May 7, 2007
To:  Faculty Senate Council    
From:  Martha Giannini

Re:  Minutes of April 11, 2007 Faculty Senate Council Meeting

Council Members Present:  Atkinson, Bachen, Bousquet, Crowley, S. J., Dunlap, Eisinger, Fraser, Garcia, Giancarlo, Gordon, Griffith, Hight, Kreitzberg, Notareschi, Numan, Ostrov, Pappas, Prior, Quatman, Skowronek, Tabbert- Jones, Unger, Wilson, Young 
Excused: Feinstein, He, Montfort, Neustadter, Subramanian
Absent:  Jo, Rhee, Shin, Wade, Education
Invited Participants: Diane Jonte-Pace, WASC Self-Study Steering Committee Chair; Janet Flammang, Ad Hoc Lecturer Committee Chair 
I.       The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by Margaret Russell, Faculty Senate President.  
II. The minutes of the March 14, 2007 meeting were approved with clarifications and the
            corrections are noted in the minutes posted at http://www.scu.edu/governance/facultysenate.
III. OPENING REMARKS

President Russell reported that the discussion about the EthicsPoint System will be deferred to the May meeting.  In the interim Bob Warren and Harry Fong are planning to distribute FAQs to the campus community.  She suggested that any questions or comments be directed to Bob or Harry prior to the May 9 Council meeting. 
IV. AD HOC COMMITTEE ON LECTURER STATUS

Chair Janet Flammang reported that the committee has four areas of interest:

1.  Criteria for and procedure used in the appointment and reappointment of lecturers

2.  Compensation of lecturers
3.  Promotion of lecturers to senior lecturer status

4.  Accrual of time toward a sabbatical leave for a senior lecturer

She reported also that the committee has five action items:

1.  Identify and describe university practices, including differences among the schools/colleges 
     and any departments thereof

2.  Compare those practices with practices of an appropriate sample of peer institutions

3.  Evaluate the reasons for and the advantages/disadvantages of those practices among the schools/colleges and any departments thereof

4.  Evaluate the feasibility and advantages/disadvantages of alternate practices

5.  Submit a written report of findings, conclusions, and recommendations to the Faculty Senate President, the Faculty Senate Council, the Faculty Affairs Committee, and the Provost.

There was discussion about the use of the word peer (item 2) in describing their selected institutions.  Janet said that these were selected because they are the local competition for lecturers, with considerations of salary, location, workload, and quality of life.  Dartmouth was included because it had participated in a lecturer evaluation in the English Department, and was therefore deemed relative for comparative purposes.  The committee will clarify their use of the word peer.  
Janet reported that a survey was sent to about 500 lecturers with the results to be posted at
http://www.scu.edu/governance/committees/Committee-on-Lecturers.cfm.  The committee will make its report to the Faculty Senate at its June 6 meeting.

A MOTION WAS MADE, SECONDED, AND UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED BY THE COUNCIL THAT THE JUNE 6 MEETING WILL BE A FULL FACULTY SENATE MEETING.  

       V.       WASC SELF STUDY 

Diane Jonte-Pace, Self-Study Steering Committee Chair, reported that the committee hopes to have a draft of the institutional proposal to the campus community in a couple of weeks.  The proposal is about 15 pages and will be distributed via e-mail.  The committee is asking for immediate feedback so that they can submit the proposal due to WASC by May 15, 2007.
Diane provided a handout showing steps in the proposal:
· Setting the Context, Relating the Proposal to the Standards
· Framing the Review Process; Connecting Capacity and Educational  Effectiveness Reviews

· Demonstrating a Feasible Plan of Work

· Appendices

      VI.       ADDITIONAL/NEW MATTERS

                  The rest of the meeting was an open discussion on the Core Curriculum ballot.  A question was asked about the use of the term advisory.  Clarification was offered that ballot results are not binding but show how faculty perceive and understand the new Core Curriculum.  A comment was made that the four choices of voting seem to weigh more heavily towards support of the proposal.  Another comment was that the status quo of the current Core is not an option.  This is because WASC has asked the University to articulate student learning outcomes, what goals are expected from the Core, and the measurement of its objectives.  These were not addressed in the current Core Curriculum.  
It was noted that courses have been added since the current Core, for example, Ethnic Studies.  Some felt that the new Core is more complicated than the current Core.  A question was asked about funding for the new Core.  There have been two assurances from the Provost:  that everything proposed in the new Core can be funded.  Faculty development – workshops, course releases, etc. – would be funded as well.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

Please refer to this site http://www.scu.edu/governance for additional information on the Faculty Senate and University committees.
