Faculty Senate

April 8, 2009 Minutes

3:30 p.m.-5:00 p.m.

Present:  Boepple, Chopra, Curry, Davis, Feinstein, Holliday, Kain, Kamas, Kreitzberg, Montfort, Moritz, Numan, Ostrov, Pappas, Popalisky, Riley, Schulz, Senkewicz, Skowronek, White, Wright
Excused:  Griffith, Pan, Wilson

Absent:  Fedder, Goldstein, He, Kesten, Li, Quatman, Biology and Marketing Departments
Invitied Participants:  Michelle Marvier, Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) Chair 
I.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by Faculty Senate President Edward Schaefer.  The minutes of February 18 and March 11 were approved.

· Don Dodson, Diane Jonte-Pace, and Carol Ann Gittens will attend the May meeting for a discussion on Assessment.

· President Schaefer solicited volunteers for an Assessment Advisory Committee to meet once a quarter with Don, Diane, and Carol Ann.  The majority voted to establish this type of committee with a review in one year to see if it should continue.  It was stipulated that there be two members from Arts and Sciences, one from ECPPM, one from Engineering, and one from Business.

· A draft letter to the Board of Trustees was prepared by Jane Curry voicing the faculty’s concern about the procedure and limited role that the faculty had in the search for and appointment of the new University president.  Discussion was deferred. 
· A June 3 Council meeting will be held.

II.  FACULTY APPOINTMENT STRUCTURE

Michelle Marvier opened her presentation with the comment that there is an institutional need for a consistent faculty appointment that recognizes the different needs of individual academic units.  To this end, the FAC has developed a proposed model that would entail significant changes to the Faculty Handbook.  The model clarifies the distinction among various types of positions, remedies the situation wherein lecturers are being hired on fixed-term positions to address persistent programmatic needs, and reduces the burden on departments to conduct frequent searches for candidates.
The proposal defines three major categories of faculty:

· Tenure-track faculty

· Renewable and Continuing Faculty (non-tenurable appointments)

· Adjunct Faculty (non-tenurable appointments)

Some strengths of the proposed model:
· Addresses concerns of lecturers in that those with similar appointments would be equitably treated and provide for greater employment stability

· Clarifies and formalizes the appointment, evaluation, and reappointment process for lecturers

· Codifies senior lecturer promotion criteria and processes

· Provides individual academic units with flexibility to use appointment types that best fit their needs

· Sets a university-wide minimum standard for faculty searches.

Michelle stated that senior lecturers would come from the ranks of lecturers.  The model does not propose major changes to the description of the senior lecturer.  Addressing the topic of adjunct lecturers, she said that the FAC recommends a minimum level of a search process beginning with a posting for five business days on the Human Resources site.  This will show a good faith effort that there is an open search showing fairness in SCU’s hiring practices.  For longer term positions, the FAC encourages more rigorous searches.  
During the discussion that followed, concern was voiced that there could be a de-emphasis on the appointment of tenure-track faculty.  Manuel Velasquez said that there are two groups of faculty:  the tenured and tenure-track faculty and the non-tenured faculty.  He said that it is imperative that some method be determined to treat the non-tenured faculty more fairly.  The proposed model is an attempt to set out more consistent and clearer policies on how this group is going to be treated. 
One comment that was repeated several times was a desire for the proposal to incorporate some sort of goals or caps on the percent of courses taught by non-tenure track faculty.   (Subsequent to this meeting, it was learned that the proposal was modified to address this specific concern.)
Additional comments:
· There are no safeguards in place to protect senior lecturers and that they can be terminated without much justification.

· The definition of persistent programmatic need can be open to interpretation.
· The requirements for lecturers in the new model are more rigorous than existing qualifications.

· The aspirational plan and the appointment model should be developed in unison.
· The aspirational plan should be developed first and then build an appointment model around the plan.

Further discussion was terminated due to lack of time.  Michelle asked that comments be directed to her via email. 
III.  EVALUATION OF DEANS, ASSISTANT DEANS, AND ASSOCIATE DEANS

Catherine Montfort opened the discussion on the evaluation of deans.  She presented the idea that they should be evaluated more often than every five years and to establish a process by which this is accomplished.  The Council members present agreed that that a survey should be created and distributed to all faculty.   There was agreement also that results of the survey should be made accessible to any interested party. 
It was agreed to get volunteers to work on a subcommittee and make it simple with short questions.  It was suggested that an area be provided for open-ended responses.  Catherine Montfort, Jane Curry, and Diane Dreher will work to formulate the survey.  It was agreed that the committee should have a maximum of five members.  Ed will email the Council representatives for additional volunteers.
Copies of any materials distributed at this meeting are available upon request.  

The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.   Please refer to this site http://www.scu.edu/governance.cfm for additional information on the Faculty Senate and university committees.

