SACSCOC
STANDARDS
AND

RATIONALES AND NOTES
Section 6 of the SACSCOC Manual outlines the accreditation
standards that apply directly to faculty.
Standards 6.1, 6.2.a, and 6.2.b specifically articulate

FULL-TIME FACULTY QUALIFICATIONS
6.2.c involves program coordination, 6.3 requires the institution to publish
and implement policies for faculty evaluation and employment, 6.4
mandates polices affirming academic freedom, and 6.5 ensures there are
professional development opportunities available for faculty.

Standard

6.1: "The institution
employs an adequate
number of full-time
faculty members to
support the mission and
goals of the institution."

6.2.a: "For each of its
educational programs,
the institution justifies
and documents the
qualifications of its
faculty members."

From "Questions to
Consider" under
SACSCOC standard 6.2.a,
which provides broad
latitude in "judicious use
of professional
judgment":

6.2.b: "For each of its
educational programs, the
institution employs a
sufficient number of fulltime faculty members to
ensure curriculum and
program quality, integrity,
and review."

from Rationale and Notes

"The number of such faculty will
need to be sufficient to fulfill
basic functions of curriculum
design, development, and
evaluation; teaching; identification and assessment of
appropriate student learning
outcomes; student advising;
research and creative activity; and
institutional, community, and
professional service."

"The emphasis is on overall
qualifications of a faculty
member, rather than simply
academic credentials. . . . other
types of qualifications may prove
to be appropriate. Examples
could include appropriately
related work experiences in the
field,"

"How does the institution
determine the competencies
of faculty members and justify
that their qualifications meet
these competencies?"
"Who should be included as
faculty to ensure all courses
offered for credit are
included?"

"[P]rogram quality and integrity .
. .call for a sufficient number of
full-time faculty. Building on
definitions and policies discussed
in Standard 6.1 (Full-time faculty),
in this standard the institution
should present evidence that
each academic program has
sufficient full-time faculty to
ensure curriculum and program
quality, integrity, and review."

So what was the "rationale"
for stopping the CRIM hire?
I have no clue.
SACSCOC standard 6.3 states: "The institution publishes and implements
policies regarding the appointment, employment, and regular evaluation of
faculty members, regardless of contract or tenure status."
The "rational and notes" for 6.3 state: "Policies relating to appointment of
faculty would entail areas such as search processes," but what institutional
policy explicitly allows the institution to form a committee, advertise a
position, and interview persons vetted by HR, only to have the committee's
recommendation of a vetted candidate be deemed unacceptable because of
a(n unspecified) problem with SACSCOC?
Let's say, for the sake of argument, the committee was mistaken in its
recommendation. If so, who empowered said committee to waste institutional
time and resources to result in yet another failed search?
And no one on Senate needs a reminder that the institution is not fully
"implementing" the policy regarding faculty evaluation (PAc-30). Our
paychecks confirm that every two weeks.

But about those recurrent failed searches. . .
Let's not forget many of our current administrators are internal appointees,
granted their position by administrative fiat, after a failed search or a
reorganization effort that was created by the administration itself.
As faculty and staff lines continue to contract, a former visiting professor and
Chief Diversity Officer continues to serve as an "interim" HR Director well past
the purported 6 month expiration date, our CFO is tasked with taking on IT
after the exit of our CIO (ironically recreating the very position President
Morgan "eliminated" with great fan fare when Beth Patrick left), "directors"
and "project managers" continue to be hand-picked by the upper
administration while there is no effort to backfill the vacated positions, and
while only one out of four colleges (the College of Science) has a plurality of
leaders actually hired through genuine searches, we would all be wise to
consider SACSCOC standard 5.4: "The institution employs and regularly
evaluates administrative and academic officers with appropriate experience
and qualifications to lead the institution."
So is there a problem with SACSCOC compliance in *this* specific failed
search?

I can't say for sure, but, if there is, all signs indicate it is with section 5
(specifically 5.4), not section 6.
All I do know is that we have to do better if we are serious about rebuilding
our depleted faculty ranks. And all "better" takes is an accurate look in the
SACSCOC book!

BECAUSE READING IS FUNDAMENTAL!

