SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETINGS

2010-11

June 1, 2011

These minutes have not been approved.  Any corrections will be noted in the minutes of the next meeting.

1.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by President Philip Boo Riley (Religious Studies):
· Recognized for perfect attendance at Council meetings were the departments Mathematics and Computer Science and Theatre and Dance.   After a review of the minutes, English was added to the list.

· Martha Giannini, also receiving a perfect attendance award, was additionally recognized since it is the month of June, a designation bestowed several years ago by Past President Margaret Russell and the Council   

· The Speaker Policy Task Force has met, but was unable to reach a consensus on a proposal to address their concerns. President Riley decided to send this report to the University Coordinating Committee for their review. 

· The minutes of the May 11 meeting were approved by the majority present.
2.   TASK FORCE ON CLASSROOMS AND CLASS SCHEDULING 
Chair Glenn Appleby (Mathematics and Computer Science) reported that the Task Force was asked to review the guidelines for class scheduling and include a review of classroom space.  To this end, the Task Force has begun to meet with the stakeholders to draft short- and long-term recommendations.  The Task Force will address the most appropriate classroom use of time and the efficiency of the scheduling process.  The Office of the Registrar is also working this summer to identify those classrooms where improvements are needed. 
3.   WORK LIFE BALANCE COMMITTEE
Diane Dreher (English) explained that the Committee is not seeking funding for their activities, but only a location for their ongoing work within the University’s governance system.  She reported that the issue before the Council is that the Senate adopt the Committee as provided for in the Senate Bylaws for establishing ad hoc committees.  Diane said the Committee would report periodically to the Council.  A motion was made and seconded to form an ad hoc Work Life Committee, and was unanimously approved by the Council.
4.  FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (FAC)
Chair Elizabeth Dahlhoff (Biology) presented an amendment to Faculty Handbook section 3.4.4.  She said the Handbook is currently silent on the department chair’s context letter, which is needed to offer a context to the candidate’s petition and to the department faculty letters.  Associate Provost Shachter (Chemistry and Biochemistry) said that the text it is not adding another layer to the process but is reflecting current practice.

The next issue addressed related to how a college or school committee member participates in a review when a petition is from a colleague in his or her department.  Professor Dahlhoff said this issue arises because 1) there appears to be a perception of unfairness, bias, or conflict of interest and 2) that practice across is the University is inconsistent. She said the FAC proposes to send the issue to the entire Faculty Senate for a vote, and reviewed proposed ballot language with pro/con statements with the Council.  Further discussion was deferred until the October Council meeting.
5.   BENEFITS COMMITTEE    

Professor Daniel Ostrov (Mathematics and Computer Science) from the Benefits Committee discussed new retirement fund options that he has worked on with HR over the past two years.  As of July 20, 2011, SCU's Fidelity 401(a) and 403(b) plan will offer 19 low cost Vanguard index funds.  Also, it will offer a new one-stop default fund, called Fidelity Freedom Index Funds, that (a) automatically move an employee's money from primarily stock when employees are young to primarily bonds as they approach retirement age and (b) are comprised of low cost index funds.  He reported that employees will save tens to hundreds of thousands of dollars from fund fees if they switch to these new funds.  An explanation of the new plans and an Excel spreadsheet to calculate the difference in fees for an employee can be found at http://math.scu.edu/~dostrov/FinancialResources.html.

Professor Ostrov also reported that, as the Faculty Senate Council requested last year, there will now be quarterly summaries of the Benefits Committee's accomplishments available on the shared governance website, and also, the comparison of our medical plan, both in terms of cost and services, to other universities will be posted on HR's site.   

6.   CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOST DODSON

A question was asked about hiring faculty and the budget timeline, noting that by the time the budget is available, the candidate pool is greatly reduced.  Provost Dodson said he is aware of the problem and will speak to the new Provost about this.  He noted that part of the problem is the budget year is different from the academic year.  He said that advertised positions could include a statement about contingency of pending funding.  Provost Dodson said that to change the schedule of the Board of Trustees’ approval of the budget would require an internal process that would have to start much earlier.  He also noted that some of the necessary data used in budget planning does not become available until October.

In response to a question about reinstating the discussion of health benefits in retirement, President Engh said in the normal course of events the discussion would be raised in the Benefits Committee.  Professor Ostrov said it is not likely the issue would be discussed in the near future.

Regarding an increase in salary for teaching summer school relative to the increase in summer school tuition, and a related concern about the impact of the higher tuition on students since there is no financial aid for them in the summer, Provost Dodson said there had been discussion but no definitive action has been taken to increase salaries.

The Council applauded Provost Dodson for his many years of great service to the faculty.

Documents distributed at any meeting are available by calling the Faculty Senate office at 554-5035.  Please refer to http://www.scu.edu/governance.cfm for additional information on the Faculty Senate and University committees.

May 11, 2011

1.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by President Riley:

· Faculty Senate Council representatives should be elected by their department by June 1.  This would allow time to prepare an agenda to meet during the fall quarter to offer some orientation to the representatives of the work of the Senate and its Council.     

· The Governance Retreat was held on May 7.  Two items that President Riley offered for discussion were restoring faculty representation of the Board of Trustees.  While not adopted, he said that the administration would approach the Board about shared governance.  The other item was to foster a tighter connection with the UPCs and the Council relative to forming an executive committee as discussed at the April 13 meeting.

· The April 13 minutes were approved by the majority of the representatives present with no nay votes and three abstentions. 

2.   BOTTLED WATER FREE INITIATIVE      

Undergraduate student Chris Freeburg presentation was to ask the Senate’s support with this initiative as alternatives are sought for water contained in plastic bottles.  Chris reported that SCU spends about $10,000 per year in hauling costs for bottles that are thrown away (not recycled), and about $30,000 to deliver bottled water to various departments and locations on campus.  The University has committed to installing more goose-neck fountains around campus for people to refill their aluminum bottles in support of its commitment to sustainability.  A motion was approved by the majority of the representatives present with no nay votes and one abstention to endorse the pledge to be plastic bottle free.

3.  FACULTY AFFAIRS UPC

Chair Elizabeth Dahlhoff (Biology) presented an amended version of the Faculty Handbook proposed revision on section 3.10.1.3 Grievance Committee Jurisdiction. The amended version is in response to remarks made by the Council when the revision was presented at its March 9 meeting.  

The next item presented was proposed Handbook revisions to section 3.2.2.1 Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty.  The Faculty Affairs UPC recommended that this section be revised to include all tenure-track faculty in search processes for tenure-track hires. Faculty Affairs also recommended that non-tenure-track faculty do not participate in search processes for tenure-track hires, except in a limited way; other revisions are intended to clarify various aspects of the search process.

A motion was approved by the majority of representatives present with two nay votes and no abstentions to submit the amended revision to the full Senate for their vote.

Associate Provost Shachter (Chemistry and Biochemistry) presented a proposed Handbook revision to section 3.7.7 Responsible Conduct of Research.  She noted that there had been significant changes in SCU’s research compliance structures and procedures prompted by an increasingly complex regulatory environment.  The revision is to ensure compliance with laws and regulations, and to update this section of the Handbook.  She noted that the policy is specific in that all research is open and made publicly available.  

Another revision pertains to section 3.7.4.1 External Funding Sponsored Projects.  Associate Provost Shachter reported that the section was revised by removing research compliance since the Sponsored Projects Office no longer administers those areas. 

A motion was approved by the majority of representatives present with no nay votes or abstentions to send the revisions to the full Senate for a vote.

4.  FACULTY SENATE ELECTION RULES AND BYLAWS

Professor Helen Mortiz (Classics) provided a summary sheet noting there were three substantive changes to the Election Rules:  1) changing the sequence of elections to start with University then school/college rank and tenure committee elections; 2) begin elections in winter rather than fall quarter; and 3) relative uniformity in start of service dates for Faculty Senate officers (July 1 to June 30) and committees (June 1 to May 31).

Professor Moritz reported that discussions of extending the Faculty Senate president’s term to two years has not reached a conclusion and therefore, this issue is not addressed in the proposed Election Rules and Procedures.  As to the Bylaws, she said any changes were to incorporate current terminology, duty changes, and changes in University structure.  

Professor Moritz noted several issues still to be addressed:

· Composition of the Faculty Senate Council

· Representation of faculty who hold appointments in programs

· Faculty who hold administrative appointments (for example, associate vice provosts) as members of the Faculty Senate

· Senior Lecturer Elections – it has not been decided yet who will vote in these elections.  The Faculty Affairs UPC has this as an agenda item.

A motion was approved by the majority of representatives present with no nay votes or abstentions to send the revisions to the full Senate for a vote.
5.  WORK LIFE COMMITTEE

The Committee is seeking to be included as part of the governance structure by becoming a standing committee of the Faculty Senate.  

6.  CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOST DODSON

President Engh reported that the overall the document drafted by the Governance Review Committee was acceptable, and would be available at large at some point.  

Provost Dodson reported that the discussion and review of the issue on gender bias in teaching evaluation will be addressed in the fall quarter with an overall look at the evaluation system in general to develop a qualitative as well as quantitative tool.  

A representative voiced the opinion the there is no appeal process for a terminated renewable term lecturer in the new Faculty Appointment Model and would like to see some mechanism so that their grievance can be heard.  Provost Dodson said that this issue can be undertaken by the Faculty Affairs UPC.

A question was asked of President Engh about the direction he would like the new Provost to take.  He responded that not only to get well-acquainted with the culture, ethos, and people of SCU but to continue the work begun with the Governance review to its completion.  He said that the Council on Inclusive Excellence has made recommendations for his consideration and anticipates the opportunity to discuss them with the Council on Inclusive Excellence.  A few other areas Father Engh mentioned for the new Provost to become familiar with in his initial days are the Strategic Plan, student life, and athletics.  

April 13, 2011
1.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by President Riley

· The Task Force on Class Scheduling and Classrooms has been formed with Glenn Appleby as chair.

· The development of an ombuds proposal has been deferred for a year.

· The March 9 minutes with an amendment provided by the representative from the Religious Studies Department were approved by the majority of the Council representatives present, with two abstentions and no nay votes.
2.  TASK FORCE ON ISSUE OF BIAS AND DISCRIMINATION IN COURSE EVALUATIONS

Referring to his April 12, 2011 email on the formation of a task force on this topic, Provost Dodson explained  the issue as a question of whether student evaluations are inherently gender-biased, and, if so, whether this bias gets inscribed in faculty evaluations, which are then reflected in promotions, salaries, etc.  He indicated that the task force’s exact charge and membership will be developed after consultation with the University Coordinating Committee, the Faculty Senate Council, the Faculty Affairs Committee, and the Women Faculty Group.  
Provost Dodson indicated the focus was on bias and not on the student evaluation instrument itself. In response to comments about the scope of the task force, he suggested a spectrum, from a narrow focus on gender bias to a more expansive one that considered other possibilities (for example, age, rank, ethnicity).  He indicated his preference is the former, especially if the goal is a report before the end of the academic year.  
3.  ACADEMIC AFFAIRS UNIVERSITY POLICYCOMMITTEE (AAUPC)

Chair Daniel Lewis (Computer Engineering) said the committee reviews proposals for majors, minors, adding or eliminating departments, etc.  Professor Lewis said the document to approve new majors is located at http://www.scu.edu/provost/policies/upload/Approval-of-Academic-Program-Changes-Winter-2011-2.pdf.  

The other documents (2010-11 Activity Report, Program Review Guidelines and Summary, Fall 2010 Contact Hours Table and Executive Summary) distributed at this meeting can be found at http://www.scu.edu/governance/committees/academicaffairs/academicaffairsagenda.cfm.

Vice Provost Diane Jonte-Pace reported on one item on which the committee worked this year:  a proposal to change the cycle from six to eight years for program reviews.  
Susan Parker (Accounting) reported on another item: a contact hours study.  She said the UCC had asked the AAC to determine if SCU’s contact hours exceeded those at other institutions.  The AAC found that SCU is in the mid-range with 32 ½ hours per quarter for MWF classes and 35 hours per quarter for TTH classes.  Professor Parker said that the Committee’s conclusion was that there was no compelling reason to make a change in the current contact hours arrangement.  
Council representatives asked if reduced contact hours would allow for the creation of a new time slot for classes, and whether the AAUPC considered using the University of California quarter system. President Riley said these comments would be added to the agenda of the Task Force on Class Scheduling and Classrooms.

4.  UNIVERSITY SPEAKERS POLICY

Charles Feinstein (OMIS) distributed a copy of a portion of the Student Handbook that relates to speakers invited to campus.  He related the story of a speaker invited by a student group and co-sponsored by two academic departments in the winter quarter.  Professor Feinstein reported that the speaker had a history of hate speech.  After bringing this to the attention of the two department sponsors, they withdrew their support.  

He reported that the Faculty Handbook makes no mention of a speakers policy.  Referring to page 52 in the Student Handbook, Professor Feinstein noted particularly the part that states “Any invitation to a non-University speaker . . . may be rescinded only if the President, or his authorized designee, determines, after appropriate inquiry, that the proposed speech will constitute a clear and present danger . . ..”  He commented that speakers of this ilk could create negative consequences that could be far reaching.  
In the discussion that followed it was remarked that speakers could be informed that their speech will be in the form of a discussion so that there can be conversation with those of opposing views.  Another comment was that there are two issues to consider:  formalizing the procedure for uninviting as set forth in the Student Handbook and the other is censure and disassociation for a speaker, which is difficult to police given that SCU is a university with a premise of free speech.  
A motion was made and seconded to constitute a Faculty Senate Council task force (with consideration for inviting staff and student representation) to review the issue of a speakers policy for content base and the procedure for uninviting a speaker.  The task force would report to the Council in June on its findings.  The majority voted for the motion with two abstentions and no nay votes.
5.  GOVERNANCE REVIEW TASK FORCE

President Riley opened the discussion by referring to a draft White Paper prepared by the Governance Task Force.  He said that the focus would be on their recommendations as they are related to the Faculty Senate and the Faculty Senate Council as indicated in italics.  
He said as a point of information that faculty representation on the Board of Trustees will most likely not be taken up by the Governance Task Force.  He also referred to the Council to the group’s earlier discussion of two items in the White Paper:  the composition of the Council and consideration of a two-year term for the Faculty Senate President.  
Below is the text from the draft White Paper that was the focus of summary remarks by Task Force Chair Jane Curry (Political Science) and the Council’s discussion.

I.  Relations between the Faculty Senate and the UPC’s be specified:

a. UPC’s would be required to report three times to the Faculty Senate in the course of deliberation of any issue with:

i. Notification of the Faculty Senate of any issue a UPC takes up and the source of the issue;

ii. A progress report to the Faculty Senate after the initial research and discussions of the options to be or being considered.  As a key constituency, the Faculty Senate should, at this point, be able to voice support and concerns.

iii. A presentation to the Faculty Senate with, under normal circumstances, discussion, and a vote before a UPC forwards the issue to the President.  If the Faculty Senate vote is negative, this needs (at the least) to be reported to the President if the concerns are not addressed.

b. To facilitate these exchanges, the Chairs of the UCC, Faculty Affairs, Academic Affairs, Research Committee, and Student Affairs, as well as the faculty representative on the University Budget Committee, should be ex officio members of the Faculty Senate .

c. The Faculty Senate should be empowered to propose to the UCC additional UPC’s to address ongoing concerns.  

d. The Faculty Senate President should be elected, by a two tier, majoritarian system, and given additional course releases.  These elections should be held every two years so that the incoming Faculty Senate President overlaps by one year before he/she is the Faculty Senate President.

II. There should be an Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate including the past president, president, and incoming president and representatives of schools or colleges not represented by these individuals (see I.A.a)

III. Faculty Senate members should be elected proportionally either by rank groups or by colleges.  

IV. Faculty Senate minutes should be provided to the Board of Trustees regularly and Trustees’ minutes to the Faculty Senate.

V. The Faculty Senate President should give a yearly State of the Faculty address as set out in the initial Governance document.

VI. The Faculty Senate should administer two faculty wide surveys a year and report the results as specified.  

a. A survey of issues of concern to the faculty and how the faculty thinks they are being handled.  This would be for the planning of the Faculty Senate President and also as a guide for UPC chairs and others involved in directing governance.

b. An anonymous and quantitative survey of faculty evaluations of academic administrators dealing with their work in governance issues, as set out in the initial governance.  These surveys should be coded to indicate the evaluations of administrators by faculty who have worked with administrators and those who have not.  They should be provided to the administrator’s superior in full and an agreed upon summation should be provided to the Faculty Senate.  (Part III, Section D, Report of the Task Force on Governance).  

Finally, given the extent to which policy that is relevant to faculty has been devolved down to the schools and colleges, there should be a consideration of the resurrection of “College and School Commons”.  In the interest of insuring a university community, reports of their meetings or discussions should be provided to the Faculty Senate.

Finally, it is our recommendation that all these proposals but I.a. should be put to the Faculty Senate for discussion and approval.  
Part of the discussion that followed her presentation focused on the provision for an Executive Committee (see II.).  President Riley suggested that instead of having University Policy Committee (UPC) chairs attend Council meetings, the chairs could be part of the Executive Committee.  Professor Curry agreed with his suggestion.   Also discussed was a recommendation (see III.) from the Task Force about the proportionality of Council representatives either by rank groups or by colleges.  It was indicated in the discussion that followed that more time and consideration should be given to the composition of the Council.  In response to a question from a representative, Professor Curry explained why a “two-tiered voting” system should be adopted.

A motion was made and seconded to support the recommendations as iterated above, with a friendly amendment to III. that should state the “composition of the Faculty Senate Council will be determined by a method devised by the Council at a later time.”  

There was discussion as to whether all of the recommendations were to be supported by the Council.  Professor Curry said that the only items that stayed in their final recommendations were I.a.i.-iii.  Added to the above motion was a second friendly amendment to add UPC chairs as members of the Executive Committee.

As indicated by the friendly amendments – regarding Council composition or the formation of an executive committee – President Riley noted that more discussion is necessary before these could be taken to the full Faculty Senate for a vote on adoption and implementation. Twelve voted in favor of the motion as amended with four abstentions and no nay votes.

March 9, 2011
1.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by President Riley
· Arts & Sciences is working on a course evaluation program

· Evaluation of the Engineering Dean is in progress

· Reading of a letter from the Associated Student Government to CalTrain in protest of the proposed closing of the Santa Clara Station
· The Faculty Senate President and President-Elect participated in the Faculty Resource Fair on February 23
· The minutes of the February 9 meeting were approved.

2.  FACULTY SENATE-PROVOST TASK FORCE ON CLASSROOMS AND CLASS SCHEDULING

President Riley reported that the Provost’s office has prepared a draft document explaining the background of the Task Force, its charge, faculty representation, timeline, and an estimate of the time commitment.  The Task Force will not only look at space and scheduling, but also the policies behind the scheduling.  
3.  BUDGET 2012

Vice President Warren discussed the budget for fiscal year 2012.  He explained that portions of SCU’s overall budget have three sources of funding:  capital reserves, debt, and gifts and grants.  Vice President Warren explained that the expense portion of the budget is comprised of three parts:  capital renewal and replacement (maintaining the facilities and technology); capital improvements; and new construction (Enrollment Management and Art and Art History buildings, possible parking structure, rebuilding Graham dormitories with more beds and modern facilities to house freshmen and sophomores, Campbell Avenue apartments).  

In response to a question about the difference between the request ($7.1 million) and budget ($1.8 million) for capital technology improvements, he explained that planning and budgeting for the University’s technology infrastructure is under review.

Vice President Warren said that the complex on Campbell Avenue is being constructed by Sobrato Development Companies; the University will operate it for upperclass students and graduate students under a 20-year lease with an option to purchase at the end of the lease.

In response to a question about the almost equal costs for staff salary/benefits and faculty/salary benefits in the budget, he said that the two expenses have usually been very close.  For 2012 he said there will be a slight increase in faculty salary/benefits due to faculty promotions and market-equity adjustments.  

Responding to a question about classrooms, Vice President Warren said that every new building has included space for classrooms and the new Graham complex will have classrooms also.  He reported that the Campbell Avenue complex has a large multi-purpose room, which was paid for by the University.  Regarding that complex, he said there was an informal agreement made when the El Camino was re-routed that no undergraduate academic activities would be held across the El Camino or Lafayette Street.

4.  FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE (FAC)

Professor Dahlhoff reported that the FAC was charged by the Provost to amend Faculty Handbook Section 3.10.1.3, Jurisdiction of Grievance Committees.   In reviewing the text to which a change is proposed, the Faculty Senate Council representatives discussed the list of items NOT in the Committees’ jurisdiction.  Some representatives asked what was in the Committee’s jurisdiction and, in particular, how its charge differs from that of the Faculty Judicial Board.  Related points raised in the discussion included the observation that the Grievance Committees have in the past rarely convened, and an observation that at other times they are asked to review cases that appear not to be in their purview (as their charge is currently defined). A related issue arose in the discussion concerning whether it would be to the Grievance Committee or another committee [either one that exists now, like the Faculty Judicial Board, or a new committee that still needs to be created] that a Renewable Term Lecturer would address any appeal of decisions regarding non-reappointment or denial of promotion to Senior Lecturer.  

In comments on the proposed text change, it was suggested that the relevant sections be explicitly referenced for denial of promotion or tenure or a decision to not re-appoint a tenure-track faculty member.  

A motion was made to submit the proposed revision Section 3.10.1.3 to the full Faculty Senate for a vote.  The current FAC proposal would be amended with consideration of the comments made and adding the specific Handbook sections as noted at this meeting.   The motion was seconded and 19 voted for the amended proposal with 2 abstentions and no nay votes.  

Some of other items Professor Dahlhoff said the FAC has been working on are the Faculty Appointment Model implementation and rank and tenure committee procedures (for example, recusing if the applicant is in the same department as a committee member).  The FAC decided that course releases for particularly onerous service were not within their purview.  

5.  ELECTION RULES TASK FORCE

Professor Moritz distributed the proposed changes to the Election Rules and an explanation of the changes, which she noted are for coherence and clarity, and some are to include amendments already voted on by the faculty.  Some of the major changes in their proposal:

· To sequence elections, starting with the University Rank and Tenure Committee, school/college rank and tenured committees, followed by the other committee elections so that faculty will not be “picked off” the Faculty Judicial Board or Grievance Committees.

· To make the start- and end-dates the same for all committees.  Currently, the election cycle begins in the fall quarter with elections to the Faculty Judicial Board and Grievance Committees, which now have calendar year terms whereas all other committees are on academic or fiscal-year terms.

· Wording added to incorporate the new Promotion to Senior Lecturer Committees.

· The advent of electronic voting allows a much shorter sample ballot notification period and shorter voting period since there is no longer a need to rely on campus mail.

· The election of representatives to the Faculty Senate Council should be completed by June 1 in order to provide an orientation for them prior to the beginning of the academic year.

The representatives indicated their support of the proposed changes.

6. CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOST DODSON
In response to a question about the Council’s earlier proposal regarding faculty representation on the Board of Trustees, President Engh reported that he will bring up the matter with the Board chair when they next meet.  He reported the Provost search is progressing, with the four finalists to visit campus with open fora to be held in late March and early April.  In response to a question as to when the Arts & Sciences dean is scheduled for evaluation, Provost Dodson said that the guidelines, set in 1998, call for an evaluation in the second year of a five-year term and in the penultimate year of the term.  
President Riley raised the issue of salary increases, noting that there is a 2% pool that is under the discretion of each dean; therefore, each school may allocate the 2% differently.  Provost Dodson said there is a small pool for market equity adjustments and for promotions to associate and full professor.  Additionally, he said that there is not a pool for promotion of Senior Lecturers since there is not a candidate for next fall.  

The representative from the Religious Studies Department raised a concern about the Faculty Salary Task Force.  She noted that her department had submitted an 18-page report to the University Coordinating Committee (UCC) in November 2008 on problems with faculty salary planning at the University from the vantage point of Arts and Humanities faculty.  A Faculty Salary Task Force was subsequently created in 2009-10, but had never reported back to the Religious Studies Department or the Faculty Senate about its work.  The representative asked for an update on its work.

Provost Dodson reported also that the UCC had appointed a Faculty Salary Committee, which had made a recommendation on last year’s budget that was initially adopted by the Provost but subsequently was not adopted in the approved budget.  Provost Dodson said that out of the committee’s discussion came the fact that the committee had not received a clear charge from the UCC.  He said the committee was not sure if it was to develop a new five-year salary plan or offer short-term recommendations on the following year’s budget.  Further he said there was a range of views on the committee about a comprehensive salary plan, that is, should it be more market driven or more equity based.  Since there was no resolution of these questions within the committee, it has been dormant this year.  As for activating it, he said that if the Council feels strongly about reactivation, then the UCC should provide it with a clear charge.  The Psychology Department representative added that perhaps to facilitate the workings of the Faculty Salary Committee, it should be made a University Policy Committee and, in a sense, have more power within the governance system rather than simply an advisory committee.  A suggestion was made by the Religious Studies Department representative to reconsider the benchmark schools and to publish all documents that guide faculty salary planning. Provost Dodson responded that they now can work with a better database of schools, which has allowed access to more refined data than was available in the past.

Answering a question about fundraising, President Engh said there have been reviews of the capacity in University Relations to support a new campaign (for example, staffing levels).  He said there is no particular target number to raise at this time, but that it would be tied to the current effort to “cost out” the strategic plan.  Further he said that a campaign would emphasize programs, facilities, endowed professorships, support of faculty, and financial aid.  Provost Dodson indicated that several years ago proposals were developed for healthcare benefits after retirement but for financial reasons they were not pursued.   

February 9, 2011
1.  The meeting was opened by President Riley at 3:30 p.m.

· Ignatian Center Director Search Committee Nominations

President Riley and President-Elect Greenwalt will review the nominations and submit the names to President Engh
· After reading a proposed revision to the draft that was circulated to representatives, the minutes of the  January 12, 2011 meeting were approved by the majority
2.  GOVERNANCE PROCESS

President Riley referred to his draft document to Governance Review Task Force Chair Jane Curry in which he outlines proposals for improving the Faculty Senate Council’s participation in the governance process.  He presented to the Council three proposals in this order:  Change the Faculty Senate president’s term from one to two years, propose faculty representation on the Board of Trustees, and change the composition of the Council from department to school/college representation [no discussion on this item due to time constraints]). 
Past President Edward Schaefer (Mathematics and Computer Science) addressed the issue of a two-year term for the Faculty Senate president with reference to the June 2008 meeting of several of the past presidents who had met with the previous Provost.  He noted the paucity of candidates for the position.  He stated that he believed an agreement from the administration for either a course release or stipend is essential before further discussion on a multi-year term for the president position. Council representatives discussed a number of questions related to this proposal—how to make the new president’s “learning curve” more effective; if the position requires at least a year-long “president-elect” position thus making the term of office in effect three years; whether the real deterrent to people running for election was frustration about a job that has little power and accomplishes little.  No vote was taken.  

Professor Terri Griffith (Management) opened discussion on the proposal for faculty representation on the Board of Trustees with reference to her teaching and research on organizational design and innovation management. She provided a handout on the importance of transparency in organizations.   
Professor Griffith suggested that the faculty ask again for positions on the Board.  A motion was made and seconded to add two participant faculty positions to the Board, which would be elected by the Faculty Senate.  One representative proposed that faculty representation be pegged to the number of standing Board committees (there appear to be 10), and others noted the proposal is simply to reinstate a faculty position on the Board, a practice that was dropped in the 1980s.  Twenty-six representatives approved the original motion. The Governance Review Task Force will be apprised of this motion for their consideration and recommendation.  
3.  FACULTY WORK-LIFE COMMITTEE

Chair Linda Kamas (Ecnomics) presented two proposals:  One addresses course scheduling and classroom availability; the other addresses estimating faculty time commitments.  Regarding the former, Professor William Prior (Philosophy) noted that the Work-Life Committee objects to the administration’s choice to let the classroom shortage reach the current level and objects also to decisions made about restricting class time being made without faculty input.  The Committee offered these recommendations:

1. Faculty must be involved in seeking short-term solutions to the problem that do not have the negative impact on faculty work-life balance.  

2. The Monday/Wednesday 2:15 p.m. time slot should be re-instituted for the fall quarter.  

3. Alternative class room spaces should be sought and alternative schedules considered: using rooms usually not allowed for classes (including in the Learning Commons and Benson Center), using lounges in the Residential Learning Communities, once a week evening or Saturday classes, or other ideas.  

4. Long-run solutions for more classrooms must be addressed in the strategic plan; all new buildings should include classrooms.
The motion to support the four recommendations passed by a vote of 19 for the motion with 5 against and 3 abstentions.  One representative commented that while he was sympathetic to the premises behind some of the recommendations, he could not support all the recommendations; other representatives discussed other problems with scheduling constraints for the Arts and Humanities and some Core requirements.  President Riley reported that he is working with the Provost Office on a task force to address this issue.

Referring to the Faculty Time Commitment, Professor Prior reported that the proposal suggests that additions to faculty workloads should not be approved without proper compensation of faculty in the form of reduced teaching loads, reduced service loads in other areas, or adequate financial remuneration. He then introduced as 

a motion the following statement: “The Work-Life Committee requests that the Faculty Senate Council approve this procedure and recommend to the University Coordinating Committee that it be adopted in proposing new projects and in recruiting new faculty for committee memberships, administrative positions, and other service roles.”  After some discussion, 21 approved the motion with 1 abstention. 

4. CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOST DODSON
During the 30 minute session the representatives raised and discussed several issues, including items from this meeting—the proposal to change the Faculty Senate’s president term to two years and increase the course releases, and concerns about perceived classroom shortage.  Provost Dodson referred to the task force he is forming with the Faculty Senate President to investigate the classroom issue and to the Academic Affairs University Policy Committee’s work on a related issue, scheduling classes.  President Engh provided background on the planning underway through the Trustees’ Facilities Master Plan Committee and some specific questions on the table (the new Enrollment Management building, plans for a new Art building).  
A Council representative raised a question about the lack of space for growth of Kids on Campus.  President Engh said that this facility is on the docket for things to be considered by the Facilities Master Plan Committee.

A final question to the President and Provost was about having faculty members sit on the Board of Trustees.  The President indicated he would raise the idea with the Trustees’ Governance and Nominating Committee should a proposal come forward.  A comment was made about the desirability of more faculty interaction with the Trustees so that there is better understanding about the work and goals of each party.  President Engh suggested inviting the Board Chair to a Senate meeting.

January 12, 2011
1.  The meeting was opened by President Riley at 3:30 p.m.

· The Faculty Senate has agreed to be a sponsor for Bronco Reads that starts January 14

· The Parking Committee will begin meeting this quarter
· The majority approved the minutes of the December 1, 2010 meeting after suggesting several corrections.
 2.  WASC VISIT AND ASSESSMENT CHECK-IN

Vice Provost Diane Jonte-Pace reported that a representative of the WASC team will be visiting the Jesuit School of Theology on January 24 and 25.  She said five visiting team members will be at SCU on February 7-9 for the Educational Effectiveness visit. She said the visiting team from WASC will probably recommend a re-accreditation cycle of seven to ten years, but that special visits are sometimes required after four years.  The Visiting Team report will be received in April and the Commission Letter with the formal recommendations to the University will be received in June or July.

Vice Provost Jonte-Pace said the goal of the accreditation process is to support strong universities, academic excellence, good teaching, and student learning. She said that program review is a major component of the "Educational Effectiveness" visit.  She said that the program reviews of three departments – Liberal Studies, Environmental Studies, and Education – were selected for in-depth examination by WASC as these three departments had recently completed their own review and self study. 

She remarked that it may be useful to use other vocabulary: instead of speaking of assessment, perhaps we can simply ask whether our students are learning what we hope they will learn, and how we can more effectively support their learning. She said that WASC has been informed that SCU has learned great deal about itself during the accreditation process, and that the process has provided the University with an opportunity to compare our own practices with effective practices at other institutions, and to enhance evidence-based decision making on campus.  Another remark was that WASC is interested in feedback on the accreditation process, and because of feedback from universities, they are revising the Handbook of Accreditation and have shortened their process for future reviews.

4.  FACULTY SENATE ELECTION RULES AND BYLAWS
Chair Helen Moritz reported that the Task Force has made good progress on incorporating changes in the Election Rules that had been voted on by the faculty, and on improving the organization and flow of the document.  She said that drafting election rules concerning the Committees for Promotion to Senior Lecturer was impeded due to ambiguity in the language about the committees. While the Faculty Affairs Committee had the idea to make the committees’ structure somewhat analogous to rank and tenure committees, Helen said it was not clear whether there would be one committee for Arts and Sciences or two, one for the Arts disciplines and one for the Sciences disciplines.  She noted the attributes of both options. 
 

Professor Moritz said the Task Force concluded there should be a single committee in the College of Arts & Sciences, with membership from across the College.  However, she said that consideration should be given to how the three seats for tenured members are to be apportioned; for example, should there be a member from the Arts, a member from the Sciences, and one At-large member?  The Council members present agreed with this arrangement.

Another issue the Task Force addressed was whether the Committees for Promotion should be standing or ad hoc committees.  Citing positives and negatives, Professor Moritz said the Task Force concluded that, at least in the College of Arts & Sciences, a standing committee should be established that would be analogous to rank and tenure committees with three-year staggered terms.  The Council members present were in agreement on a standing committee.  She also said the Task Force recognizes that another solution might work better in schools with the number of candidates is smaller or potentially non-existent.

Her final comments pertained to department representation on the Faculty Senate Council, specifically the representation of faculty in programs.  She said that in the past some faculty held joint appointments in a department as well as a program, but that now there are faculty who have appointments in programs only and, under the current system, have no representation on the Council.  Discussion on this topic will continue at a future meeting.

 5.  GOVERNANCE REVIEW

President Riley distributed a draft document on the role of the Faculty Senate Council in governance processes at the University.  He indicated that the draft is designed to 1) generate discussion on the specific proposals for improving the Council’s effectiveness in the governance system, 2) elicit additional ideas from representatives, and 3) gauge interest in specific changes we could make this year.  He said the draft will be revised to reflect discussions at this meeting and returned for further discussion and revision at the February 9 meeting.   He said he would like to send something along these lines on behalf of the Council to the Governance Review Task Force after the February meeting.  

Changing the terms of the Faculty Senate President and President-Elect from one year to two years was begun, and whether the latter position should be eliminated per the original 2008 proposal.  It was noted that the two positions have different duties and a year does not offer much of a learning curve.  There also was discussion about the term length of the representatives and whether there should be consideration of the representative’s rank.  Term length was mentioned again as a factor for the representatives to ensure focus and cohesiveness on the Council and the importance of the representatives to report to their constituents.  Regarding faculty representation on the Board of Trustees, it was observed that currently interactions with the Trustees is mediated by the administration.  One representative noted that representation on the Board was consistent with transparency, one of the goals in our governance process.  The Council agreed that attendance by the President and Provost, either every meeting or alternate meetings, should continue.

6.   CONVERSATION WITH INTERIM PROVOST DODSON
Provost Dodson commented on the letter the Faculty Senate sent to the Chair of the Board of Trustees regarding the Faculty Appointment Model.  He offered his thanks about the content and general tone of the letter.  For the record, he stated that one sentence in the letter was incorrect in stating that it was "his decision to remove the floor and ceiling provisions" from the text previously endorsed by the Faculty Senate.  He said it was not his decision to remove these provisions.  He said the Board's Academic Affairs Committee expressed serious concerns about the provisions.   After hearing their concerns, Provost Dodson said he offered an alternative resolution to the Academic Affairs Committee without the provisions.  The Committee agreed that this more accurately reflected their thinking and approved the policy to send to the full Board.

He continued on the topic of the Faculty Appointment Model Implementation.  He said that the implementation guidelines are continuing to be revised and the draft has been presented to various constituencies including an open forum.  He said that for planning purposes they have been working with Option C from the Size and Composition of the Faculty report presented by Charles Erekson to the Council at its December meeting. (Option C in the report uses 50% tenured/tenure-track faculty, 20% senior lecturers/lecturers, and 30% fixed-term faculty with a teaching load of six courses;  the School of Law is not included in the report.)  He said they hope to announce decisions to faculty members affected by the policy by the end of this academic year.

Provost Dodson presented a study on benchmarking, which compared SCU to institutions comprising four benchmark groups with comparisons focused on the proportion of instructional faculty that were tenured/tenure-track and the proportion that were full-time.  He said if Option C were implemented, SCU’s position would generally compare favorably with the benchmark institutions. Further he said that the Provost's Office, at the request of the Trustees, is also conducting an analysis of the potential cost of the proposed Strategic Plan in terms of additional faculty and staff salary and benefits, office and lab space, technology support, financial aid, etc.   His final comment was that the Board of Trustees Academic Affairs Committee and the Executive Committee of the Board have approved the proposed curriculum changes in the Education Department.   


December 1, 2010
1.  The meeting was opened by President Riley at 3:30 p.m.

· The minutes of the November 10, 2010 meeting were approved.

2.  FACULTY APPOINTMENT MODEL (Letter to Trustees)

Professor Michael Meyer (Philosophy) opened the discussion that began at the November 10 meeting about a letter to the Chair of the Board of Trustees regarding the Trustees’ recent approval of the new faculty appointment model, which was modified by the Trustees’ Academic Affairs Committee before the full Board voted their approval. Mike read an email from Council representative Professor Robert Numan in which he advocated returning the amended policy for a ratification vote by the Senate. The Council agreed that further voting was not warranted. The majority of the Council agreed with the latest draft of the letter as it voiced their sentiments that the governance process was not followed.  Further discussion indicated that the majority of the Council agreed that the concern expressed in the letter was sufficient and that issues of following best governance practices should be addressed in the ongoing governance review.  The motion to send the letter along these lines was approved with a unanimous vote.

3.  HIGHLIGTS OF PROVOST ANALYSIS OF SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF THE FACULTY

Provost Dodson said that this study of the size and composition of the faculty is being worked on now because it is a critical piece in costing out the Strategic Plan, which the Trustees will review in February 2011.  He referred to the next item on the agenda, Implementation of the Faculty Appointment Model, as another critical piece of the Strategic Plan.  He said that both reports use the provision that the tenured and tenure-track faculty shall ordinarily constitute no less than one-half of the faculty in any department and that faculty with renewable term and continuing appointments shall ordinarily not constitute more than one-third of the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty in any department.

Vice Provost for Planning and Administration Charles Erekson presented an update to last spring’s Capacity Study.  He said that the School of Law and the Jesuit School of Theology were not considered in the models.  Further he said that to integrate planning for enrollment, course offerings, and faculty size, and composition several factors were considered:  

· Size of degree program

· Course offerings

· Teaching capacity

· Percentage of courses taught by type of faculty

· Size and composition of faculty

· Cost of funding new positions

· Financial constraints

His presentation costed out models that used three different teaching loads for faculty (6, 5.5, 5) and three different targets for percentage of undergraduate courses taught by tenure-stream and senior lecturer/lecturer faculty (80%, 75%, 70%).  
4.  FACULTY APPOINTMENT POLICIES IMPLEMENTATION

Associate Provost Shachter began her presentation by noting that the draft guidelines had been developed after broad consultation to address two needs:  to provide guidelines to each dean’s office for developing plans to implement the new policies approved in June by the Trustees and to share information with the faculty about the guidelines that will be followed.  

She walked the Council through the draft guidelines (a copy of which is available on the Faculty Senate website), explaining that the guidelines include a summary of the four faculty categories per the appointment policies approved by the Trustees in June (noting that no changes have been made to policies concerning tenured and tenure-track faculty, visiting, or emeriti faculty), a section on “persistent programmatic need”, a section on guidelines for the “implementation plan” each department will prepare, and a timeline with overall and specific target dates.  

 5.   EDUCATION DEPARTMENT PROPOSAL

Provost Dodson reported that the Academic Affairs Committee had recommended to approve a proposal from the Education Department in the School of Education and Counseling Psychology.  He said that the proposal states that the department would like to refocus more on its core program, preparing teachers and administrators for service in elementary and secondary public and Catholic schools.  Further he said that the proposal is the result of several external and internal reviews over the past year and a half; a self-study and external visit for recertification by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing; and a self-study and external visit as part of the University’s regular program review process.  He noted that all of the external reviews included recommendations for needed changes.  
Provost Dodson reported that the proposal specifically includes the elimination of three academic programs: Special Education, Reading, and Higher Education Administration and also includes eliminating or consolidating several smaller programs.  He said that no new applications are being accepted for those programs and the plan is to teach out all of the currently enrolled students by the end of the 2011-12 academic year.  In his final comments, he reported that the tenured faculty of the department voted unanimously on 10 motions in the proposal, and he has approved the proposal to be submitted to the Academic Affairs Committee of the Board of Trustees for their approval.  

 6.   DECENNIAL NCAA REVIEW OF ATHLETICS PROGRAM


Professor Gary Neustadter (School of Law) reported that he is chair of the steering committee that is charged with conducting a self-study that is necessary to maintain SCU’s athletics accreditation.  He said that the accreditation is meant to ensure the NCAA’s fundamental commitment 1) to integrity in intercollegiate athletics by opening the operations of athletics to the institutional community and public; 2) to setting standards for Division I athletics programs; and 3) to putting tough sanctions in place for institutions that fail to conduct a comprehensive self-study or correct deficiencies.  
November 10, 2010
1.  President Riley opened the meeting at 3:30 p.m.  

· Two items of note from the October Board of Trustees meeting:  the Enrollment Management building is moving forward as are other facilities projects; the significant increase in the School of Engineering enrollment led the Trustees to a discussion of the distribution of undergraduate enrollment across the three schools.

· The minutes of the October 13, 2010 meeting were approved.

2.  BENEFITS COMMITTEE

Assistant Vice President McDonald opened her remarks by thanking the Benefits Committee for their dedicated work, which has resulted in new offerings of medical insurance for employees.  She said that now there are two HMO plans each for both Blue Cross and Kaiser, and the traditional PPO plan has been eliminated.  Further she said that the HR Web site (http://www.scu.edu/hr/benefits/snapshot_summary) offers a means to compare all the different plans now available.  She reported that comparison data to benchmark institutions will be available per the Council’s request last year, along with updates on the Benefits Committee’s work. 

3.  2011-12 BUDGET

Vice President Robert Warren reported that the fall undergraduate enrollment target of 1300 has been met with approximately 250 transfer students.  He said that the endowment fund has had several good months of performance.  On the revenue side of the budget, he said that a 3-4% range tuition increase is anticipated for undergraduates and a 2-5% range for graduate students.  He reported that fundraising remains strong, including gifts for financial aid.

On the expense side of the budget, he said the discussion is just beginning.  He reported that future presentations to the University Budget Council will include the Jesuit School of Theology, faculty and staff salary increases, and discretionary costs.  He explained that a rising discount rate (financial aid that is supported directly from institutional resources) means that more of the budget is being used. He noted that SCU has one of the lower discount rates in the country but suspects it will have to be increased to maintain and enroll the kind of student profile that is desired by SCU.

4.  FACULTY APPOINTMENT MODEL

Professor Michael Meyer (Philosophy) led the discussion on the recent approval of the Appointment Model by the Board of Trustees.  He noted that what the Trustees approved is substantially different than the Model prepared by the Faculty Affairs Committee and on which the faculty had voted their approval.  Mike referenced a draft letter that had been distributed prior to the meeting that iterated the faculty’s concern that the changes made were done with little or no faculty input.  A question was asked if faculty were more concerned that the changes were made without more faculty input or that principles of good governance were violated. After discussion, he asked for a vote from the Council representatives if such a letter should be sent incorporating remarks made at this meeting (a revised version of which will be reviewed at the December 1 meeting).  The vote was 20 approved sending a letter, with 3 nay votes, and 3 abstaining.

5.  WORK LIFE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Chair Linda Kamas (Economics) reported that a Sloan Grant has provided funding for this committee.  She introduced Professor Diane Dreher (English) who has been working as campus work/life balance consultant.  Professor Dreher said they are continuing to work with faculty to support work/life balance and to this end are offering a variety of programs, including lunches, workshops, a work/life coach (who offers three confidential sessions to faculty), improved childcare on campus, etc.  She reported that their Web site is being expanded to offer various resources, for example, resources for child and elder care, employee assistance, etc.  
Professor Kamas said on their agenda is a reduced-time appointment proposal for faculty who have child, elder, or self-care issues.  She said they have been working extensively on enlarging Kids on Campus, especially for infants (under two years of age) where there is now a wait list for this age group.  A Statement of Best Practices on Estimating Faculty Time Commitments is being developed by the Committee.  She reported that the statement addresses the Teaching Scholar Model’s demands of time and effort on faculty, the burdens created by service and administrative obligations, demands of implementing of a new curriculum, legal requirements (harassment training), and accreditation requirements.  She also said that best practices suggest that these costs be made explicit and additions to faculty workloads not be approved without, for example, compensation in the form of reduced teaching or service loads, or adequate remuneration.  A comment was made that contingent on voting to accept the new Core Curriculum was the promise of course releases or compensation, neither of which have been received. 
6.  CONVERSATION WITH THE PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOSTM DODSON
The conversation began with comments about the decision of the Board of Trustees in June to approve the Faculty Appointment Model without including the percentages for different kinds of faculty that the Faculty Senate had endorsed.  Provost Dodson said that with the benefit of hindsight he would have handled things differently with the Trustees.  He noted that he became aware of Trustee concerns shortly before the meeting of the Board's Academic Affairs Committee and did not have time to contact the members of the Faculty Affairs Committee for their comments and recommendation before the Board committee met.  He decided to offer that committee two alternative resolutions in order to address concerns that he feared might lead to rejection of the entire Model. He said he believed the principle to strive for is to work out any differences before issues are presented to the Trustees.  

One of the Council representatives commented that the Faculty Appointment Model,which was approved by the Board of Trustees, should be returned to the Faculty Senate for a ratification vote in accordance with the principles of shared governance, as the Board of Trustees deleted certain sections of the Faculty Appointment Model that were approved by a vote of the Faculty Senate. Therefore, he said, the modifications made to the Faculty Appointment Model by the Board of Trustees need approval of the Faculty Senate.

In discussing the search for the new Provost, President Engh said he would want to know candidates records of success and if they understood SCUs approach to budgeting.  He said that the search committee defines what is wanted in the Provost with feedback from the stakeholders in order to give the national search firm a clear idea of what SCU desires in candidates.  He noted that his ideal provost would be someone with success as an administrator and also someone who has grounding as a teacher scholar.  Some other attributes he mentioned are that the person understands the ethos and traditions of SCU, is fair and balanced, is attentive to detail but does not get bogged down in them, understands the three C’s and already has these as part of his or her life, is aware that SCU has a large graduate student population, and shares the ambition for SCU to be better known through its faculty and students.  He agreed with a comment that it would be an ideal environment for an administrator to teach one class a year in order to stay in touch with the core mission of SCU and help faculty and administrators better understand each other. 

October 13, 2010
1.  The meeting was opened by President Riley at 3:30 p.m.  The minutes of the June 2, 2010 meeting were approved, with minor edits.

2.  GOVERANCE REVIEW

Executive Task Force Chair Jane Curry (Political Science) opened her presentation by noting that a review of the governance model at SCU was high on the agenda of WASC as well as on a survey of issues conducted prior to the WASC visit.  She said that the review was being conducted now in response to 

· dissatisfaction expressed by faculty and staff in a WASC survey over how governance was working at SCU

· significant changes at SCU since 1993-95 when governance was first developed and implemented

· change in SCU leadership.

The result was that WASC identified the governance process as an important issue for the University to address prior to the Educational Effectiveness Review in February 2011. 

She cited examples of significant changes at SCU:

· Significant increase in non-tenure track faculty

· Additional Centers of Distinction after the formation of the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics

· Increased loci of policy making (administrative committees, standing committees, schools and colleges, etc.)

· Addition of the Jesuit School of Theology

Professor Curry reported that last summer the Task Force reviewed past governance documents, other schools’ governance models, and “best practices” literature.  In the fall quarter focus groups will be formed, a survey will be administered, and discussions will be held with the Administration and other constituency groups.  Spring will be devoted to the development of reforms, open discussions and finally a proposal for what needs changing.  She said the hope is that in 2011-12 a document will be ready for approval by all constituencies.  
3.  FACULTY APPOINTMENTS MODEL

Faculty Affairs Committee Chair Jeffery Baerwald, S.J. (Counseling Psychology) and Provost Dodson discussed the action taken by the Board of Trustees last June on proposed revisions of the Faculty Handbook relating to new faculty appointment categories, which had previously been approved by the Faculty Senate.  The Trustees approved all proposed revisions with the exception of two passages that set a floor for the percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty and a ceiling for the percentage of renewable-term and continuing faculty.

Provost Dodson opened the discussion by describing the general process of revisions to the Faculty Handbook:  The Faculty Affairs Committee makes revisions based upon broad consultation including the Faculty Senate Council.  Thereafter, a vote is taken by the Council whether or not to send the revisions to the full Senate for an advisory vote to the Board of Trustees.  After a positive Senate vote, the revisions go to the Board of Trustees Academic Affairs Committee for their vote of approval and then to the full Board.

He described the four new appointment categories of faculty, noting that renewable and continuing non-tenure-track positions were created to address persistent programmatic need, which is defined as a continuing need in a particular area of the curriculum to offer classes that cannot be covered by current or projected tenure-track faculty.  

He reported that the proposed revisions, as originally recommended by the Faculty Affairs Committee and endorsed by the Faculty Senate, included two controversial passages:  

Section 3.1.1: "Ordinarily, tenured and tenure-track faculty shall constitute no less than one-half of the faculty holding appointments for a full academic year in any department."

 

Section 3.1.2.1: "Faculty with a renewable-term or continuing appointment shall ordinarily not constitute more than one-third the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty in any department.  In extraordinary circumstances and with the approval of the dean and Provost, their number may exceed this target."

Provost Dodson acknowledged that these two passages were critical to the support of some faculty who voted for the revisions as a whole.  He said that results of a faculty survey in spring 2009 and discussion in the Faculty Senate Council in June 2010, however, led him to believe that this was not the case for a majority of faculty who voted.

A few hours before the Academic Affairs Committee of the Board of Trustees met, he learned that some members of the committee were uncomfortable with these two passages.  He was concerned that this might lead the Board to reject or table the whole set of proposed revisions, leading to another year’s delay in responding to concerns of lecturers.  As a result of this concern, he prepared two alternative resolutions for the committee to present to the full Board: one approving the entire set of revisions without exception, the other approving all revisions except the two passages in question.  During the meeting, after it became apparent that the committee was not prepared to endorse the two passages, he presented the alternative resolution for the committee’s consideration.  The committee and then the full Board of Trustees supported this resolution unanimously.   

Provost Dodson reported that the Academic Affairs Committee of the Board was not opposed to the idea of having targets for different kinds of faculty positions; their opposition was based on the belief that targets are more appropriate for planning documents than for policy documents.  Further, the committee thought that the target for tenure-track faculty might be too low and was uncomfortable ratifying something that did not have more data or more rationale.  The committee also voiced concern over how the faculty might react to their recommendation to the full Board.

He said that next step is to launch the implementation process with the critical element of an analysis of programmatic need, which will include the targets in the original proposal that was voted on by the Senate.  He said the implementation process is going to take a great deal of time and work, perhaps over two years.  
There followed a discussion of concern that in the future the Board may accept only partially Handbook revisions on which the faculty has voted their approval and perhaps lead to a precedent with future submissions to the Board. Provost Dodson said he does not believe that it will set a precedent.  In response to a comment that the matter could have been brought back to the Senate for discussion, he said that doing this would delay implementation for another year.  Answering a question about setting the target too low for tenure-track faculty, he replied that the Board did not offer any targets as they had no basis to arrive at a particular number.  He said this was more a procedural issue and not a numbers issue.  

Father Baerwald said that the issue of caps does not fall within the scope of the Faculty Affairs Committee’s mandate because it is more of a planning than a policy issue.  He reported that the Faculty Affairs Committee, which he currently chairs, accepted the Board’s action and the Provost’s explanation of his role at the meeting of the Board’s Academic Affairs Committee.  

In answer to a question about ratios and how SCU will move forward with these, Provost Dodson responded that they are building assumptions into the planning instructions for the deans and departments to ascertain persistent programmatic need and that work continues on the capacity study using several models and being mindful of budget constraints.  
4.  FACULTY SENATE ELECTION RULES AND BYLAWS

Professor Helen Moritz (Classics), Chair, Election Rules and Procedures Revision Committee, reported that the other members are Professors Ruth Davis (Computer Engineering) and Dennis Smolarski, S.J. (Mathematics and Computer Science).  She said that their work is to bring the language in these Faculty Senate documents up to date with recent revisions voted on, and to prepare these documents for other changes that will take place this year with the implementation of the appointments model and the inclusion of the Jesuit School of Theology.

5.  ISSUES FOR FACULTY SENATE DECISIONS

President Riley referred to his handout that listed by priority issues that need to be addressed by the Senate, some of which are mandated items (for example, governance review) and some of which are prior commitments made by the Senate (for example, two-year term for the Senate President, faculty participation in senior administrative hiring process).  A new commitment is the Appointment Model Policy and its implementation.  
6.  CONVERSATION WITH PRESIDENT ENGH AND INTERIM PROVOST DODSON 

President Riley opened the session suggesting two topics:  search for the new Provost and Strategic Planning.  President Engh reported that a Provost search committee has been formed, in consultation with various constituencies.  He noted that due to the death of Father Locatelli, there was some delay in forming the committee.  Father Engh said that the committees are working with national search firms also to supply information to the committee to lessen their work load.  Faculty, staff, and students will be apprised of the progress at various times.  

The Strategic Plan was the next topic of discussion.  Father Engh said there has been a lot of consultation on the Plan in order to get a better sense of what is desired to be accomplished.  He said considerations are the capacity study and what is financially feasible in revising the Plan.  He said the current draft will go to the Trustees at their October meeting after which it will come back to the Provost to review their comments and recommendations.  Father Engh said his goal is to have the final Plan adopted by the Trustees at their February 2011 meeting.  He said all of this is in preparation for a new capital campaign and commented that everything is under the watchful eye of WASC.

Cc:  Don Dodson, Michael Engh, S.J., William Greenwalt, Philip Boo Riley
