Faculty Senate Council    

April 11, 2012
Present:  Amer, Aoki, Appleby, Bravo, Curry, Edelstein, Fedder, Hasen, Hegland, Hill, Kreitzberg, Meyer, Newsom Kerr, Molony, Murphy, Numan, Powers, Ramon, Said, Shanmugam, Solomon, Stewart-Frey, Turkeltaub, Woolley
Excused:  Quatman, Riley, Whittall, Yan
Absent:  Kitts, Li, Lu, Racine, Sunwolf, Whittall, Zanfagna, Zarghamee, Modern Languages
Invited Participants:  Diane Dreher and Catherine Murphy, AAUP Executive Committee; Eileen Elrod, Task Force for the Evaluation of Teaching; Edward Schaefer; Michael Engh, S.J., President; Dennis Jacobs, Provost    
· The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by President Greenwalt.  

· The minutes of the March 14 meeting were approved.

1.  PROPOSED HANDBOOK REVISIONS
Professor Dreher’s presentation was in regard to two issues with the Faculty Appointment Model:

· Faculty Handbook Section 3.4A.1.3: Procedure for Reappointment of Lecturers: “A negative decision is not subject to appeal.” To ensure program continuity, fairness, and due process for faculty in renewable lecturer positions, we ask that a fair and equitable appeal procedure be established. 

· Faculty Handbook Section 3.1.2.2: Six-Year Rule for Fixed-Term Appointments:  “fixed-term faculty who teach five or more courses per year on the quarter system or three or more courses per year on the semester system shall not remain in a fixed-term appointment for more than six academic years.”  We ask that this unacceptable situation be remedied by removing this limit.

The Faculty Affairs Committee reported that these issues are on their agenda this quarter.  The Council unanimously voted their support of the Faculty Affairs Committee’s review and consideration of the two issues. 
2. TASK FORCE FOR EVALUATION OF TEACHING

Professor Elrod reported the charge of the Task Force was received from the Provost and the University Coordinating Committee last spring:  The Task Force will recommend a flexible set of guidelines for evaluation of effective teaching, which would describe successful practices for collecting and analyzing evidence in support of a balanced assessment of a faculty member’s contributions to teaching and learning.

The Task Force identified the following areas as needing review:
· Clarity about the overall purpose and uses of teaching evaluation and about criteria and standards of performance in teaching
· Use of appropriate quantitative and qualitative indicators in the evaluation of teaching

· The role of student feedback in the evaluation of faculty:  design, interpretation, and use of student course evaluation forms.  Also to be considered are potential sources of bias in evaluation and ways to reduce them.

· The impact of evaluation on faculty across the University and in all ranks.  Also to be considered is consistency in evaluation practices across schools and departments, but also sensitivity to different pedagogical styles and practices depending on the discipline.  
· Interest was also expressed in knowing more about relevant research findings and best practices.

Professor Elrod noted the following tentative recommendations from the Task Force:
a.  Each school or unit should use a method of evaluating teaching performance conducive to their unique needs and culture as long as they abide by the following principles:
1)  The summative evaluation of teaching performance should be based on multiple sources of evidence (that is, self, students, and professional peers).

2)  Whenever feasible, peer evaluation should be based on an assessment of relevant materials (for example, syllabi, lesson plans) and direct observation of the teaching process.

3)  Since it is not sustainable to assess teaching performance in every class with multiple sources of evidence, each school or unit must come up with a plan for sampling that fits the needs and culture of the unit. 

4) All peer evaluations of teaching should be based on clear standards communicated to teachers in advance of any assessment.
b.  Each school or unit is responsible for maintaining the integrity of its teaching evaluation system including assuring that it is fair and free of bias.  

Please see http://www.scu.edu/provost/office/committees/University-Taskforces.cfm, select “Task Force on the Evaluation of Teaching” for slides of the full presentation.
3.  PROCESS FOR TENURE DECISIONS

Professor Schaefer said several years ago the issue was raised about the length of time between applying for tenure or promotion in rank and notification that an application was approved/denied.  He said the question is whether an applicant should be apprised of the progress of an application while waiting for a decision.  Professor Schaefer said data was compiled using 15 benchmark universities, mostly private and more than half Jesuit.  Some schools allowed feedback to the candidate following the department's review, and some allowed feedback from the dean’s review.  No one present indicated interested in forming a task force to review the data on the time between applying and receiving notification.
He said speeding up the process is a separate issue. Anecdotal comments were that this is not a possibility.
4.  CONVERSATION WITH THE PRESIDENT AND PROVOST

Provost Jacobs encouraged everyone to sign up for the Campus Alert System by logging into eCampus, selecting HR Self-Service, and selecting SCU Campus Alert Information.  He said about 63% of faculty are  in the Campus Alert System with staff participation at 87%.  Provost Jacobs noted that personal information provided to the Alert System is kept separate from data held by Human Resources.  
Discussion followed on how to achieve a higher rate of faculty and staff participation, the creation of procedures - evacuations and lockdowns - specific to Santa Clara and to the kind of emergency, and establishing a telephone number that can be recognized as dedicated to emergencies only.
Any documents distributed at this meeting are available by calling the Faculty Senate office at 408-554-5035.  Please refer to http://www.scu.edu/governance.cfm for additional information on the Faculty Senate and University committees.

