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NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY
Minutes of the Faculty Senate
January 27, 2026
3:00 p.m.

lar Meeting No. f the 72n ion F It nate Chamber nuary 27, 202

Present: Michael Taveirne, Associate Chair of the Faculty; Herle McGowan, Past
Chair of the Faculty; Katherine McKee, Parliamentarian; Senators Allaire, Baynes,
Blank, Burke, Campbell, Diaconeasa, Drake, Dur, Edwards, Fabiku, Fang,
Genereux, Hajbabaie, Hajibabai, Hou, Hyman, Jasper, Kiassat, Loflin, Lowe Reed,
Moore, Oliver, Pacifici, Pearson, Petritz, Rabiei, Roland, Schwartzman, and Zaarour

Absent: Walter Robinson, Chair of the Faculty; Senators Kulesza, Purnell, and
Taylor

Guests: Warwick Arden, Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost; Kaitlyn M. Mittan,
Executive Director, Assessment and Accreditation; Pierre Gremaud, Associate
Dean, Wilson College of Textiles; Allie Jaarsma, Director of Program Review;
Jameco McKenzie, Staff Senate Chair

1.

3.

Call to Order and Announcements - Michael Taverine, Associate Chair of the
Faculty

Associate Chair of the Faculty, Michael Taveirne, called the eighth meeting of
the seventy-second session of the North Carolina State University Faculty
Senate to order at 3:00 p.m. He noted that Chair Walter Robinson was out of
town attending a conference and that he would preside over the meeting in his
role as Associate Chair of the Faculty Senate.

Approval of the Meeting Minutes, Regular Meeting No. 7 of the 72nd Session,
January 13, 2026 - Michael Taverine, Associate Chair of the Faculty

Associate Chair of the Faculty, Michael Taveirne, called for a motion to approve
the minutes of Regular Meeting No. 7 of the 72nd Session of the North Carolina
State University Faculty Senate. A motion and second were made and the
minutes were approved unanimously.

Chair’s Remarks - Michael Taverine, Associate Chair of the Faculty



No remarks were made.

Provost’s Remarks and Q&A - Warwick Arden, Executive Vice Chancellor and
Provost

Provost Arden shared several brief announcements. He reminded senators that
the University Standing Committee Survey remains open through Monday,
February 2, and encouraged faculty to promote participation, noting the important
role these committees play in university service. He also highlighted upcoming
leadership reviews, including the review of Vice Chancellor and Dean Doneka
Scott scheduled for Wednesday, February 4, from 11:00 a.m. to noon in the
Witherspoon Student Center, with a Zoom option available. He noted that the
review of Dean Deanna Dannels, originally scheduled earlier, had been
rescheduled for Friday, February 13, and encouraged appropriate participation in
both reviews.

Provost Arden also announced that the university has again received the 2026
Carnegie Community Engagement Reclassification, recognizing its long-standing
commitment to mutually beneficial community partnerships as part of its
land-grant mission. He noted that the university has held this classification
continuously since first receiving it in 2005 and thanked David Monks and Mike
Nutt from the Office of Outreach and Engagement, along with others who
contributed to the effort.

During the question-and-answer period, a faculty question was raised regarding
expectations for instruction during weather-related cancellations and whether
faculty may use pre-recorded or virtual lectures to stay on schedule. Provost
Arden explained the distinctions among operational categories, noting that under
Category 2 conditions, all classes, events, and most meetings are canceled.
Under current guidance, canceled classes are not expected to shift automatically
to Zoom or other remote formats, as “closed means closed.” He acknowledged
concerns about staying on track academically and noted that this issue is under
ongoing discussion, with practices varying across institutions. He encouraged
faculty with specific questions to contact his office or the Office of Faculty
Excellence for guidance and emphasized that policies may evolve in the future.

. Academic Program Review Update - Kaitlyn M. Mittan, Executive Director,
Assessment and Accreditation; Pierre Gremaud, Associate Dean, Graduate
School; Allie Jaarsma, Director of Program Review



Kaitlyn M. Mittan, Executive Director of Assessment and Accreditation, Pierre
Gremaud, Associate Dean in the Graduate School, and Allie Jaarsma, Director of
Program Review and Evaluation, provided an overview of the new Academic
Program Review Addendum and shared insights from its initial implementation,
with the Wilson College of Textiles serving as the first college to complete the
process.

Kaitlyn Mittan opened by placing the Academic Program Review Addendum
within NC State’s broader academic assessment landscape. She explained that
the addendum is one of several assessment processes used to evaluate
academic programs and is specifically required by the UNC System. The review
focuses on operational, financial, and workforce-related data and is designed to
support institutional accountability while allowing colleges and programs to
contextualize their data and describe program trends rather than meet preset
performance targets.

Pierre Gremaud reviewed the policy framework driving the process. He explained
that the UNC System’s 2024 update to Policy 400.1 requires institutions to
conduct academic program reviews on a seven-year cycle and to adopt a
corresponding institutional policy. NC State updated its assessment regulations
to align with these requirements. He noted that reviews must include data on
student demand, outcomes, program costs, productivity, and contributions to
fields critical to North Carolina, and that the Chancellor reviews summaries of
these program reviews as part of institutional oversight.

Allie Jaarsma described the structure and administration of the review process.
She noted that the Academic Program Review Addendum applies to all degree
programs, including those with specialized accreditation, and is conducted in
addition to existing strategic program reviews. Institutional Effectiveness and the
Graduate School identify programs for review by college, provide advance notice,
and supply standardized data through existing dashboards and the Anthology
Planning system. She emphasized that her office works closely with colleges and
departments to support data access, interpretation, and contextualization, and
that the process is expected to evolve over time.

Kaitlyn Mittan then reviewed the proposed review schedule and reporting
approach. She clarified that programs are reviewed by college rather than
compared across colleges, allowing programs within similar academic contexts to
be reviewed together. She explained that colleges review the data as a portfolio
of programs and provide narrative context to explain trends and program
characteristics. She also described the compliance letter submitted to the UNC



System Office, noting that it documents the review process and programs
reviewed for the year and does not include detailed findings or program-level
judgments.

During discussion, Roy Schwartzman asked about longitudinal data and the
ability to contextualize results, particularly given the newness of the process.
Pierre Gremaud responded that while the process is new, up to seven years of
historical data are used and programs have flexibility to provide additional
context and supplemental information to explain trends and unique
circumstances.

Michael Taveirne asked about the types of metrics used and how alumni
outcomes are tracked. Kaitlyn Mittan explained that the review is descriptive
rather than benchmark-driven, focusing on trends such as applications,
admissions, enroliments, completions, and employment outcomes. She noted
that alumni career information is drawn from multiple sources, including publicly
available workforce data and third-party tools that analyze professional
outcomes, to support program-level narratives.

Pierre Gremaud explained that, in addition to centrally provided data,
departments and programs are encouraged to contribute their own alumni and
employment data if available. He noted that the university also works with a
third-party vendor that tracks actual NC State graduates using publicly available
professional information, such as LinkedIn profiles. This approach supplements
statistical labor data with information tied to real individuals, typically capturing
outcomes for about half of graduates, depending on data availability. All
employment data obtained are included regardless of geographic location, not
limited to North Carolina.

In response to questions about privacy, Kaitlyn Mittan clarified that only publicly
available information is used. If graduates have posted employment information
publicly, it can be collected without additional consent. She reiterated that the
review process does not involve institutional targets or benchmarks. Programs
are not evaluated against fixed numerical goals; instead, data are provided to
support narrative explanation and contextual analysis by the programs
themselves.

Kaitlyn Mittan also addressed questions about the policy requirement related to
serving the needs of North Carolina. She explained that this portion of the review
offers programs an opportunity to describe how they contribute to the health,
well-being, workforce, and economic vitality of the state, consistent with NC



State’s land-grant mission. This section is narrative in nature and does not
impose minimum thresholds or performance standards.

Michael Taveirne asked whether there had been feedback from the Wilson
College of Textiles regarding their experience with the review process. Pierre
Gremaud shared that feedback from the dean’s office was positive, noting that
the review provided a valuable opportunity to examine the college’s full portfolio
of programs and support longer-term planning. Kaitlyn Mittan added that similar
optimism had been expressed in early conversations with leadership in other
colleges, who viewed the process as a chance to gain new insights from
consolidated data.

Pierre Gremaud noted that the team is actively collaborating with University Data
Analytics to develop dashboards tailored to the academic program review

process. These tools are still being refined and expanded, with the understanding
that data access and presentation will continue to evolve as the process matures.

Additional discussion clarified that, unlike a prior Deloitte study that focused only
on graduates remaining in North Carolina, the current process aims to capture
employment and salary data beyond the state when available. Questions about
international employment outcomes were addressed by noting that publicly
available professional data and departmental tracking remain the primary
sources, though international outcomes can be more difficult to capture
consistently.

In response to a final question, Provost Arden confirmed that the Academic
Program Review process is not connected to the UNC System’s
performance-based funding model.

The presenters concluded by reaffirming that the review schedule by college
remains proposed and may be adjusted as needed, and they thanked the Senate
for the opportunity to provide the update and engage in discussion.

. Discussion on Faculty Senate Structure - Michael Taveirne, Associate Chair of
the Faculty

Michael Taveirne introduced a preliminary discussion on Faculty Senate structure
and engagement, prompted by findings from the Governance, Communication,
and Recruitment (GOCORE) Committee’s 2024 faculty survey. He emphasized
that the purpose of the discussion was to initiate dialogue rather than propose
immediate changes. Ongoing challenges include vacant Senate seats and limited
faculty interest in serving, leading the Executive Committee to consider whether



Senate structure, representation, and communication practices may be
contributing factors.

Michael reviewed the current Faculty Senate structure, which allocates seats
primarily by college using a formula based on faculty and student metrics, along
with general constituency seats. He noted that vacant seats occur regularly
across colleges, indicating persistent engagement challenges. A brief review of
peer institutions showed a wide range of governance models, including
college-based, department-based, hybrid approaches, and, in rare cases,
whole-faculty senates.

The discussion compared department-level and college-level representation.
Department-level representation could improve communication and engagement,
as faculty tend to interact most within departments and smaller units would be
guaranteed representation. However, this approach would significantly increase
the size of the Senate and could place heavier service demands on faculty in
small departments. The current college-level model allows for a smaller, more
manageable Senate but can result in some departments within large colleges
lacking direct representation, complicating communication between the Senate
and faculty.

Michael highlighted results from the GOCORE survey related to incentives for
Senate service. The most motivating incentives identified were course releases,
research allowances, and stipends, while symbolic recognition ranked low.
Open-ended responses revealed broader concerns, with many faculty expressing
uncertainty about the Senate’s influence in shared governance and questioning
the value of service if its impact is not clearly visible. In contrast, positive
comments, often from current or former senators, highlighted the value of access
to senior leadership and meaningful participation in policy discussions.

The discussion pointed to a communication gap between the Senate and the
broader faculty. Michael suggested that the Senate may need to more clearly
communicate its advisory role, ongoing work, and impact, potentially through
improved outreach such as newsletters or other regular updates. He also noted
that the Senate bylaws have not been updated in more than a decade, raising
the possibility that both structure and procedures may need review in a
post-COVID context.

Roy Schwartzman noted that much of the Senate’s work occurs within
committees and is not easily visible to non-senators, which can contribute to
perceptions that the Senate is inactive. He suggested that increasing
transparency and accessibility around committee work could help improve faculty



engagement. He also raised concerns about reporting back to constituencies in
large colleges with multiple senators and suggested more coordinated
approaches to sharing Senate information. Roy emphasized that the Senate’s
agenda depends on faculty input, yet relatively few issues are submitted for
Senate consideration.

David Genereux emphasized the importance of visible accomplishments in
encouraging faculty participation. He noted that clearly documenting and sharing
outcomes, including policy changes shaped by Senate input, could help build
credibility and interest in Senate service. He also highlighted the value of
maintaining continuity across terms through long-term goals and record keeping.

Michael responded by noting that many Senate contributions occur through
incremental policy review and committee work, which may not always be highly
visible but nonetheless support faculty interests. He acknowledged the need to
communicate these efforts more clearly and agreed that highlighting
accomplishments could strengthen engagement.

Corey Kiassat shared that serving on the Senate has helped him better
understand university governance but observed that expectations of what the
Senate should accomplish may differ between senators and the broader faculty.
He suggested that polling faculty to identify shared priorities could help align
Senate goals with faculty expectations. Michael also referenced the “Issues of
Concern” process as a key mechanism for faculty input and noted that better
promotion of this channel could strengthen engagement and shared governance.

Jennifer Campbell shared that she joined the Faculty Senate based on a
colleague’s positive experience and a desire to contribute, noting the value of
being informed about university issues. She emphasized the importance of
communication and asked whether the Senate had considered regular updates
to faculty about its work. Michael Taveirne responded that while no regular
updates currently exist, there are draft concepts for brief, visually focused
newsletters being developed to highlight Senate priorities and accomplishments
at the beginning and end of each semester.

Jennifer also pointed to adverse weather policies as an example of where
Faculty Senate discussion could meaningfully contribute to addressing
contemporary challenges, noting that many bylaws were written more than a
decade ago and may not reflect current realities such as remote instruction and
equity concerns.



Michael clarified how Issues of Concern are handled, explaining that submissions
are reviewed by the Executive Committee, referred to appropriate
subcommittees, and developed into agenda items after fact-finding and
consultation with relevant university offices. He noted that while faculty may not
see Issues of Concern directly on agendas, many Senate discussions originate
from them.

David Genereux reiterated the importance of making Senate work visible,
suggesting that accomplishments should live primarily on the Faculty Senate
website, with brief communications directing faculty there rather than relying
heavily on email. He also shared past experiences where Issues of Concern did
not lead to visible outcomes, underscoring the need for continuity,
documentation, and sustained follow-through across Senate terms to build
confidence in the process.

Michael acknowledged these concerns and emphasized that while the Senate is
an advisory body without formal policy-making authority, it does actively advocate
for faculty interests through persuasion and sustained engagement with
administration. He recognized that transparency around these efforts could be
improved.

Kimberly Grainger, Senior Vice Provost for Faculty Excellence, affirmed that the
administration works collaboratively with the Faculty Senate on faculty-related
policies and does not view the relationship as adversarial. She described
ongoing engagement with Senate leadership and subcommittees on major policy
initiatives, including workload policy revisions, syllabus regulations, and efforts to
establish a faculty dispute resolution board. She emphasized that faculty
perspectives are actively considered, even when constraints imposed by
system-level policies limit flexibility.

The conversation returned to communication and accessibility, with discussion
about enhancing the Faculty Senate website to better highlight accomplishments,
subcommittee work, and outcomes, rather than relying primarily on agendas and
minutes. It was noted that many records are maintained in physical form due to
bylaws requirements, reinforcing the need for bylaw review to modernize
documentation practices.

Corey Kiassat suggested exploring new tools, including Al-based resources, to
make Senate information more accessible and searchable for faculty. This
prompted further agreement that improving digital access to Senate materials
could support broader engagement.



Roy Schwartzman reflected on the importance of reframing how the Senate
describes its role, emphasizing its influence through advisory and agenda-setting
functions rather than formal authority. He noted that the Senate provides faculty
with a seat at the table alongside decision-makers and helps surface faculty
priorities within broader university and system-level conversations, but that this
influence is not always well communicated.

Herle McGowan closed by stressing the importance of personal connections in
Senate recruitment and engagement. She encouraged current senators to
actively reach out to colleagues ahead of upcoming elections, noting that
personal invitations are often the most effective motivator. She also reflected on
the value of in-person participation, explaining that informal conversations before
and after meetings foster relationship-building, persuasion, and shared
understanding that are harder to achieve in a hybrid environment.

Michael echoed these points, highlighting the professional and intellectual value
of engaging with faculty across colleges and disciplines. He noted that Senate
participation broadens perspectives, strengthens connections across campus,
and enriches faculty members’ understanding of the university.

. Old & New Business

a. Jameco McKenzie, Staff Senate Chair

Jameco McKenzie, Chair of the Staff Senate, provided a brief update to the
Faculty Senate. He announced the creation of the Staff Senate Cornerstone
Award, which recognizes outstanding staff contributions across campus, and
encouraged faculty to nominate deserving staff members using the nomination
form available on the Staff Senate website.

He also reminded senators that the February Staff Senate meeting will be held
jointly with the Faculty Senate on Wednesday, February 4, in the Governance
Chamber at Talley Student Union. He explained that the joint meeting is designed
to strengthen community and collaboration between faculty and staff, foster
greater understanding of roles across the university, and support shared
governance.

b. Taquan Dewberry, Student Senate Pro Tempore
No report given.

. Issues of Concern - Issues of concern may be submitted to any Faculty
Senator, the Chair of the Faculty, or via the [OC Submission form.



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

9. Adjourn

Associate Chair Taveirne adjourned the meeting at 4:41 p.m.



