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Regular Meeting No. 6 of the 72nd Session      Faculty Senate Chambers      November 25, 2025 
 

Present:  Walter Robinson, Chair of the Faculty; Michael Taveirne, Associate Chair of the Faculty; 
Herle McGowan, Past Chair; Katherine McKee, Parliamentarian; Senators Blank, Dianconeasa, Drake, 
Dur, Fang, Flinchum, Jasper, Kiassat, Loflin, Lowe Reed, Meiklejohn, Oliver, Pacifici, Phukan, Rabiei, 
Roland, Taylor, Zaarour 
 
Absent:  Senators Allaire, Burke, Edwards, Fabiku, Hajbabaie, Hajibabai, Hyman, Kulesza, Moore, 
Pearson, Petritz, Purnell, Schwartzman 
 
Guests:  Helen Chen, Senior Vice Provost; Charles Clift, Associate Vice Chancellor and University 
Registrar; Taquan Dewberry, Student Senate Pro Tempore; Kyle Pysher, Senior Associate Registrar, 
Registration and Records; Allison Newhart, Vice Chancellor and General Counsel; Shawn Troxler, 
Deputy General Counsel;  Kesha Reed, Associate Vice Chancellor and Associate Dean, DASA; Jameco 
McKenzie, Staff Senate Chair 
 
 
1.​ Call to Order and Announcements - Walter Robinson, Chair of the Faculty 
 
Chair of the Faculty, Walter Robinson, called the sixth meeting of the seventy-second session of the 
North Carolina State University Faculty Senate to order at 3:00 p.m.   

 
2.​ Approval of the Meeting Minutes, Regular Meeting No. 5 of the 72nd Session, November 

11, 2025 - Michael Taverine, Associate Chair of the Faculty 

 

Michael Taverine, Associate Chair of the Faculty, presented the minutes for consideration. A motion 

to approve the minutes as presented was made and seconded. The Chair asked whether there were 

any corrections or discussion. Hearing none, the motion carried, and the minutes were approved. 

 

3.​ Chair’s Remarks - Walter Robinson, Chair of the Faculty 

 

Chair Robinson provided brief contextual updates related to Faculty Senate activities and 

emphasized the importance of continued faculty engagement in shared governance, particularly in 

light of current institutional discussions. The Chair acknowledged the work of Senate committees 

and thanked faculty senators for their service during the semester. He also previewed items on the 

agenda that would require careful consideration and thoughtful dialogue. 

 

4.​ Provost’s Remarks and Q&A -  Helen Chen, Senior Vice Provost  



 

Helen Chen, speaking on behalf of Provost Arden, thanked the Faculty Senate for attending during 

Thanksgiving week and emphasized the importance of shared governance and collaborative 

problem-solving. She provided several campus updates, beginning with the launch of the Academic 

Innovation Accelerator through the Office of Academic Strategy, Innovation, and Solutions. The 

accelerator reviewed approximately twenty proposals and selected seven one-year pilot projects 

focused on areas such as academic portfolio and department strategy, curriculum redesign aligned 

with labor market needs, analytics, innovative learning pathways, research partnerships, and 

outreach. These projects began with a kickoff meeting on November 12, will receive grant funding 

and operational support from the Provost’s Office and OASIS, and will conclude with an Accelerator 

Showcase scheduled for April 28, 2026. 

Chen also referenced a recent provostial memo regarding federal immigration enforcement activity 

in Raleigh, which was distributed to deans, directors, and department heads on November 18. She 

explained that the memo provided guidance on how to respond to information requests from 

federal and state agencies and offered resources intended to help keep the NC State community 

informed and safe. 

At the Chair’s request, Chen then gave a detailed overview of the history and current state of 

summer instruction funding. She explained that under earlier funding models, distance education 

summer courses were fundable while on-campus summer instruction was not, which led to separate 

funding approaches over time. Changes introduced beginning in 2020 moved the university toward a 

more unified funding model based on actual credit hours generated rather than projections, 

resulting in transitional gaps and shifts in how funds were distributed. She described how funding 

responsibility moved from DELTA to the Provost’s Office and how, following COVID-related 

enrollment volatility, summer funding was initially distributed as one-time allocations before 

becoming permanent base funding in fiscal year 2024. Chen noted that approximately $1.4 million 

had been distributed for summer instruction under earlier adjustments, and that under the newer 

UNC System funding model, on-campus summer instruction is now fully fundable. Using summer 

2023 credit-hour generation as a baseline, the University Budget Office allocated approximately $4.3 

million in permanent funding to Colleges to support summer instruction. 

Chen emphasized that colleges now have both the funding and the responsibility to manage the 

balance of distance education and on-campus offerings across summer, fall, and spring terms. She 

stressed that there is no longer a financial incentive at the institutional or college level to favor one 

modality or semester over another, and encouraged faculty to work with department heads to make 

course-offering decisions based on student success rather than historical funding assumptions. She 

also noted that colleges have flexibility to combine funding streams to meet instructional needs and 

invited faculty to contact their deans or the Provost’s Office for additional details. 

During the question-and-answer period, Associate Chair Michael Taverine asked whether the funding 

numbers presented were publicly available or accessible only through request. Chen advised that 

faculty should consult their deans or assistant deans of finance, noting that the Provost’s Office 

could assist colleges in compiling or clarifying figures as needed. Another senator asked whether, 



 

given enrollment growth, deans reported having sufficient resources to meet course demand during 

the academic year and summer. Chen responded that the university must continue advocating for 

enrollment growth funding, acknowledged current resource constraints, and noted broader trends 

showing increased student demand for online summer courses rather than on-campus offerings. She 

agreed that additional funding is needed to support existing growth and indicated that these 

concerns would continue to be raised. The Chair then thanked Chen for her remarks and responses. 

5.​ Institutional Neutrality - Allison Newhart, Vice Chancellor and General Counsel; Shawn 

Troxler, Deputy General Counsel 

Allison Newhart, Vice Chancellor and General Counsel, addressed the Faculty Senate to provide an 

overview of the UNC System Equality Policy and its institutional neutrality requirements. She noted 

that the policy, which took effect in May 2024, replaced the prior diversity and inclusion policy and 

applies to all UNC System campuses, including NC State. The policy emphasizes equal opportunity, 

non-discrimination, and student success, while reaffirming the university’s commitments to freedom 

of speech, freedom of expression, and academic freedom. Newhart introduced Sean Troxler, Deputy 

General Counsel, and Kelly Wick, Chief of Staff to the Provost, who assisted with policy compliance 

and interpretation. 

Newhart explained that the policy includes a formal compliance structure requiring annual 

certification. Colleges certify compliance through their deans, with certifications rolling up through 

the Provost and the Division of Academic and Student Affairs to the Chancellor. She noted that a 

newly established subcommittee of the Board of Trustees now reviews compliance efforts and 

certifications, adding an additional layer of oversight. She also referenced the UNC System guidance 

document, which provides detailed direction for implementing the policy and addressing common 

questions. 

In discussing academic principles, Newhart emphasized that the policy does not restrict academic 

freedom, curriculum development, or faculty research. Faculty retain authority over course design, 

instructional materials, and scholarly inquiry, and may pursue research and grant proposals 

consistent with the policy. She clarified that grant proposals may reference the Equality Policy to 

demonstrate compliance and institutional neutrality, and distinguish between research activities and 

service-oriented contracts, which may require additional review. When faculty speak publicly about 

their research, they must make clear that they are speaking in a personal capacity and not on behalf 

of the university. 

Newhart addressed student-related provisions of the policy, noting that it supports student success 

initiatives such as retention and graduation efforts, provided they are applied in a non-discriminatory 

manner and are open to all students. She clarified that student organizations are legally distinct from 

the university and are not subject to the institutional neutrality requirements. Student centers are 

also permitted to continue operating and providing targeted resources, so long as their programs 

and services are open and welcoming to all students, regardless of identity. 



 

Turning to institutional neutrality, Newhart explained that the university and its subdivisions may not 

take positions, endorse viewpoints, or issue statements on matters of contemporary political or 

social debate. She noted that this requirement is grounded in both UNC System policy and state law 

and includes prohibitions on compelled speech, such as requiring individuals to endorse specific 

beliefs as a condition of employment, evaluation, or participation. These restrictions apply to 

university-sponsored activities, communications, events, speakers, and contracts, but do not limit 

academic freedom, faculty speech about research when clearly personal, student organization 

activities, or functions required by law, such as discrimination investigations. 

Newhart reviewed reporting mechanisms for potential policy violations and encouraged individuals 

to first consult their supervisor, department head, or dean. She noted that concerns may also be 

raised through the Office of General Counsel, the Provost’s Office, or the Ethics Point hotline, which 

allows for anonymous reporting. She emphasized that context and facts are critical when 

interpreting and applying the policy and encouraged faculty to seek guidance when questions arise. 

She continued by describing ongoing compliance efforts, including periodic website reviews 

conducted in collaboration with the Office of Information Technology to identify potential issues. She 

noted that most flagged content has proven compliant, but the review process has allowed the 

university to address areas needing adjustment and to strengthen overall compliance. 

Following her presentation, Allison Newhart invited questions and emphasized that ongoing 

communication and consultation are central to effective compliance with the Equality Policy. She 

encouraged faculty to raise questions as issues arise and noted that many aspects of the policy 

involve gray areas that benefit from discussion rather than rigid rules. 

In response to a question about the definition of “contemporary political or social controversy,” 

Newhart explained that the policy intentionally uses a broad definition. Topics such as vaccine 

efficacy, climate change, or evolutionary theory may fall within that scope depending on context, 

and the key consideration is whether the university is endorsing or appearing to take a position on a 

contested issue. Because what constitutes a political or social controversy can change over time, 

determinations must be made case by case. 

Several questions focused on the distinction between research and service, particularly given NC 

State’s land-grant mission. Newhart explained that research, defined as inquiry involving a question 

and hypothesis tested through established methods, is treated differently from service-oriented 

activities. When research is translated into services or programming, proposals may need to be 

adjusted to ensure compliance, often by including language acknowledging the Equality Policy and 

institutional neutrality. Deputy General Counsel Shawn Troxler added that these distinctions can be 

subtle and encouraged faculty to consult the Office of General Counsel or the Provost’s Office before 

submitting proposals when questions arise. 

Questions were also raised about student organizations, including recent changes involving the Black 

Student Board. Newhart stated that she did not have additional context beyond confirming that 

student organizations are reviewed for compliance as issues arise, with an effort to minimize 



 

disruption while meeting policy requirements. She later clarified the difference between registered 

and recognized student organizations, noting that most student groups are registered organizations 

that meet basic requirements such as having an advisor and registering with the university, while a 

smaller number of recognized organizations receive a higher level of institutional support, including 

direct student fee funding. 

Faculty also asked about curricular versus “curricular-adjacent” activities, such as guest speakers 

invited to classes versus departmental seminars. Newhart acknowledged this as a particularly gray 

area, explaining that activities closely tied to a specific course are more clearly protected under 

academic freedom, while university-sponsored events not directly linked to coursework require 

closer scrutiny under the neutrality policy. Context, funding source, and how the event is framed all 

factor into these determinations. 

Additional discussion addressed whether denying or canceling a speaker could itself be seen as 

taking a position. Newhart explained that institutional neutrality allows the university to refrain from 

hosting speakers or events in order to avoid endorsing a viewpoint, but she emphasized that such 

situations depend heavily on facts and context and cannot be resolved through simple hypotheticals. 

Questions also arose about who determines what constitutes contemporary political debate and 

whether the university can advocate for the value of higher education. Newhart responded that 

these determinations are typically made at the university leadership level and reiterated that there 

may be ways to support higher education without violating neutrality, depending on how messages 

are framed. 

6.​ Wellness Advisory - Kesha Reed, Associate Vice Chancellor and Associate Dean, DASA 

Kesha Reed, Associate Vice Chancellor and Associate Dean in the Division of Academic and Student 

Affairs, presented findings from a student survey assessing the impact of Wellness Days at NC State. 

She explained that the initiative emerged from the Mental Health Task Force established in 

November 2022, which was charged with identifying student needs and strengthening a campus 

culture of care. Wellness Days were one of several outcomes of that work. Reed emphasized that the 

purpose of the survey was to better understand students’ experiences and to inform future 

decision-making. 

The survey was developed collaboratively by DASA, Enrollment Management and Services, and 

University Data and Analytics, and was administered online for two weeks during the spring 

semester. All enrolled students were invited to participate, with just over 6,000 students responding, 

representing approximately 17 percent of the student population. Reed noted that while 

participation was voluntary, the response volume indicated meaningful student engagement. 

Survey results showed that approximately three-quarters of respondents preferred keeping the 

current structure of one Wellness Day mid-semester and one Reading Day before finals, while about 

20 percent preferred returning to two Reading Days and eliminating the Wellness Day. A small 

percentage indicated no preference. When asked about impact, more than 80 percent of 

respondents reported that Wellness Days had a positive effect on their well-being, with many citing 



 

reduced stress, academic relief, rest, and improvements in mental and emotional health. Only a 

small proportion reported a negative impact, most commonly due to increased workload before or 

after the Wellness Day or disruption to learning continuity. Students who reported no impact cited 

ongoing academic pressure or the limited number of Wellness Days. 

Qualitative feedback revealed several suggestions for improvement. Many students expressed a 

preference for Wellness Days to fall on a Monday or Friday, while others requested additional or 

longer breaks. Some students advocated for retaining Reading Days in addition to Wellness Days. A 

recurring theme was the desire for clearer and more consistent expectations regarding assignments 

and exams scheduled around Wellness Days, including limits on work due immediately before or 

after those days. 

Reed concluded by highlighting campus wellness resources available to students, faculty, and staff, 

including support services, CARES reporting, and resources addressing housing and food insecurity. 

She emphasized that the data would help guide next steps and ongoing conversations about how 

best to support student well-being. 

During the question-and-answer period following the Wellness Day presentation, senators raised 

several concerns about survey design, faculty impact, student outcomes, and calendar logistics. 

Kesha Reed explained that while students were asked for suggestions related to Wellness Days, the 

survey did not probe more nuanced trade-offs, such as whether reducing assignments around 

Wellness Days might compress workloads elsewhere. She noted that students likely did not fully 

consider downstream effects when offering suggestions and acknowledged this as a limitation of the 

survey. 

Faculty asked whether faculty perspectives had been assessed or whether there was evidence that 

Wellness Days had improved measurable student outcomes. Reed clarified that DASA’s assessment 

focused solely on student perceptions and experiences and did not include faculty input. She further 

explained that while Wellness Days are now in their third academic year, the university does not yet 

have outcome-based data demonstrating improvements in mental health or academic performance. 

She characterized the survey as an initial step and suggested that evaluating outcomes could be a 

future consideration. 

Questions also addressed why Wellness Days could not be scheduled on a Monday or Friday, despite 

student preferences. Kyle Pysher and Charles Clift explained that academic calendar constraints, 

including requirements for full weeks of instruction and minimum contact hours, limit available 

options. Moving a Wellness Day to a Monday or Friday would require extending the semester or 

significantly altering the exam schedule. It was noted that institutions such as UNC–Chapel Hill 

accommodate Monday or Friday Wellness Days by condensing their calendars and holding Saturday 

final exams, an option not favored at NC State. 

Further discussion highlighted instructional challenges caused by interrupted weeks, particularly for 

courses with labs or multi-section coordination. Some faculty questioned whether claims that 

contact hours remain unchanged fully reflect teaching realities. Calendar committee representatives 



 

acknowledged these complexities and noted that the Wellness Day creates an interrupted week, a 

trade-off that has been recognized and discussed in calendar deliberations. 

Several senators emphasized the need for clearer guidance to both students and faculty regarding 

assignment expectations around Wellness Days. It was acknowledged that assignments due on or 

immediately after Wellness Days undermine the intent of the initiative, while student expectations 

that no work be due for several days afterward may be unrealistic. Reed agreed that clearer 

communication and expectation-setting would be beneficial. 

Finally, questions were raised about whether Wellness Days were originally intended as a temporary 

measure. Charles Clift explained that the academic calendar is reviewed annually, with Wellness 

Days evaluated each year by the Registration and Records and Calendar Committee. The committee 

has repeatedly voted to retain Wellness Days, and its recommendations are forwarded to the 

Chancellor for approval. He noted that Wellness Days have been discussed since their introduction, 

with differing viewpoints represented, and that their continuation reflects ongoing annual review 

rather than automatic permanence. 

7.​ Classroom Scheduling - Charles Clift, Associate Vice Chancellor and University Registrar, 

Registration and Records; Kyle Pysher, Senior Associate Registrar, Registration and Records 

Charles Clift, Associate Vice Chancellor and University Registrar, along with Kyle Pysher, Senior 

Associate Registrar, presented an overview of classroom scheduling challenges driven by continued 

enrollment growth and limited classroom capacity. They explained that the university has not added 

a proportional number of instructional spaces as the student population has increased, resulting in 

significant congestion during peak class times. 

Pysher outlined the current scheduling process, noting that after initial optimization each semester, 

Registration and Records must frequently work with departments to request changes when 

classrooms cannot be assigned. This reactive process has become increasingly burdensome as 

demand exceeds available space. In response, the Campus Development Committee charged the 

Registrar’s Office with developing a regulatory framework to better distribute class scheduling across 

available classrooms and time periods. 

The presenters described the current classroom inventory, explaining that while NC State nominally 

has approximately 240 general-purpose classrooms, only about 210 are currently usable due to 

building closures and shared-use arrangements. Data presented showed that classroom utilization 

during peak mid-morning and mid-day blocks is near saturation, with available space in some time 

blocks falling to as little as one to two percent. They noted that congestion has continued to worsen 

in more recent scheduling cycles. 

To address this, Clift and Pysher proposed a structured scheduling distribution model based on six 

standard time blocks throughout the day. While an ideal distribution would place roughly equal 

numbers of sections in each block, the proposal would initially cap no more than 20 percent of an 



 

academic unit’s sections in the most congested mid-day blocks. The goal is to encourage greater use 

of early morning, late afternoon, and evening periods, as well as more balanced use of Fridays. 

A similar approach was proposed for day-of-week scheduling, with limits on the proportion of classes 

scheduled Monday through Thursday in order to promote better balance across the week. The 

presenters noted that deviations from these guidelines would be reviewed and approved by the 

Registration, Records, and Calendar Committee. They also discussed the definition of “academic 

unit,” acknowledging that scheduling practices vary across colleges and departments and that 

flexibility would be needed to accommodate different organizational structures. 

Additional components of the proposal include requiring realistic enrollment projections, 

standardizing class meeting times, and granting Registration and Records authority to adjust room 

assignments when enrollment patterns do not justify requested capacities. Exceptions would be 

available for disciplinary needs or smaller units, subject to committee review. A scheduling 

dashboard is planned to allow scheduling officers to track compliance in real time and compare 

patterns across semesters. 

The proposed timeline calls for approval by the end of the current semester, a trial and adjustment 

period beginning with Fall 2026 scheduling, and full implementation by Fall 2027. Clift noted that the 

proposal has already been discussed with associate deans, the Faculty Senate Academic Policy 

Committee, and several colleges and departments, and that broader campus feedback is ongoing. 

During discussion, Pysher confirmed that non-standard meeting times after 4:30 p.m. or on Fridays 

are generally easier to approve and encouraged departments to consider those options. Faculty 

raised questions about instructional formats and the decline of three-day-per-week courses. Pysher 

reported that only about nine percent of classes now meet Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, 

compared with much higher proportions meeting Monday-Wednesday or Tuesday-Thursday, a shift 

driven largely by congestion during traditional scheduling patterns. The presenters emphasized that 

while pedagogical considerations remain important, space constraints increasingly shape scheduling 

decisions. 

8.​ Old  and New Business 
 

i.​ Jameco McKenzie, Staff Senate Chair 
 

Jameco McKenzie, representing the Staff Senate, provided brief updates on current staff-led 
initiatives. He highlighted the Staff Senate’s participation in the Pantry Bowl, encouraging faculty to 
support efforts to raise funds and food donations to address food insecurity on campus. He also 
shared that the Staff Senate is hosting a Toys for Tots drive, with multiple drop-off locations across 
campus, running through December 3, and invited participation through donations of new, unused, 
unwrapped toys. He concluded by noting that the next Staff Senate meeting would take place the 
following Wednesday. 

 
ii.​ Taquan Dewberry, Student Senate Pro Tempore 



 

Taquan Dewberry, representing Student Government, reported that Student Government is 
concluding the semester with several significant actions. He noted that the Student Senate passed 
Resolution R100, the Defend the PAC Act, which addresses concerns related to the presence of ICE in 
the campus and surrounding community, and that student body officers issued a related public 
statement. He also shared that the Student Senate mourned the passing of Assistant Professor 
Natalia Duke-Wilkins from the Department of Biological Sciences and adopted a resolution honoring 
her life and contributions to the university. 

Dewberry further explained that Student Government is continuing to distribute funds from its most 
recent appropriations cycle and is preparing for the next funding cycle, which will begin on the first 
day of spring classes. He announced the launch of the Student Government election cycle, with the 
first interest meeting scheduled for the first day of the spring semester, and encouraged faculty to 
direct interested students to participate. Additionally, he reported that the Board of Trustees 
approved a one-dollar student fee increase, which will generate approximately $36,000 to be 
reinvested into student organization appropriations. 

Finally, Dewberry expressed disappointment regarding recent changes affecting the Black Students 
Board and shared that Student Government is actively engaging with the organization to offer 
support and develop an advocacy plan. He invited suggestions from Faculty Senate members on how 
best to assist during this time. 

9.​ Issues of Concern 
Issues of concern may be submitted to any Faculty Senator, the Chair of the Faculty, or via the IOC 

Submission form. 

 

10.​ Adjourn  
 
Chair Robinson adjourned the meeting at 4:51 p.m. 

 

https://facultysenate.ncsu.edu/issues-of-concern-ioc-form/
https://facultysenate.ncsu.edu/issues-of-concern-ioc-form/

