the discontinuance of a 
programof instruction, the releasedfaculty member'sposition shall not be filled by a replacement 
within a period of two years, unless the released faculty member has been offered reappointment 
and a reasonable time has elapsed within which he/she may accept or decline the position. 
Termination for medical reasons shall be based upon clear and convincing medical evidence. 

3. Dismissal. Dismissal is to be understood as the removal or discharge of a faculty member from 
a tenured position, or from an untenured position before the end of the specified term of the 
appointment, for cause. Actions that could reasonably be construed as having extremely adverse 
effects upon Clemson University, such as serious violations of law, could result in the initiation 
of procedures of dismissal "for cause." In a similar category are: blatantly unprofessional 
conduct, such as the continued neglect of important responsibilities; markedly sub-standard 
performance of duties; or highly serious breaches of university regulations such as falsification of 
credentials submitted in application for a faculty position. Sufficient cause for such a dismissal 
must be related directly and substantively to the faculty member's professional fitness as a teacher 
and/or researcher or as a librarian. 
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Proposed Addition to the Faculty Manual VI. A. 2 b and f 
Science and Technology in Society Committee 

Holley H. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

1. Add the Coordinator of the Science and Technology program as a nonvoting 
member of the University Undergraduate Curriculum Committee. (Section 
VI.A.2.b.) 

2. Add a new section VI.A.2.f. as follows: 

f. Science and Technology in Society Committee formulates and recommends 
policies and direction for the interdisciplinary Science and Technology in Society 
program and serves as a curriculum committee for courses with STS designation. 

The committee is chaired by the Coordinator of the Science and Technology in 
Society program, who is appointed by the Provost and reports to the Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies. Committeemembership consists of six elected members, one 
from each college and one from the library, who serve staggered three year terms. 
Four other members are appointed by the coordinator for two years terms from 
among faculty who teach courses that fulfill the Science and Technology in Society 
requirement. The Coordinator servesas a nonvoting member of the University 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee. 

Rationale: This recommendation was brought to us by Jeff Appling and Pam Mack 
from the Science and Technology in Society program, modeled on the 
interdisciplinary course developmentprocess of the CalhounHonors College. 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

NOVEMBER 8, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by President 
Connie W. Lee. Guests were then recognized and welcomed. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of 
October 11, 2005 were approved as written. 

3. Class of '39 Award for Excellence: Pat Smart (Provost's designee) and 
Bill Bauerle (Faculty Senate President's designee) were appointed to count the Class of 
'39 Award ballots. The election of the 2005 recipient was held by secret ballot. 

4. "Free Speech": None 

5. Special Order of the Day: Arlene Stewart, Director of Student Disabilities 
Services, informed the Senate of the practices and policies of her office, noting especially 
that the office guarantees access but not the success of students who need disability 
services. For more information, see www.clemson.edu/asc/ads_student_guide.html. 

6. a. Faculty Senate Select Committees: 
1) Grievance Procedures - Select Committee member Holley 

Ulbrich reported that thenext meeting will beNovember 14 at 9:30 a.m. Committee is in 
theprocess of cleaning upthe draft single procedure that includes two categories. 

2) Mentoring - President Lee reported that Kinly Sturkie, 
Chair of this Select Committee, presented the Interim Report to the Provost's Advisory 
Committee that morning. The deans were asked to look at the report and inform the 
Committee what their respective colleges are doing correctly and what can be done for 
improvement, as suggested by the Committee's Report. 

b. Senate Standing Committee Reports: 

1) Finance - No report. 

2) Welfare -Chair Rachel Mayo, submitted and explained the 
Committee Report dated October 25, 2005 (Attachment A). 

3) Scholastic Policies - The Scholastic Policies Committee 
Report dated October 21, 2005 was submitted and explained by Chair Gary Lickfield 
(Attachment B). 

www.clemson.edu/asc/ads_student_guide.html


4) Research - Newly-appointed Chair Bill Bowerman 
submitted and briefly explained the Committee Report dated October 20, 2005 
(Attachment C). The Committee has met with the new Associate Vice President Vince 
Gallichio about establishing faculty relationships with compliance committees to enhance 
the policies of federal and state rules. 

5) Policy - Fran McGuire, Chair, submitted and explained the 
Policy Committee Report dated October 13, 2005 (Attachment D). 

c. University Committees/Commissions: 

1) Lawrence Nichols, Chief Officer of Human Resources, 
thanked the Faculty Senate for publicizing the Benefits Fair and stated that the 9-12 
month pay cycle is on track and will be in place next year in time for people who come 
on campus in August. Mr. Nichols also informed the Senate that President Barker met 
with the Classified Staff Senate and announced that the pursuit of a Staff Ombudsman 
will go forward. 

2) Student Senate Meetings - Senator Nancy Porter reported 
that this year is the 50th anniversary of student government at Clemson. The Student 
Body President gave her State of the University address noting that communication is the 
greatest challenge. The Student Senate is working on personal stories to share with the 
legislators. 

7. President's Report: 
a. President Lee reported that she continues to receive allegations of 

Faculty Manual violations that are unsigned and do not follow the formal guidelines for 
submission. Therefore, they are not considered to be true allegations of violations and 
will not be investigated. 

b. President Lee reminded the Senators of the importance of Senate 
elections and encouraged them to be thinking about the election of officers in March, 
2006. Two nominees for each office must come forward for election. 

8. Old Business: 

a. Senator McGuire submitted the Proposed Faculty Manual 
change, Procedure for Developing Interdisciplinary Courses, for approval. After 
explaining the revision, a friendly amendment was offered and accepted. Vote was taken 
and proposed changed passed unanimously (Attachment E). 

b. Provost Helms responded to questions and suggestions were 
offered to the Draft Faculty Evaluation White Paper which she shared with the Senators 
last month. This discussion will continue throughout the remainder of this Senate 
session. 

9. New Business: None 

2 



10. Announcements: 

a. President Lee commented on the faculty senate forest tour led by 
Professor Ben Sill on October 29th, noting how wonderful, educational and informative it 
was. 

b. President Lee also reminded the Senators of the Celebration of the 

Class of '39 to be held on January 9, 2006 at the Madren Center. Invitations will be 
mailed at a later date. 

c. The Bell Tower Ceremony at the Carillon Gardens honoring the 
2005 recipient ofthe Class of '39 Award for Excellence will be held on January 10th at 
10:00 a.m. 

11. Adjournment: 4:15 p.m. 

g>Wv< iy, <Jj£_ 
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

^olC^T^A-UlP 
Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: G. Birrenkott (F. Barron for), R. Campbell, F. Edwards, Dennis Smith, D. 
Warner 
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Welfare Committee 

October 25,2005 

206 Cooper Library 
1:30 pm 
Minutes 

Approval of Minutes 

Old Business 

1) Committee Membership 
-The Welfare committee welcomed Donna Winchell, new committee 

member representing AAH. Donna served as chair of the Welfare 
committee in 2004-05, and brings a wealth of experience. 

2) Curtis White—Thank you note from Curtis was circulated. 

3) Update on Provost's Child Care Initiative 
-On October 10, 7:00 pm (Board Room, Madren Center) the students 
involved in the Undergraduate Research Initiative on Child Care (led by 
Provost Helms and Dr. Cheryl Dye) gave their final report. Rachel 
represented the Welfare committee. Provost would like students to 
present findings to the full Faculty Senate. Copies of the students' 
presentation and survey data were circulated to the committee. 

4) Faculty Senate Award for Service 
-A draft of the FS Award for Service was circulated. Committee spent 
remainder of meeting discussing purpose of Faculty Senate Award, 
editing criteria, eligibility, selection committee, and nomination forms. 
Draft of proposal will be ready for next month's meeting. With proposal 
going to FS Advisory committee in November. Award would then be 
ready for Spring, 2006 final FS meeting. 

(Update 11/7/05: A faculty senator suggested the award be in honor of 
the late Dr. Alan Schaffer, long-time faculty senator. The idea was 
received favorably by the committee. A final draft was circulated and 
given to President Lee for discussion of possible monetary award with 
Provost.) 
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Minutes of the Scholastic Policies Committee Meeting - Monday October 21,2005 

Members present: Cindy Pury, Charlie Gooding, Mark Smotherman, Alma Bennett, Gary 
Lickfield 

1. Final Exam Schedule & Elimination of first Saturday Exams: Charlie Gooding reported that 
progress is slow & steady. Rick Jarvis is continuing his study. Intent is to have a proposal by 
January to have everything approved before registration this spring for the fall semester. 

2. Online Evaluations - Committee discussions centered on a need for some mechanism to entice 

students to complete the on-line form due to problems with low percentages vs. in class. 

3. Mid-term reporting of grades. A question was submitted concerning requiring mid-term grade 
reports, especially for faculty using blackboard. 

The policy, as stated in the Facultymanual & Undergraduate announcements, is that 
"instructors of every undergraduate course shall make available for each student (a) that student's 
ranking to-date in that course or (b) that student's course grade to-date, relative to the grading 
system stated in the course syllabus." 

The consensus was that the current policy is adequate & meets requirements, and nothing should be 
changed. 

4. General Education sub-committees - i.e. STS courses. Discussions included problems reported 
concerning "approval" of proposed STS courses, whether or not the faculty manual really needs to 
specifyall possible curriculum committees, the use of Team Teaching in these courses, problems 
concerning team-taught courses arose, and how to evaluate faculty in team teaching ( percentage 
effort). 

5. Next Meeting - Monday November 28,2005 10 am Sirrine conference room 152 



Faculty Senate October 20, 2005 
Research Committee Report 

Submitted by William Bowerman 

The research committee met on October 20, 2005 at 2:30 pm. 

Members attending: Bill Bowerman, Adly Girgis, Peg Tyler, Sean Williams, Beth Kunkel, 
Richard Figliola 

Our meeting had two primary agenda items: 

1) Update on Progress of Committee Assignments 

a) Update on communication with Chris Przirembel about reinvestment of indirects into 
research infrastructure. Continuing to wait for a response from inquiries made in 
September. Lead: Richard Figliola and Dennis Smith 

b) Status of conversations with Compliance Committees. A meeting is scheduled with Dr. 
Gallicchio on November 8, 11:00 am in 300 Brackett Hall to begin these discussions. 
Lead: Bill Bowerman and Dennis Smith 

c) Plans for a forum on Creative Inquiry. Peg Tyler is continuing her work with Jeff 
Appling, Associate Dean of Undergraduate Studies on a forum in the spring. Lead: Peg 
Tyler 

d) Report on GADs oversight. No meeting had been held since the last report. Lead: Sean 
Williams, changing to Bill Bowerman 

e) Clemson's intellectual property policy. Continuing to wait for a response from inquiries 
made in September. 

2. Discuss the transition of chair 

a) Sean Williams is stepping down as Chair. Sean Williams stepped down as Chair of the 
Research Committee due to a change in his employment status at Clemson University. 
He has assumed a greater degree of administrative duties as the Associate Chair of the 
Department of English. The members of the committee want to thank Sean for his 
leadership and hard work as Chair of the Research Committee. 



Minutes of the October 13 Policy Committee meeting 

Members present: R. Campbell, D. Layne, F. McGuire, B. Simmons, T. Straka 
Others in attendance: E. Hare, C. Lee, P. Mack, P. Smart, C. Sturkie 

1. We discussed the proposal to create an STS Committee. We revised the 
proposal to focus on a more general approach for approval of interdisciplinary 
course. The proposal will be discussed under old business. 

2. We discussed procedures related to allegations of Faculty Manual violations. 
The procedures currently delineated in the Faculty Manual are very general 
and limited. We are developing guidelines that are more specific. We will 
continue discussions at our next meeting. 

3. A proposed change in the post-tenure review process was discussed. The 
change will reduce faculty workload by limiting post-tenure review to 
individuals receiving two or more low annual review ratings over a five year 
period. We will continue discussions at our next meeting. 

4. We discussed accountability related to the evaluation of deans. The Policy 
Committee is working on a policy that would require the administrator 
evaluation committee to share a report with all faculty and staff in the college 
summarizing dean's strengths and weaknesses based on data from faculty and 
staff. We will continue discussions on this issue. 
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Proposed Addition to the Faculty Manual VI. A. 2.b. 
Procedures for Developing Interdisciplinary Courses 

Holley H. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Present wording: 

VI.A.2.b. Undergraduate Curriculum Committee is comprised of the Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies or some other member of the Provost's staff who serves as 
non-voting chair and two voting members from each college, one of whom is chair of 
the collegiate curriculum committee. The collegiate committee elects the second 
representative. The term of office is for three years in rotation. Non-voting members 
in addition to the chair include one elected library faculty, one undergraduate student 
appointed by the student body president, the registrar, the Calhoun Honors College 
director, and other members appointed by the Dean of Undergraduate Studies as 
needed. The committee's jurisdiction is set forth in the Faculty Constitution. 

Proposed additional wording: 

Interdisciplinary curricular proposals may be brought to the Undergraduate 
Curriculum Committee from subcommittees in the particular interdisciplinary 
area that are created or approved by the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
for that purpose. The Undergraduate Curriculum Committee may designate an 
existing entity, such as the Calhoun Honors College Committee or the Science 
and Technology in Society Program, to exercise that responsibility in a 
particular designated area, proved that such existing entity is deemed 
sufficiently broadly representative of the faculty to serve that purpose. 
Interdisciplinary proposals must then be sent to college curriculum committees 
for review and comment before being considered by the Undergraduate 
Curriculum Committee. The University Curriculum Committee will maintain a 
list of such committees to be published annually as an appendix to the Faculty 
Manual. 

Rationale: The proposed designation of a Science and Technology in Society 
Committee to serve as the curriculum committee in that area, along with the 
established practice of having the Calhoun Honors College Committee serve that 
same function for the honors program, suggests a need for a more general policy for 
addressing interdisciplinary course and interdisciplinary curricula that proves an 
appropriate initiatory body as well as review at both the college and university levels. 
This proposal covers undergraduate interdisciplinary courses only. 



MINUTES 

FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

DECEMBER 13, 2005 

1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by President 
Connie W. Lee. Guests were then recognized and welcomed. 

2. Approval of Minutes: The Minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting of 
November 8, 2005 were approved as written. 

3. "Free Speech": None 

4. Special Order of the Day: Nancy Hardesty, Professor of Religion, and 
Senator Susan Hilligoss informed the Faculty Senate of Clemson's Safe Zone Program, 
which offers a visible message of inclusion, acceptance, and support for lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, and transgender people on our campus (Attachment A). 

5. a. Faculty Senate Select Committees: 
Grievance Procedures - Syd Cross, Chair, thanked committee 

members Eleanor Hare, Beth Kunkel, Renee Roux, Cathy Sturkie, Clay Steadman and 
Holley Ulbrich. The final version of a complete revision of the grievance procedures is 
complete except for a few minor changes and will be forwarded to the Policy Committee 
inJanuary, 2006 andshared with theGrievance Board for discussion. 

b. Senate Standing Committee Reports: 

1) Finance - No report. 

2) Welfare -Chair Rachel Mayo, submitted and explained the 
Committee Report dated November 29, 2005 (Attachment B). 

3) Scholastic Policies - The Scholastic Policies Committee 
Report dated November 28, 2005 was submitted and explained by Chair Gary Lickfield 
(Attachment C). 

4) Research -Chair Bill Bowerman submitted and briefly 
explained the Committee Report dated November 22, 2005 (Attachment D). 

5) Policy - Fran McGuire, Chair, submitted and explained the 
Policy Committee Report dated November 15, 2005 (Attachment E). 

c. University Committees/Commissions: 

CLhMSUN UNIVtHSIfY LldRAH\ 



1) Arpurva Shah, Student Government University Relations 
representative, informed the Senate of the Student Government's progress this semester 
(Attachment F). 

6. President's Report: 
a. President Lee reminded the Senators of the General Faculty and 

Staffmeeting to be held onDecember 21st and encouraged everyone to attend. 
b. President Lee informed the Senate that a faculty open forum will 

be held on February 23, 2006 between 1:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. With the advice of the 
Executive/Advisory Committee, President Lee met with Senators Charlie Good, Fran 
McGuire, Donna Winchell, Beth Kunkel and Cathy Sturkie to begin planning the forum 
to be entitled, "2020: Faculty Vision of Clemson University." The forum will be led by 
faculty and will address only faculty issues. Further information will be shared soon. 

c. President Lee reminded all committee chairs to begin completing 
committee business and to bring at least two issues to fruition. 

d. President Lee recognized and thanked Alan Grubb for his service 
as faculty representative to the Board of Trustees for the past three years and noted that 
his replacement will be announced at the General Faculty and Staff meeting. 

7. Old Business: None 

8. New Business: 

a. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the Proposed Faculty 
Manual change, Reporting Violations of the Manual, for approval. There was no 
discussion. Vote was taken and proposed change passed unanimously (Attachment G). 

b. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the Proposed Faculty 
Manual change, Revision of Faculty Manual IV.H. Post Tenure Review, for approval. 
There was no discussion. Vote was taken and proposed changed passed unanimously 
(Attachment H). 

c. Senator McGuire submitted and explained the Proposed Faculty 
Manual change, Addition of Description and Selection of Faculty Athletics 
Representative, for approval. An amendment was offered and accepted and was then 
approved unanimously. Vote was taken on amended proposed change and passed 
unanimously (Attachment I). 

d. Senator Mayo submitted for discussion a draft of the Alan Schaffer 
Faculty Senate Service Award. Input from Senators was provided and issue was referred 
back to Welfare Committee (Attachment J). 



e. Senator Bowerman made a motion regarding the Post Tenure 
Review change just adopted by the Faculty Senate that would grandfather in the 2005-06 
Post-Tenture Review faculty. There was no discussion. Vote was taken and passed. 
This motion will be forwarded to the Provost and if she agrees, she may communicate 
this action with the deans and faculty. 

f. Lawrence Nichols, Chief Officer of Human Resources (HR), 
mentioned that TIACREF is working on a glitch that has resulted in many faculty 
receiving lots of email messages. He wants to be sure that faculty know that the 
University is not sending these messages. Mr. Nichols also noted that spreading 9-month 
faculty salary across twelve months is doable and it is HR's intention to do so. He noted 
the difficulties involved in offering this opportunity. He will compile a list of pros and 
cons and examples of several different salary levels which will show the impact of 
spreading salaries across twelve months, in an effort for faculty to understand what such 
a change would entail. Mr. Nichols reported that a search committee has been formed for 
the Staff Ombudsman position and has held its first meeting. He will attend all meetings. 

g. The Provost was asked her thoughts on grandfathering in the 2005-
06 Post-Tenure Review faculty, as suggested earlier in the meeting. She responded that 
she has no problem with grandfathering them in the new policy. 

h. Faculty Evaluations - General discussion was continued. The 

Provost would like to get her white paper out before faculty leave for the holidays and 
asked if Senators knew of anything that should be changed prior to dissemination. It was 
suggested that graduate mentoring and participating on graduate committees be included 
in the paper. 

i. Evaluation ofDeans - The Provost asked exactly what does faculty 
want to hear regarding the evaluation of deans. Many suggestions were offered such as, 
information shared might be similar to President Barker's Report Card that includes 
goals; notations of completed goals and information as to how the dean completed each 
goal. This discussion will continue at the January Faculty Senate meeting. 

9. Announcements: 

a. President Lee reminded the Senators of the Celebration of the 

Class of '39 to be held on January 9, 2006 at the Madren Center. Invitations will be 
mailed at a later date. 

b. The Bell Tower Ceremony at the Carillon Gardens honoring the 
2005 recipient of the Class of '39 Award for Excellence will be held on January 10th at 
10:00 a.m. 

c. President Lee invited Senators to Joe's Place immediately 
following the meeting for a Faculty Senate holiday social gathering. 



10. Adjournment: 4:32 p.m. 

<rh/K*^ VwJj^ 
Donna Winchell, Secretary 

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Program Assistant 

Absent: D. Layne, G. Birrenkott, D. Smith, G. Bautista, A. Bennett (J. Erdman for), M. 
Martin (S. Hilligoss for), R. Campbell, F. Edwards, C. Pury, R. Figliola, A. Girgis (J. 
Meriwether for), D. Smith, D. Warner, S. Bhaduri, M. Ellison, P. Tyler (M. Futral for) 



Clemson's Safe Zone Program 

Safe Zone is a program that offers a visible message of inclusion, acceptance, and 
support for lesbian, gay, bisexual, andtransgender (LGBT) people on Clemson's campus. 
This program offers several workshops to raise awareness, dispel myths, offer factual 
material, and train caring allies for LGBT people. 

The first three-hour workshop, "Introduction to LGBT Issues," is informational 
and educational. The goal is to replacestereotypes and generalizations with sound, 
scientific facts about sexuality, sexual orientation, and gender identity. This interactive 
experience is opento anyone who wants to better understand theLGBT community and 
the issues it faces. 

For those who complete the first workshop and would like to learn more, we offer 
the "Safe Zone Workshop." Here the emphasis is on the "coming-out process," how 
LGBT people may experience that, and how one can be an ally for LGBTpersons. Those 
who complete this second workshop and choose to become a "Safe Zone"are givena 
sticker with the Tiger paw superimposedon a rainbow triangle to display in their 
residence or office. 

Upcoming workshops are as follows: 

"Introduction to LGBT Issues" 

Tuesday, January 31, from 6-9 p.m. (for students) 

Friday, February 17, from 8:30-noon (for faculty and staff) 

"Safe Zone Workshop" 

Friday, April 7,12:30-4 p.m. 

To register for a workshop, email safezone-L@clemson.edu 

Weparticularly invite faculty and staff to participate in this program in orderto 
become more informed about LGBT issues, supportive of diversity on this campus, and 
active allies for the LGBT members of the Clemson family. 

If you have questions, feel free to call or email 

Nancy A. Hardesty 
Professor ofReligion 
nhardes@clemson.edu 
656-5364 or home 294-0911 

mailto:nhardes@clemson.edu
mailto:safezone-L@clemson.edu
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Welfare Committee 

November 29, 2005 

206 Cooper Library 
1:30 pm 
Minutes 

Approval of Minutes 

Old Business 

1) Faculty Senate Award for Service 
-see Agenda Packet 

New Business 

1) Approval of FS Award 
-committee voted to forward proposal to the Exec/Advisory committee for their 

approval. 
2) Follow-up on request from USC-letter to support Preventive Care benefits 
-committee will work in December to support this initiative to improve current preventive 
care benefits offered through SC Blue-Cross Health Plan. 

3) Questions for Krissy Kaylor 
-Bulk of meeting was spent with presentation by Ms. Kaylor, HR, Insurance and Benefits. She 
discussed the Money Plus offerings to faculty. There were several questions from Faculty re: 
this program. Starting in 2006, there is a "grace period" where all eligible expenses incurred 
in 2005 through Mar. 15, 2006 may be submitted for reimbursement (through Mar. 31) 
-She discussed pre-tax premiums, Medical Spending accounts, Health Savings plan, 
Dependent care and other health plans. (Savings for faculty can be as much as 35-40%). 
-She asked the Welfare committee to encourage all faculty who are eligible to apply for these 
Money Plus savings. Currently of the 4000 employees who are eligible, only about 800 
participate. 
-Ms. Kaylor would like to do a short presentation in the Fall (September, 2006) for Faculty 
Senate and Classified Staff Senate to answer questions about health and insurance benefits 
and options. 

-Concern was expressed about simply referring individuals to a website. Ms. Kaylor is open 
to doing more educational programs, but often turn-out is low. 
Best avenue may be to use existing group meeting times (like Faculty Senate), during times of 
the year when people are able to add/change options (just prior to October open-enrollment). 

Next Meeting Date 

12/13,1:30 pm-(electronic) 
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Scholastic Policies Meeting Minutes 

Monday November 28, 2005 

Members Present - Charlie Gooding, Cindy Pury, Michael Ellison, Gary Lickfield, Guest - Beth 
Kunkel 

1. Online Evaluations -

a. The committee discussed making available online a pool of questions developed by various 
departments / colleges which could be used by other faculty in modifying/developing their online 
teaching evaluations. This has been discussed with Debbie Jackson and is being pursued. 

b. Continued discussion from the previous meeting on how to increase student response rate. 
There needs to be a mechanism to entice the students to complete the on-line. The question is: How to 
require it?" The committee consensus is that this needs to be addressed at the university level. One 
possibility the committee again discussed was "making this a common university requirementfor 
every course." For example, a student's grades would not be posted until the student has completed the 
online evaluations for each course taken, and this would be controlled by Registrar office who will 
release grades once the student's evaluations are complete. In addition, the online teaching evaluation 
form could include a check box for the student to indicate "I choose not to participate in the evaluation 
of this course", which would satisfy the requirement. 

2. New Topic - Registration Request Logs 
Is there a policy defining how departments should handle this and, if not, should there be? 
The committee will begin to investigate this. 

Other questions/problems concerning the registrationsystem (Student data base) were raised: 
a. Current system can not identify double majors / dual degree students. 
b. Currently, there is no way for a department to identify students from other majors who wish 

to / or have already declared that department's course of study as a minor. This is needed for course 
planning, distribution of info (email). 

3. New Topic - Incomplete Grades 
A question was raised concerning incomplete grades and the amountof work not completed. The 
committee reviewed the information presented in the Undergraduate Announcement, which states: 
I - Incomplete indicates that a relatively small part of the semester's work remains undone. 
The committee consensus was that the description was adequate and nothing needed to be changed. 
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Faculty Senate November 22,2005 
Draft: Research Committee Agenda 

The research committee will meet on November 22, 2005 at 2:00 pm in the small conference 
room on the 2nd Floor, Cooper Library. 

1) Old Business: Update on Progress of Committee Assignments 

a) Update on communication with Chris Przirembel about reinvestment of indirects into 
research infrastructure. Lead: Richard Figliola and Dennis Smith 

b) Status of conversations with Compliance Committees. Lead: Bill Bowerman and 
Dennis Smith 

c) Plans for a forum on Creative Inquiry. Lead: Peg Tyler 

d) Report on GADs oversight. Lead: Bill Bowerman 

e) Clemson's intellectual property policy. 

2) New Business 

3). Discuss suitable recognition ofpast-chair of committee 
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Faculty Senate November 22, 2005 
Research Committee Report 

Submitted by William Bowerman 

The research committee met on November 22, 2005 at 2:00 pm in the small conference room on 
the 2nd Floor, Cooper Library. 

Members attending: Bill Bowerman, Adly Girgis, Richard Figliola 

1) Old Business: Update on Progress of Committee Assignments 

a) Update on communication with Chris Przirembel about reinvestment of indirects into 
research infrastructure. Lead: Richard Figliola and Dennis Smith 

The Senate Research Committee requested information about Indirect Costs reinvestment into 
the University from Vice Presidents Przirembel and Kelly. Both VP's provided a response as 
summarized below. 

Dr. Przirembel provided a detailed breakdown of FY 2005 expenditures using Indirect Cost 
return for E&G funds from FY 2004. He stressed that his goals are to invest in those areas or 
operations that (1) show a potential for moving Clemson University into a Top 20 research 
university but with balance in investments that span this University's academic programs, (2) 
reduce faculty time in nonproductive areas, such as cost reporting, and (3) increase the capacity 
for research through improved and new facilities. In technical areas, this usually means 
specialized equipment purchases that develop a "capability" spanning groups. In this regard, he 
expects significant matching from Colleges, Departments or Centers, and sponsors. In non 
technical areas, this generally means assistance for travel or other support that is not generally 
available. 

VP Przirembel broke down expenditures in detail with a verbal explanation of each category to 
the satisfaction of committee members. Overall, he reported: 

(1) $9M total E&G recoveries (FY 2005) LESS 
- Indirect returns on instructional research returned to the State (as required) 
- Research incentives returned to Colleges to be used according to their 
established policies (return to Departments and Investigators) 
- Research incentives returned to Centers and Institutes (-10%) to be used at their 
discretion 

- A fixed (negotiated) amount returned to the Central Budget Office (~$2.2M) 
This left a balance of- $2.5M for investment by the Vice President. 

(2) Of the $ 2.5M at his discretion, he detailed expenditures for 
- Research building maintenance and operations on the Rust, ARTS, and Griffith, 
and Materials buildings plus debt payment on the Materials Building. 
- Cost sharing on grants with his emphasis on equipment that spans a single 
researcher or Department 
- Compliance Costs 

https://of-$2.5M
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- Support to Colleges for College-wide initiatives that build capacity - request 
must be made by the deans. 
- University Research Grant Awards 
- Graduate support in certain strategic areas needing unusual help to build internal 
research capacity 
- Travel. Requires some match and aimed at faculty with no means of support for 
a research need or for students traveling to special meetings. 
- Internal events. Such as the April Research Symposium 
- Personnel support in his office to meet growing research support needs without 
adding full-time positions. 
- Research Activity Marketing. Full-time support in News Services and 
publications for dissemination at local events. 
- Legal expenses related to technology transfer and patent processing. 

Dr. Kelly provided a detailed breakdown ofFY 2004-2005 returns on Indirect Cost to Colleges, 
Departments, and Centers from PSA funds. The $1.4M returned were detailed in terms of the 
project from which they were generated or applied. He noted that this accounting on PSA 
indirect returns show that these are widely distributed across the campus. He emphasized that the 
funds are spent by the many departments for a multitude of uses - presumably at the discretion 
of the College, Departments, and Centers and faculty investigators and these represent significant 
support for those individual units and faculty who have suffered from budget cuts. In summary, 
we understand that the returns are used to support operating budgets or used in other ways 
deemed most important by the College, Department or investigators. 

Also included in the VP Kelly's report were spending amounts under his direct control, including 
$46k for CAFLS faculty start-up costs, $180k for Agricultural Research, which was used in part 
to cover a $169k transfer back to the University general funds to cover unbillable grants in 
CAFLS, and a $145k general operating budget account for farm operations. 

b) Status of conversations with Compliance Committees. Lead: Bill Bowerman and 
Dennis Smith 

A meeting was held with Dr. Gallicchio on November 8, at 11:00 am. Dr. Gallicchio was very 
open to discussing the relationship between the compliance committees and the faculty. We are 
waiting for a permanent Director of the Office of Research Compliance to be hired and we will 
work directly with the new Director on these questions. Dr. Gallicchio has added the Faculty 
Research Committee to his monthly meeting schedule and plans to attend our meetings. 

c) Plans for a forum on Creative Inquiry. Lead: Peg Tyler 

Peg Tyler is continuing her work with Jeff Appling, Associate Dean of Undergraduate Studies on 
a forum in the spring. 

d) Report on GADs oversight. Lead: Bill Bowerman 

No meeting had been held since the last report. 
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e) Clemson's intellectual property policy. 

Continuing to wait for a response from inquiries made in September. 

2) New Business 

No new business. 
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Minutes of the November 15,205 Policy Committee Meeting 

Present: F. Edwards, D. Layne, F. McGuire, B. Simmons, T. Straka 
Others in attendance: B.Kunkle, C. Lee, P. Smart, C. Sturkie, H. Ulbrich 
Guest: T. Keinath 

1. Dean Keinath answered questions about the proposed change in the post- tenure 
reviewprocess. Theproposalplaces PTR on a five-year cycle and requires full 
review only for faculty with two or more annual reviews of "fair" or less during 
the five yearperiod. After discussion, the Committee unanimously accepted the 
proposal, with a few changes. It will be brought to the entireSenate undernew 
business. 

2. Dean Keinath discussed a proposed change in the grievance/research misconduct 
procedures. He recommended that the collegiate deans receive notification of 
grievances or charges of misconduct once the faculty Senate Advisory Committee 
determines that a grievance or charge is indeed grievable. We had much 
discussion of the proposal. The FacultyManual alreadystipulates faculty 
contemplating a GP-II should meet with the Dean for an informal discussion if the 
matter cannot be resolved at the department chair level, except in cases involving 
denial ofpromotionor tenure. (F.M. v-6) It appears that GP -I grievances would 
in most, if not all cases, include the dean. Therefore, the Policy Committee takes 
the position that the currentpolicy is adequate and assures the confidentiality and 
protection necessary in a grievance process. The request related to notification in 
the event of research misconduct will be referred to the Research Committee. The 
current procedures in the Faculty Manual related to Research Misconduct are 
extremely limited and we suggest the Research Committee examine the policies 
and procedures. 

3. We discussed a proposed addition to the Faculty Manual policy related to 
allegations of Manual violations. (F.M. i - 2) The proposed change was 
unanimously approved by the Committeeand will be brought to the entire Senate 
under new business 

4. We discussed a request from Richard Cowan, Classified Staff President, to 
change theFaculty Manual description of search-and-screening committees for 
the President and other academic administrators to include staff on all such 
committees. The issue of inclusion on the Presidential Screening and Search 
Committees was deemed an issue for the Board of Trustees and we urge Mr. 
Cowan to approach them with the proposed changes. The Policy Committee 
supports theremainder of the proposal. We willmake somemodifications, 
primarily inthe process for electing staffrepresentative to chair, dean and other 
administrator committees, and reconsider the request at our December meeting. 
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5. W briefly discussed a request from Kim Alexander to modify the requirement that 
the research professor position terminate when external funding is no loner 
available. We will refer her request to Hap Wheeler's committee. 

6. We delayed discussion of the best way to include policies related to the Faculty 
Athletics Representative in the Faculty Manual until our December meeting. 

Our next meeting is December 15 at 3:00. 
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CLEMSON 
UNIVERSITY 

Dear Faculty Senate, 
Thank you for taking the time to view Student Government's progress this 

semester. Collaboration and communication have been a driving force for 
Student Government, and we hope that this progress report aids this 
communication. In the past five months, we have set out to serve the students of 
this university in an unprecedented manner and are expanding our role on this 
campus every day. This semester we have been faced with issues such as budget 
cuts, Hurricane Katrina, diversity, and lack of student involvement around 
campus. We have tackled these issues by developing a Lobbying Board to meet 
with state legislators. We organized a campus wide relief effort to collect goods 
for those affected by the hurricane. We are developing a full investigative report 
on the views of minorities on campus and working to form plans to further 
integrate minorities into Student Government. We researched, planned, and 
presented the Campus Recreation Fee to the Board of Trustees; this fee will 
expand the number of extracurricular activities offered so that each student feels 
like it has a place at this university. We are a body of enormous capability and 
serve as living proof that when a group of passionate students work together, 
great things can be accomplished. We appreciate all of your support this 
semester and look forward to further working with you in the future. Have a 
happy holiday season! 

Sincerely, 

Undergraduate Student Government 

OFFICE OF STUDENT GOVERNMENT 

159 Union Plaza Box 344004 Clemson, SC 29634-4004 

864.656.2195 FAX 864.656.0597 
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Katu Bauless - Student Bodu President 
Accomplishments: 
• "Circle of Communication" between Provost, students, Deans. 
• Monthly e-mails to student body, campus councils 
• Active Role in Vice President for Student Body Affairs search committee 
• Approving the DeadDay- met withvariouscommitteesto get the proper 

approval to make sure that day is here to stay 
• Student empowerment: 

o Serving as an advocate for students to help with the tuition crisis 
• Vision of CUSG 

o Positive view 
o PR weeks 
o Speaking Tour 

• Liaison between students needs and faculty 
o Improving students knowledge oftheir rights 

Goals: 

• Hit list Squad: making a difference in the day to day life of students 
• Strengthening diversity on campus 
• Improving the student government website 
• Increase involvementofstudent government and campus in thecampus-wide 

service projects 
• Helping students understand the need for the tuition increase and what that 

will do for them 

Stephen Gosnell - Student Bodu Vice- President 
• Off-Campus Job Fair 
• Campus Councils 
• Creation of PhilanthropyCouncil-Hurricane Relief, HungerAwareness Week 
• Helping with new organizations process 

Rachel Rhune - Student Body Treasurer 
• Worked with Senate to improve jobdescription ofthe treasurerposition in 

theconstitution. This includes making monthly reportmandatory for 
future treasurers, andalso gives more accountability to the position. 

• New internal spending policies have really controlled unnecessary
spending, and has allowed formore fiscal responsibility 

Sarah Miller - Attorney General 

• Student Rights Campaign: telling students the rights they have on campus 
as well as the rules and policies that are enforced 

• New alcohol policy: sanctions and fines 
o Sent judicial members to hall meetings to explain policies 

Tara Harrington - Organizations Director 
• Restructure Organizations Department 

o AnnualOrganizationsmeeting 
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o List of All Organizations with funded or non-funded status 
• Still working to make sure an up-to-date online version ofall organizations 

and all information is on the web 

Dekera Greene - ChiefAdvisor 
• Planning first Women'sConference to be held on April7,2005 (participants 

include Clemson students, faculty, staff, and alumni) 
• Compiling a diversity reportwithcomparisons against seven other schools 
• Compilinga CUSG Volunteerdatabase 
• Arranging for a Marketingclassto examine CUSG and our efficiency as an 

organization 

Amanda McDonald - Executive Assistant 
• Excellence in Teaching Award sponsored by Fluor Inc. and Undergraduate 

Student Govt. 
o Presented to Marty Williams 

Spencer Kuper - Philanthropy Director 
Hurricane Katrina Relief 
• Organized a campus-wide summit on how Clemson students should respond. 
• Had a massive campus collection day where we collected 360 pounds of items 

that were sent to the affected areas. 
• Sold Mardi Gras Beads and donated the money to the American Red Cross. 
Barrett's Place 
• We worked with Pendleton Pride to organize Clemson students to help build 

a playground in memory of children who have died. 
St. Jude's Up 'til Dawn 
• We helped St. Jude's reach the campus through campus emails and library 

tables. 
• Student Government comprised about 25% of their total teams at the letter 

writing campaign. 

Josh Lee - Student Services Director 

• Clemson Sweep to clean up the community 
• Sold the most Microfridges and Lofts in school history 
• Working on the Hit Listto correct the smaller things on campus that seem to 

matter most to students 

WiUiam Beaman - Governmental Affairs Director 
• Working on a compilation of personal stories on the effects of rising tuition 

costs to be given to the South Carolina Legislature 
• Lobbying trip in the Spring 

Tara Davis - Freshman Council Director 

• Homesick Cookies (over1000 passed out to freshman students in the 
Horseshoe and by the shoeboxes) 
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• Posted Dorm Bios in freshman dorms to let people meet their FC members! 
• Gathering information from students (primarily freshmen) at allofthe Top 

20 schools in hopes ofgatheringa student's perspective on what they like 
and don't likc.what is goinggreat and what's not so great at their schools 

Working on: 
• Collaborating with Clemon Live for a "newbie" event next semester 
• High School LeadershipConferenceis underway it willbe held on March 7th 
• Have 3 communityservice projects for the Spring being planned and arranged 

Krishnan Larkin - Minority Council Director 
• Martin Luther King Festivities 
• Co-sponsoring a Habitat for Humanity House 
• Hosted the Latin Fest 

William Barnes - Municipal Services Director 
• Joint City- University Committee Meetings 
• Clemson Police Advisory Board Meetings 
• ChiefJimmy Dixon - cameto speak at an organizationmeeting to raise 

awareness of police enforcement 
Goal: 

• Get a piece in the city newspaper devoted to students 

Katie Schooler - ChiefofStaff 
• BoardofTrustees "getting the student experience*' lunch in Schilletter 

(Cabinet members 'hosted" them); was 10-20-05 
• Committee for Excellencein Teaching award 

Anna Rowe - Activities Director 

• Miss Homecoming Pageant at theBrooks Center (on October 4th, 2005); 
o 35 participants with more diversity and more organizations represented 

then ever before. There was an excellent turn-outfor the event and it 
helped make CUSG under budget dueto its success 

o 5th Annual CUSG Tree Lighting Ceremony, collected 96 Christmas 
presents for Helping Hands charity 

Ross Fryer - Public Relations Director 
Public Relations Week 

• PR tables setuparound campus distributing cookies, pens, andfliers 
• Hung large "What Has CUSG Done forYou" posters 
• Heldfree50th Anniversary Concertfor students 
• Football Game-DayPawVisionAd 
• helped organize a CUSG commercial during football games 
New Projects 
• Acceptance letter DVD (underway) 
• Basketball half-time CUSG promotion (underway) 
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Trent Pierce - Elections Director 
• Great voter turn out for Homecoming Pageant 

• Gearing up for elections in the Spring 

Undergraduate Student Senate 

Ahmed Mohiuddin - Senate President 
• Reform of Minority Council 

• More collaborative and unified student government 
• Progression to where minority council isn't needed and there will be 

accurate representation of all students in CUSG 
• Internal reform within government 

Anna Louise Sanford - Senate Pro-Tempore 
• Member Student Affairs Student Advisor Board 

o Extra liaison between faculty and Senate 
o Intramurals with Senate, Judic^ Cabinet, Minority Council, and 

Freshman Council 

Sean Tynan - Finance and Procedures 
• Passing Campus Recreation Fee through board oftrustees 
• Development of Campus Rec.Advisory Board 
• Student activity fee Assessment 
• Update Finance Allocation Process 
• Have a student representation on the Board ofTrustees 

Tyler Gailey - Health and Human Services - -. 
Accomplished so far: 

• Great American Smoke-Out 
• Bought pedometers for Student Government 

Continuing Plans: 
• SafetyWalk for April 5th, 2006 
• Pickens County Shrinkdown (January-March 2006) 
• Working to create a Field Day for April 2006 out on Bowman 
• Continuing work with the Alcohol and Other Drug Task Force 
• Continuing work with Fike and their Total Fitness Assessment Test 

Chris Kennedy - AcademicAffairs 

• Completed a CoreValuesStatement which willbe presented to the Academic 
Council on December 12 

• Established the Provost Advisory Committee to have student input on issues 
such as differential tuition, honor code, faculty/student communication 
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• Working with the Calhoun Honors Collegeto develop a new Calhoun Scholars 
portion within the Honors Collegeand also raising the bar for admittance into 
the program 

Hayley Rounds - Housing 
• Off campus housing fair 
• Off campus housing guide 
• Rate your apartment website 

Apurva Shah - University Relations 
• Compiling a new database ofstudent organizations 
• Speaking Tour with Student Organizations 
• Communicating between Faculty Senate, Undergraduate and Graduate 

Student Government via reports such as this one 
• Establishing a non-discrimination clause into the handbook 
• Developing a Campus Recreation Advisory Board with the University Services 

Committee and Mr. Butch Stanphill, Campus Recreation Director 

Nishant Karamchandani —University Services 
• Working on a Student's Rights Campaign - a pamphlet to increase awareness 

ofstudent's rights 
• DiningServicesAdvisory Board- expanding and redesigning the board to 

incorporate more student input to Aramark services on campus 
• Developing a Campus Recreation Advisory Boardto provideMr. Stanphill 

with input on how students would like to allocate the monies accumulated 
from the new Campus Recreation Fee 

• Updating the list of lawyers available for legal services to state what their 
specialties are 

Brian Church - Traffic and Parking 

• Seeking approval bythe Board ofTrustees for a transitfee; a mandatory fee 
which will be assessed to each Clemson student in order to finance transit 
services 

• Researching other university practices ofa storage parking concept, andidea 
tentatively proposed by parking services as a method which would allow 
freshman to continue parking at Clemsonremotely,and to use transit to access 
their vehicles. 

• Completion and reporting on eastcampus studentparking space utilization. 
• Coordinating a parking decal design contest which allows students to design 

next year's decal and the student body to vote on a winner. 

Lindsey Green-Barber - Public Relations 
• Organized PR week-very successful 
• Sponsored the first PR week free concert: "Celeste" intheEdgar's courtyard 

with cake and refreshments 
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• Advertisingcampaign of "What CUSG does for you"that willbe continued 
throughout the Spring semester 

• Worked closely with cabinet in our endeavors 
• Begunplanning a PR weekfor the Springas well 



Proposed Faculty Manual Change I.C. 
Reporting Violations of the Manual 

HolleyH. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

I.C. Present wording: 
Reporting violations of the Manual. If the procedures and policies outlined in 

this Manual have not been followed, a report should be made to the President of the 
Faculty Senate. The report should include the section of the Manual that is not being 
followed, the person(s), department(s), etc. involved, and a brief description of the 
situation. The President may handle the matter or refer it to the relevant committee or 
person for resolution. The name(s) of the person(s) filing the report shall be kept 
confidential by the President of the Faculty Senate. 

I.C. Proposed wording: 
1. Reporting Alleged Violations of the Manual. If the procedures and policies outlined 
in this Manual have not been followed, a written and signed report should be made to the 
President of the Faculty Senate. The report should include the section of the Manual that 
is not being followed, the person(s), department(s), etc. involved, and a brief description 
of the situation. The President may handle the matter or refer it to the relevant committee 
or person for resolution. The name(s) of the person(s) filing the report shall be kept 
confidential by the President of the Faculty Senate. 

2. Resolvingthe issue. The President of the Faculty Senate, or one ofthe standing 
committees that s/he may designate to address the matter in his/her stead, may seek additional 
information. If the Senate President, orthe designated committee, decides that a Faculty Manual 
violation has not occurred, that decision shall be communicated to the individual making the 
allegation and the matter will be considered closed. Ifthe Senate president, orthe designated 
committee, decides that a Faculty Manual violation has occurred, s/he or the committee will 
recommend a resolution to address the violation. The Senate president will communicate the 
proposed resolution to allparties in writing. All parties shall respond in writing within seven 
days ofreceiving the decision. Ifany of the parties does not accept the resolution, the Senate 
president shallforward the proposed resolution, as well as any relevant materials, to the Provost. 
The Provostshall rendera decision and communicate it to the Senatepresident and all involved 
parties. 
3. Recusal of Senate President or Provost. If the alleged Faculty Manual violation 
involves the Senate President, the chair of the Senate Policy Committee shallserve in place of the 
Senate President. Ifthe allegedfaculty Manual violation involves the Provost, the President of 
the University shall serve inplace oftheProvost. 

Rationale: The present wording does not provide a clear proc4edure for resolving issues of 
alleged Faculty Manual violations. This additional wording lays out a clear step by step process 
for addressing such allegations. 
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Proposed Revision of Faculty Manual IV.H. Post Tenure Review 
Holley Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

[Note: although the entire section is reproduced here, the only substantive changes are in Section 4, which 
is in italics.] 

H. Post Tenure Review 

1. Purpose. Post-tenure review (PTR) serves to evaluate rigorously a faculty member's professional 
contributions. The review should be used to ensure that all faculty serve the needs of the students and the 
institution. 

2. Scope. All faculty members holding a tenured faculty position shall be subject to PTR except for a 
faculty member planning to retire by August 15th of the same academic year in which the post-tenure 
review would occur providing that a binding letter of intent to retire is signed thereby waiving the PTR. 
Review of tenured academic administrators is accomplished in accordance with Section II.N of the 
FacultyManual. 

3. Guidelines. The faculty of each academic unit shall prepare written guidelines (approved by a majority 
of the faculty, the respective dean, and the Provost) providing details of the PTR process. These 
guidelines must incorporate attention to "Best Practices for Post-Tenure Review," Appendix H numbers 1 
through 12. Although the details may vary from one academic unit to another or from one college to 
another within the university, such guidelines must be consistent with the following principles to ensure 
appropriate rigor. 

(a) The primary basis for PTR is the individual's contributions in the areas of research and/or 
scholarship, teaching, and service. 
(b) Guidelines must be flexible enough to accommodate faculty members with different 

professional responsibilities. 
(c) PTR shall not infringe upon the accepted standards of academic freedom. Sex, age, ethnicity, 
and other factors unrelated to an individual's professional qualifications shall not be considered in 
the review process. 
(d) The chairperson of the academic department and the dean of the college must not be involved 
directly in the peer review process at the departmental level. 
(e) The Post-Tenure Review must be linked to the annual reviews. 

4. Procedure. To ensure thenecessary institutional rigor, thefollowing procedures must be used. 
a. The periodforPost Tenure Review isfiveyears. PTR reviews are conducted during thefall semester 
ofthe years ending in "0 "and "5 "by a special committee constitutedfor that purpose, as setforth in 
section 4.d. below. 
b. Post Tenure Review consists of two parts. The PTR committee will review the pastfive years of annual 
performance reviews, asspecified in the Best PracticesforPost-Tenure Review (#3). Merit salary 
increments are based on these annualperformance reviews, as is consistent with the Best Practicesfor 
Post-Tenure Review (#9). All tenuredfacultymembers receiving no more than one, (offive) annual 
performance rating of "fair, " "marginal, "or "unsatisfactory "in Part I ofthe Post Tenure Review 
process receive aPost Tenure Review rating of "satisfactory. " Thesefaculty members are thereby 
exemptfromPartII ofPost Tenure Review. 
c. Part IIconsists ofadditional review by a specially constitutedpeerreview committee and the 
department chair ofthose identified in Part Ias subject tofurther review. All tenuredfaculty members 
receiving two or more annual performance ratings of "fair, " "marginal, "or "unsatisfactory" will be 
reviewedunder Part II ofPost Tenure Review. 

Page 1 
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d. Everyfive yearsor whenever afaculty member is inaperiod of PTR remediation, a PTR committee 
will be constitutedin accordance with departmentalbylaws that is separatefrom the regular personnel 
committee(s). Faculty members subject to Part II of PTR will be recusedfrom participating in this 
second stageprocess. Only tenuredfaculty members are eligiblefor election to the PTR committee. The 
size ofthe committee may varyfrom one academic unitto another; however, the committee must have a 
minimum ofthree members. In cases in which thedepartment does not have enough tenuredfaculty 
members to constitute a PTR committee, the departmentalpeer review committee will elect outsidefaculty 
membersfrom otherdepartments who are qualified to serve on the PTRcommittee. The PTRcommittee 
will elect its own chair. 

&=. Promotion will be counted as post-tenure review at any time within the six-year cycle. If a faculty 
member desires to be considered for promotion in his/her sixth year in the cycle (or by the departmental 
bylaws established to identify colleagues during the firot oix years), o/hc must aloo be conoidorod for poot 
tenure review in the Game academic year. In addition to the materials needed for promotion review, 4he 
PTR file would need to include: (a) two additional yoaro of student evaluations and Evaluation Form=gsj 
(b) a plan for continued professional growth; (c) detailed information about any sabbaticals; and (d) any 
additional materials deemed necessary for PTR by departmental bylaws. The PTR outcome is 
automatically considered as 'satisfactory' if the candidate is promoted or if the candidate is recommended 
for promotion by the department's poor review committee or the department chair. The time clock -for-
PTR is rooot at this time. If the individual being conoidcrcd for promotion is not promoted, s/ho will bo 
required to undergo PTR at the time normally aooigncd or during the sixth year after the last PTR. 

d. In order to ensure adequate external representation in the review process, departments must choose 
ONE of these options in drafting departmental personnel policy procedures. 

(1) utilize reference letters submitted from outside the department on each individual under review, 
(2) add to the PTR committee a faculty member or professional equivalent from outside the 
department nominated and elected according to departmental bylaws, OR, 
(3) allow each faculty member under review the option of either having external letters solicited or 
incorporating the external committee member in the review process. 

e. The faculty member undergoing Part II of PTR must provide, at a minimum the following documents 
to the PTR committee and the department chair. 

(1) a recent copy of the curriculum vita (paper or electronic); 
(2) a summary of teaching evaluations (if appropriate to the individual's duties) for the last 5 years, 
including student evaluations; 
(3) a plan for continued professional growth; 
(4) detailed information about the outcomes of any sabbatical leave awarded during the preceding 
five years; 
(5) if required by departmental personnel policy procedures, the names of six referees outside the 
department whom the PTR committee could contact for references; and 
(6) any other documents relevant to the review. 

f. The chair of the academic unit must provide the PTR committee with copies of the faculty member's 
annual performance reviews covering the preceding five years. 

g. The role and function of each faculty member, as well as the strength of the overall record, will be 
examined by the PTR committee. If provided in departmental bylaws, the PTR committee is required to 
obtain a minimum of four reference letters of which at least two must come from the list of six submitted 

by the faculty member. 
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h. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty member should be 
given at least two weeks time to provide a response to the committee. Both the committee's initial report 
and the response of the faculty member will be given to the dean of the academic unit. The department 
chair will submit an independent written report to the faculty member who will then have two weeks to 
provide a response. The chair's original report and the faculty member's response will be submitted 
forwarded to the college dean. The ratings of either Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory will be used in all 
stages of the review by the PTR committee and the chair, the dean, and the Provost. 

i. If both the PTR committee and the chair rate the candidate as satisfactory, the dean will forward that 
information to the Provost in summary form without appending any candidate materials. If either or both 
find(s) the candidate unsatisfactory, the dean will write his/her own report copying the faculty member, 
the PTR committee, and the chair and submit forward all materials to the Provost, who establishes the 
final rating (Outcome). The Provost will file a report explaining the rating to the faculty member, the PTR 
committee, the chair, and the dean. A disclaimer to the Provost's finding may be filed. 

5. Remediation. Individuals who receive a rating of Unsatisfactory must be given a period of 
remediation to correct deficiencies detailed in the PTR reports. The chair in consultation with the PTR 
committee and the faculty member will provide a list of specific goals and measurable outcomes the 
faculty member should achieve in each of the next three calendar years following the date of formal 
notification of the unsatisfactory outcome. The university will provide reasonable resources (as identified 
in the PTR reports and as approved by the chair and the dean) to meet the deficiencies. The chair will 
meet at least twice annually with the faculty member to review progress. The faculty member will be 
reviewed each year by the PTR committee and the chair, both of whom shall supply written evaluations. 
At the end of the three-year period, another post-tenure review will be conducted. If the outcome is again 
Unsatisfactory, the faculty member will be subject to dismissal for unsatisfactory performance. If the 
review is Satisfactory, then the normal five-year annual performance review cycle will resume. 

6. Dismissal for Unsatisfactory Professional Performance. If dismissal for unsatisfactory 
professional performance is recommended, the case will be subject to the rules and regulations 
outlined in the Faculty Manual described in section IV.K. 

Rationale: This change was recommended by Dean Keinath and reviewed by the Policy Committee. It 
significantly reduces the number of faculty members subject to post-tenurereview. 
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Proposed Revision to Faculty Manual VI.D.2. 
Addition of Description and Selection of Faculty Athletics Representative 

Holley H. Ulbrich, Faculty Manual Editorial Consultant 

Athletic Council. 

Institutional control of intercollegiate athletics rests with and is exercised by the President of the 
University. In this capacity the President is ultimately responsible for ensuring that Clemson's 
athletic policies and programs are in compliance with the rules and regulations of the National 
Collegiate Athletic Association and the Atlantic Coast Conference. Authority for the 
administration and management of intercollegiate athletic programs is exercised by the athletic 
director who is accountable to the President. 

a. Faculty Athletics Representative. The Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) represents the 
University and itsfaculty in the University's relationships with the National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) and the Atlantic Coast Conference. It is the responsibility of the Faculty 
Athletics Representative to work with all involved parties in ensuring academic integrity, 
facilitating institutional control of intercollegiate athletics, and enhancing the student-athlete 
experience. Clemson's FAR is a tenured associate orfull professor who hasserved on Clemson's 
faculty a minimum often years who isfamiliar with the policies andprocedures of the Athletic 
Council and knowledgeable of Clemson's Athletics Program generally. Clemson's FAR shall 
serve an initialterm offour years, thereafter renewablefor up to three additional two-year terms 
for a maximum of 10 years. Renewals will be at the President's discretion but consultation and 
collaboration with the Athletic Council in making the decision is essential. 

The nominating committee to select the FAR consists ofthe Chair ofthe Athletic Council 
and the chairs of the standing committees of the Council plus the Faculty Senate 's 
representative to the Athletic Council. Otherfaculty, staffor administrators may also be 
appointed by the Athletic Council to serve as non-voting members of the nominating 
committee. The outgoing FAR serves as a non-voting member of the committee. The 
committee recommends a slate of candidates to the President, who makes the final 
decision. The President may ask the nominating committee for additional names as 
needed. 

For additional information about the Faculty Athletic Representative's selection and 
responsibilities, refer to Clemson University Athletic Council Policies and Procedures. 

b. Functions of the Athletic Council. The principal function of the Athletic Council is to 
advise the Clemson University administration on all major decisions affecting the administration 
of the athletic department. The Athletic Council shall recommend policy on intercollegiate 
athletics to the athletic director and, when appropriate, to the President. Specific duties of the 
Athletic Council include monitoring the recruitment, scholastic eligibility, and academic progress 
of student athletes, reviewing athletic schedules and ticket prices, advising the university's faculty 
representative to the NCAA and ACC on matters of pending legislation, evaluating athletic 
policies and programs to ensure their compatibility with the overall aims and mission of the 
university., and participation in the screening and selection of applicants for the position of 
athletic director. 
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c. Membership of the Athletic Council. The Athletic Council is composed of 24 voting 
members chosen or appointed as follows: 

• Two elected faculty representatives from each college and one from the library. In 
addition, the colleges and the library shall each elect one alternate who shall have voting 
rights and shall serve on the Athletic Council in the absence of the elected representative. 
Faculty representatives serve staggered three-year terms. Consecutive terms are 
permitted. 

• Three full-time enrolled members of the student body, one each appointed by the 
president of the student body, the president of the Student Senate, and the president of the 
Graduate Student Government. 

• Two full-time enrolled student athletes, one representing revenue-producing sports and 
one from Olympic (non-revenue producing) sports, appointed by the athletic director. 

• One representative of the Clemson alumni association appointed by the Alumni National 
Council. 

• One member of IPTAY, who may be the president of IPTAY or the president's designee. 
• The President of the Faculty Senate or a member of the Faculty Senate nominated by the 

President of the Senate and elected by the Advisory Committee of the Faculty Senate. 
• Three at-large appointees of the President of the University; one of whom shall be from 

student affairs. Presidential appointees serve two-year terms, once renewable. 
• One member of the Classified Staff Senate appointed by the President of the Staff Senate. 
• One representative (unclassified field staff) appointed by the Extension Senate. 

Ex-officio non-voting members include the associate athletic director for compliance, the 
Faculty Athletic Representative to the NCAA and ACC, the athletic director, one associate 
director of athletics designated by the athletic director, and the senior women's administrator for 
the athletic department. 

Student members of the Athletic Council serve one-year terms consecutive up to two years. 
Except as described above, all other voting members of the Athletic Council serve one-year terms 
consecutive up to three years. The term of membership begins on May 16th of each year and 
ends on May 15th of the subsequent year. 

At the biennial March meeting of the Athletic Council the voting members elect a chair 
and a vice-chair from among the regular, full-time faculty members, whose two-year terms 
commence at the first Athletic Council meeting after May 15th of that year. All regular, full-time 
faculty Athletic Council members are eligible for election to these offices regardless of the length 
of time remaining on their terms. 
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CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 

ALAN SCHAFFER FACULTY SENATE SERVICE AWARD 

The Faculty Senate is proud to announce the 1st bi-annual Faculty Senate Service 
Award. 

Purpose: To recognize exceptional serviceon behalf of the Faculty Senate 
(e.g. demonstrated excellence in leadership, innovation, a champion of Faculty 
Senate issues). 

Eligibility: Current and Former Faculty Senators, Alternates, Administrators, 
and Staff (Note: Current Faculty senate officers are ineligible.) 

Award: The recipient of this award will be granted a stipend of $1,500, and will 
be recognized at the April meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
($1,000 to be awarded to the Library in recipient's honor;$500 stipend to be 
awarded to recipient) 

Nomination requirements: Nominations will be accepted from any current or 
former Faculty Senator or Alternate. 
The nomination packet must include: 

1) Nomination form (below) 
2) Letter of nomination (narrative detailing nominee's exceptional service 
on behalf of the Faculty Senate) 

Award Selection Committee will consist of: 
-Last2 recipients of the FacultySenateAward (starting in 2008) 
-Faculty Senate President 
- 4 individuals from the Faculty Senate Executive/Advisory Committee 
appointed by the FSPresident 

Deadline: February 15,2(K$ 
Submit To: CathySturkie, Faculty Senate Office, CooperLibrary, Clemson 
University, Clemson, SC29634 (scathy@clemson.edu) 

NOMINEE NAME: Telephone: 
Address: 

E-mail address: 

NOMINATOR NAME: Telephone: 
Address: , 
E-mail address:__ 

mailto:scathy@clemson.edu
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