SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE COUNCIL MEETINGS 2006-07
June 29, 2007
June 6, 2007
These minutes have not been approved.  Any corrections will be noted in the minutes of the next meeting.
I. The meeting was opened by Faculty Senate President Margaret Russell.  She welcomed Catherine Montfort as the new Faculty Senate President.  President Russell made a motion to make the month of June Martha Giannini Appreciation Month for her work as administrative assistant to the Faculty Senate.  The motion was seconded and unanimously approved.

II. The minutes of the May 9, 2007 meeting were approved with minor corrections.

III. ETHICSPOINT

Vice President for Administration and Finance Robert Warren reported that EthicsPoint developed from the passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, legislation that came about after the scandals of Enron and Ticor International, to name two instances of questionable accounting practices that prompted the Act.  He said that it’s a reporting mechanism and many of its provisions have been adopted as best practices by nonprofit organizations and educational institutions.  EthicsPoint is geared to protect those individuals who might want to report what is seen as irregular or inappropriate business practices.  Bob pointed out that EthicsPoint is not a replacement for any policies that deal with human or civil rights issues, for example, unlawful discrimination or harassment.  He said that Santa Clara’s use of EthicsPoint did not arise out of a specific incident but rather the Board of Trustees Audit Committee wanted safeguards in place should an incident arise.

 IV.        YEAR-END REPORTS
                  A.  Catherine Murphy, Research Committee Chair, reported on several items that the committee addressed:  

1.  Continued its reflections on the teaching/scholar model, and the committee will be working with a WASC subcommittee on this.

2.  Held colloquia on the promotion of an associate professor to full professor and on the scholarship of teaching.

3.  Discussed with the Provost the development of a Web site linking student research with faculty research

4.  Distributed funds for the faculty/student research assistance program.

5.  Selected recipients for university research awards.

                    B.  Alma Garcia reported for the Academic Affairs Committee:  

      1.  Two new majors of Biochemistry, and Accounting and Information Systems have been accepted by the Board of Trustees

      2.  Reviewed the policy on second degrees and recommended an increase in the hours needed for a second degree for those students who already have a degree from another college.

3.  Reviewed the use of NR (nonrecorded grade).  Alma’s report was clarified in a 

June 7 e-mail from AAC Chair Kelly Detweiler:  “There will be no more NR. Due to many situations in which it was misused and the lack of a deadline to resolve this grade. The proposal instead suggests a grade of NS or No Show for students who fail to drop a course in the first week. Incompletes will also be easier to get (no petition) so that a student who deserves an extension will be able to get one and will have a finite time period to resolve it.”

4.  Reviewed the process of course evaluations and made the recommendation to that the schools/colleges begin their assessments immediately.

5.  Will continue in the fall quarter with the examination of the discrepancies between the number of days in the fall and spring quarters.

        V.            AD HOC LECTURER COMMITTEE

Committee Chair Janet Flammang and several members of the committee led an open discussion on their report.  She remarked that in the past year half of the courses in the College of Arts & Sciences and the Leavey School of Business were taught by non-tenure-track faculty.  

The committee’s final report includes many suggestions and recommendations.  The committee noted that as the university implements a new Core curriculum and discusses the meaning of the teacher-scholar model as part of the WASC accreditation process, there should be plans to assess accurately and comprehensively how the need for non-tenure-track faculty is likely to increase, and how this group of faculty will be supported in ways that foster the teacher-scholar model.

A comment was made that the lecturers are not unhappy with the mission and goals of the university or their teaching responsibilities.  It seems that what is causing lecturers to feel disenfranchised is the hierarchy of the university, for example, as reflected in the recent Core Curriculum vote in which the lecturers were not able to vote in the forum in which they are teaching.

A motion was made that the committee be commended for its report, that there is support for greater equity, fairness, and professional treatment of contingent faculty colleagues, that data be accumulated on the number of tenure-stream faculty, and work towards a cap on the number of contingent faculty.  The motion was unanimously approved.

A suggestion was made that a Web site be established that includes an explanation of each faculty rank, how many there are in each category, and updated every year.  

Responses from their survey and the full report of the committee’s findings can be found at http://www.scu.edu/governance/committees/committee-on-lecturers.cfm.


May 9, 2007 

     I.         The meeting was opened by Faculty Senate President Margaret Russell.  

    II.          The minutes of the April 11, 2007 meeting were approved.

         III.          CORE CURRICULUM BALLOT AND REPORT

President Russell reported that the report and recommendations are in the packet for the Board of Trustees, who are meeting on May 18.  

She related concerns that had been expressed to her.  There were expressions of disappointment from some people who were invited to solicit input but then were not allowed to vote for the new Core.  President Russell suggested that voting issues should be clarified much sooner in special elections such as this.  Another concern was the two-week delay in reporting the ballot results.  The Core Committee decided to release the results only in conjunction with the release of their report.  

There was discussion about the interpretation of ballot outcomes.  It was commented that the vote is ambiguous, specifically the inclusion of the 20% who voted in support of the proposal with reservations being included with the 40% who voted in support because among the 20%, a number of faculty voted to support only if their reservations were considered. Another comment was that the 40% who supported against the 36% who voted in opposition indicated a split in faculty opinion.  One person suggested 
that because of this ambiguity in the ballot results, the Core should not be immediately initiated as planned, providing more time for further study.  President Russell agreed to relay these concerns to the Board.

Core Committee Revision Chair Chad Raphael reported that he regretted also the exclusion of some of the voters.  He said that the committee set up meetings to include those people who were excluded from voting and that all faculty were consulted throughout the revision process.  Chad said in retrospect he also regrets that the ballot numbers were not distributed sooner.  

It was pointed out by a member of the Council that his/her comments had not been included in the report nor the comments of two of her colleagues. Chad noted that the committee's report tried to reflect all comments, pro and con, that faculty members wrote on their ballots. Concern over resources was the most frequent theme in the comments.  The committee responded to these concerns by recommending that rather than start with the new Core in 2008, to wait until 2009 to give faculty more planning and developing time of the courses.  The new Core provides for ongoing assessment.  

President Russell suggested that something of this nature not be called an advisory vote but a survey, which could then include all faculty.  She said that the suggestion of a vote can be understood to mean that a specific change will then take place.

Provost Lucia Gilbert joined the meeting at 4:15 p.m. for an open discussion. A comment was made that the reported numbers can be variously interpreted, that is, some may have thought that a vote of support with reservations was a vote in opposition while others may have used it as a vote of support only if their reservations were considered. In response to a question about mechanisms for assessment, Provost Gilbert remarked that evaluating will take place while the new Core is being implemented.  She said adjustments will be made as the new Core unfolds but not to the overall philosophy of the Core.  Chad remarked that more time could be taken to implement two areas:  Pathways and Experiential Learning.

A question was asked about the resources available for the new Core.  Provost Gilbert replied that the resources are there to implement the Core but the costs will be the greatest in the next two years while the old Core is phased out and the new Core phased in.   She said that there is no plan now to increase the undergraduate population but there is a desire to increase the graduate programs.  A final question was about comparing the old Core with the new Core, that is, how the new Core is an improvement in the areas of the arts and sciences.  Chad replied that a large amount of faculty want to teach more thematic courses rather than the traditional survey courses in the areas of western and world culture.  He said the new Core provides for the different teaching perspectives.  

April 11, 2007


I.
The meeting was opened at 3:35 p.m. by Faculty Senate President Margaret Russell.  

     II.         The minutes of the March 14, 2007 meeting were approved.

    III.
AD HOC LECTURER COMMITTEE

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

· Criteria for and procedure used in the appointment and reappointment of lecturers

· Compensation of lecturers

· Promotion of lecturers to senior lecturer status

· Accrual of time toward a sabbatical leave for a senior lecturer

She reported also that the committee has five action items:

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

· Compare those practices with practices of an appropriate sample of peer institutions

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

· Evaluate the feasibility and advantages/disadvantages of alternate practices

· 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.  

          IV.       WASC SELF STUDY 

Self-Study Steering Committee Chair Diane Jonte-Pace reported that a draft of the institutional proposal will be distributed to the campus community in a couple of weeks.  

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

            V.       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.  

Some felt that the new Core is more complicated than the current 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.

MARCH 14, 2007

              I.

The meeting was opened by Faculty Senate President-Elect Catherine Montfort.
             II.

The minutes of the February 14, 2007 meeting were approved.

     III.
OPENING REMARKS

President-Elect Montfort reported on the results of the ballot to determine which groups would vote on the new Core Curriculum.  221 ballots were returned.

· The Schools of Law and Education, Counseling Psychology, and Pastoral Ministries voted that their schools should not participate in voting for the new Core Curriculum.

· 220 voted that tenured and tenure-track faculty should vote

· 182 voted that senior lecturers should vote

· 99 voted that multi-year fixed-term lecturers should vote

· 95 voted that multi-year renewable-term lecturers should vote

The majority voted that faculty who are tenured, tenure-track, and senior lecturers should vote on the new Core Curriculum.

IV.       DISCOVER GRANTS FOR COURSE AND CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 

Ignatian Center and Faculty Development representative Diane Dreher reported on the                       availability of two types of grants:  

· Course Development Grants, which are for faculty interested in expanding a current course to incorporate a focus on vocation.  Available grants are up to $1000.

· Curriculum Development Grants, which are for faculty who develop entirely new courses centered on student vocational inquiry.  This grant provides one course release for the year.

            See www.scu.edu/discover/facultystaff for further information.

            V.       FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Don Dodson distributed background notes on the FAC’s progress in developing proposed revisions to the Faculty Handbook to address problems that have arisen when a faculty member appeals sanctions imposed by the Provost in response to an allegation of harassment or discrimination made by a student or staff member. 

Under the current harassment policy, a faculty member can appeal to the President, an exception to the way faculty can appeal all other sanctions.  The issue is how to proceed to meet the interests of all groups – faculty, staff, students, administrators - and yet have fair, objective resolutions.

At the February Faculty Senate Council meeting, the Council representatives unanimously voted to not submit the FAC’s recommendations to the full Faculty Senate for a vote.  Because of this vote and the continuing work of the FAC, the FAC’s recommendations will not be presented to the Board of Trustees at their May meeting.  However, the Executive Committee of the Board will be asked to offer feedback on possible ways to balance the interests of complainants and respondents in the appeal process.

           VI.      GROUPWISE/QUARANTINE E-MAIL

Todd Schmitzer reported that spam email volume has increased dramatically. Last year there were approximately 1.2 million spam messages per week trapped by the filters, and now there are about 3.2 million weekly.  The problem that created a flurry of messages on the Faculty Essential list in early March was caused by a bug in the spam filter that ignored the Trusted Friends list for some messages that were trapped by some of the rules used to estimate whether a message is spam.  Mails that contain embedded messages are most likely to go to quarantine under these circumstances. The bug has been fixed in the most recent version of the spam filter software.

FEBRUARY 14, 2007

    I.        The meeting was opened by Margaret Russell, Faculty Senate President.  

    II.       The minutes of the January 17, 2007 meeting were approved.

   III.        OPENING REMARKS

President Russell reported that at the last University Coordinating Committee (UCC), Don Dodson and Diane-Jonte Pace had joined them in a discussion to comprise a list for the WASC committee members for the self-study.  An e-mail from Diane has been sent with a list of the committees and an invitation to serve on the three subcommittee themes:  the teaching/scholar model; the University’s commitment to conscience, compassion, and competence; and inclusive excellence/diversity.

President Russell reported also on a concern voiced by a faculty member:  that a new affirmative action officer had been hired to replace the current officer, Conchita Serri; that the hiring had been done in a very quick manner; and that the person hired was the daughter of the University counsel.  After a discussion with the Provost, President Russell clarified that the person hired is, indeed, the daughter of the University counsel.  The position is a part-time, legal associate position that deals with internal human resources issues, and is not a replacement for the current affirmative action officer.

The final item reported on by President Russell related to the prior discussion of the 20-minutes classes on the first day of the academic year.  The Provost agreed to eliminate the 20-minute classes but a solution must be found to have regular class hours and a convocation on the same day.  President Russell offered a proposal to the Council that classes would meet with the normal class hours and finish by 3:30 p.m., at which time a convocation would be held.  A small percentage of classes would be affected but since there is an extra day in the fall quarter, this time could used to make up the class time lost by the early finish of classes on the first day.  

A comment was made that since the original idea of the shortened class day was to encourage the involvement of students, fostering the notion of community by example, then future convocations should be designed to bring students more fully into what Santa Clara means when speaking of it as a community.

After some discussion, specifically citing that science labs are greatly affected by the shortened first day of classes, a motion was made and seconded that the UCC direct the Academic Affairs Committee to determine various schedules so that the number of MWF classes for each quarter is 28 without shortening any scheduled lab time, as soon as reasonable practical.  The majority approved the motion, with one abstention, and none opposed.  Possible solutions would then be presented to the faculty for a vote to select which solution is best.  Council reps were asked to discuss this motion with their constituents and report to Council.

   IV.      CORE CURRICULUM REVISION COMMITTEE

 Chair Chad Raphael thanked everyone for their feedback on the revision.  Before the proposed    revision is sent to faculty for a vote, he said that there are two issues to be decided:

· A recommendation that only those schools/college that are bound by the Core’s requirements would vote on the revision.

· The question of whether all members of the Faculty Senate would vote on the revision, or only specific ranks within these schools/college be allowed to vote.

No vote was taken on the recommendation.  The focus of the discussion was on the question of which ranks would be eligible to vote on the revision.  A vote was taken and the majority was opposed to the idea of the Council reps deciding which ranks would vote on the Core revision.  

A motion was made and seconded to have a ballot to be voted on by the full Faculty Senate to decide which ranks would vote on the Core revision ballot.  The majority approved the motion with three abstentions and none opposed.

       V.       FACULTY AFFAIRS

Michelle Marvier reported for the Faculty Affairs Committee on revisions to sections of the Faculty Handbook relating to Sanction and Dismissal, the Faculty Judicial Board (FJB), and Unlawful Harassment and Discrimination, which would be voted on by the Faculty Senate.  Many of the proposed revisions have been made to improve clarity or eliminate inconsistencies.

In an e-mail sent to the Council from FAC Chair Riley, there are five substantive changes.  The FAC proposes:

· Allow a faculty member who is sanctioned by the Provost for violation of the Unlawful Harassment and Discrimination Policy to have the matter considered by a hearing committee of the FJB, a right that faculty have in all other cases of sanction for misconduct (This proposal would be reviewed also by the Staff and Student Affairs Committees.)

· Address concerns that some complainants, especially students, would feel especially vulnerable providing testimony in front of a hearing committee.  Current procedures do not require complainants to testify.  The FAC recommends that a complainant who chooses to testify be accompanied and advised by a faculty or staff member of his or her choice.

· Eliminate the right of the Provost to refer matters to the FJB for action in the first instance.  If the current provision was utilized, the Handbook policies do not allow the faculty member any right of appeal if a hearing committee of the FJB were to impose sanction.

· Spell out in greater detail the operating rules and procedures to be followed by the FJB, in particular timelines to follow, procedures for disqualification or challenge of potential hearing committee members, and a new provision for pre-hearing meetings with the parties. 

· Change the person or body with ultimate appellate authority in certain kinds of cases if the Provost requests a review of a FJB decision ‘ “for reasons deemed compelling by the Provost.” ‘

Please contact priley@scu.edu for a copy of the full text of the changes. 

There was considerable discussion about the changes, specifically the lack of the presence of the accuser.  A motion was made and seconded that language be added in order for the accused to be able to face the complainant.  Also that there should be some method to question the accuser or, if a statement is not forthcoming, then the FJB has the authority to vacate.  The vote was unanimous.

A motion was made and seconded to reject the revisions proposed by the FAC and that the concerns expressed at the meeting be reported to the FAC before the proposed revisions are distributed for a vote.  The vote was unanimous.

A motion was made and seconded that the FJB’s decision cannot be overruled in matters of unlawful harassment and unlawful discrimination only.  Six approved the motion, four were opposed to it, six abstained from voting.

JANUARY 17, 2007

I.      The meeting was opened by Margaret Russell, Faculty Senate President.  

II.
    The minutes of the November 8, 2006 meeting were approved with minor corrections.

III.     CLASS SCHEDULE FOR FIRST DAY OF ACADEMIC YEAR

At the November 8 meeting, a motion was passed to eliminate the 20-minute classes on the first day of school.  President Russell agreed to report this motion to the Provost.  Shet and President-Elect Montfort met with Provost Gilbert and found that she was amenable to the idea of dropping the 20-minute classes on the first day.  The Provost charged the Council with formulating recommendations to replace the current arrangement.  

IV.     WASC ACCREDITATION PROCESS

President Russell reported that she had attended a two-day WASC workshop with Don Dodson, Vice Provost for Academic Affairs and Diane Jonte-Pace, Associate Provost for Faculty Development.  Her overall impression was that the accreditation process can be very fruitful in that it is self-focused on the university in identifying priorities and its own goals, and then coming up with ways to evaluate and measure what the university has designed as its own major themes.

Don Dodson distributed three documents to the Council:  three proposed WASC themes indicating their primary focus, capacity and preparatory review, and educational effectiveness review.  The second document offered background information on the WASC self-study themes.  The third document clarified results from the fall 2006 accreditation survey answered by faculty, staff, students, and various board members.  Don said to consider this document as a supplement in that it shows the raw data, and makes clearer that the four groups’ responses showed that all the themes were either important or very important.

Don reported that Diane has agreed to be the Self-Study Coordinator that will oversee the accreditation process.  A Self-Study Coordinating Committee, in conjunction with the University Coordinating Committee, will be formed in a week.  In addition, Don reported that the University Planning Council has recommended three themes: 

· educating for competence, conscience, and compassion to highlight what kind of person the university wants the students to become; 

· strengthening the teacher/scholar model captures what the institution wants it faculty to be; 

· promoting inclusive excellence that in various ways connects the first two themes and with particular emphasis on issues of diversity.  

Don said the challenge now in the self-study committee is to approach each theme as an action/research project that gathers evidence of institutional effectiveness, interprets and analyzes it, and uses it to lead to improvement of educational effectiveness by asking questions – what are the tension points, what works, what doesn’t work - that will lead to fruitful results.  

A question was asked as to what defines a teaching/scholar in the faculty categories of tenured, tenure-track, or lecturer.  Diane responded that these are crucial questions and will be part of the project.

Don concluded his remarks by iterating five items that WASC had noted in their previous evaluations:

· the lack of women and minorities in senior positions and questioning if students are learning about diversity

· the status of the Division of Counseling Psychology and Education

· program review and assessment

· libraries

· the lack of a chief information officer position

NOVEMBER 8, 2007
   I.      The meeting was opened by Margaret Russell, Faculty Senate President.  

        II.     The minutes of the October 11 meeting were approved.

  III.     WASC ACCREDITATION SURVEY

Don Dodson began his remarks by noting that he is the University’s accreditation liaison officer with WASC.  He noted four key differences from previous accreditation models:

· The accreditation is aimed more at promoting improvement than looking for failures.

· The number of standards have been reduced to four broad standards, and within these are about 45 Criteria for Review.

· There is a greater emphasis on quality assurance processes such as periodic program review and ongoing assessment of student learning.

· The process is now three steps:

1. A proposal, which is due next May, is expected to present a preliminary self-review under the standards and to propose a plan of work for the self-study.

2. A Capacity and Preparatory Review is due in fall 2009, followed by a site visit of faculty and administrators from other institutions.  The focus of this Review is resources, structures, and processes; the infrastructure to support educational effectiveness; and the status of preparations for the third step.

3. Educational Effectiveness Review is the third step and is due in spring 2011, also followed by a site visit.  The focus of this Review is on learning environment, student learning results, and what is the University doing to improve educational effectiveness.

Don said that the immediate task is to develop the proposal.  The University Planning Council is overseeing this part of the process and has decided on a thematic approach to the accreditation review.  Once the themes have been selected, a self-study committee and set of work groups will be established.

The guiding principles in selecting the themes will be

· their overall importance to the University; 

· their relevance to the Strategic Plan, to student learning, and to the WASC criteria for review; 

· their suitability for study through evidence-based inquiry; 

· topics will be favored that relate to things the University is already committed to doing over the next five years rather than create new and distracting initiatives.

Don reported that there appeared to be five areas of significant concern from the preliminary evaluation of the survey results.  While a majority of respondents thought that Santa Clara meets all the Criteria for Review, these areas elicited relatively high disagreement:

1. Diversity 

2. Leadership, organizational structures, and decision-making

3. Staffing levels or qualifications

4. Adequacy of different kinds of information resources

5. Alignment of priorities and resources.

In terms of possible themes for the accreditation review, faculty rated the teaching scholar model, processes to improve academic quality and student learning, and implementation of the core curriculum the highest.  Other groups rated competence, conscience, and compassion higher than the teaching scholar model as a possible theme.

IV.     CLASS SCHEDULE FOR FIRST DAY OF ACADEMIC YEAR

Discussion centered on the fact that the first day of school in the fall quarter has truncated classes in order for the campus community to attend mass, lunch, and convocations.  The majority of those present felt very strongly that the shortened class time is virtually meaningless, and is considered an interruption in an already short quarter.

Some liked the idea of bringing the whole community together, even with shortened classes, and the expectation that students will not treat the day as a day off.  A suggestion was made that the convocation for the whole campus and the convocations of the individual schools/colleges be held on the same day.

A motion was made and seconded to remove the 20-minute classes on the first day of school.  The motion passed by a vote of 20 for, 1 opposed, and 3 abstentions.

Linking this issue to the scheduling of the academic calendar, a comment was made that the scheduling should have more faculty involvement, that is, the calendar should be set by those who teach and who therefore must adapt their coursework to a shortened number of class hours.

A motion was made and seconded that class scheduling for the academic year, in particular the fall quarter, should have more faculty input.  The majority of the Council members agreed with the motion with 2 abstentions and none opposed. 

Margaret will report the two motions to the Provost.

V.      AD HOC COMMITTEE ON LECTURERS

Chair Janet Flammang reported that the Committee was formed at the recommendation of the Faculty Senate at its May 2006 meeting.

The Committee is gathering information about the appointment, reappointment, compensation, promotions, job expectations, professional development, morale, rights and responsibilities of academic year lecturers and senior lecturers. The Committee is charged with identifying and describing differences among the practices followed in different departments, schools, and colleges of the University.  The Committee will make recommendations to the Faculty Senate (for consideration and possible endorsement) regarding the status of lecturers.  A page has been established on the Governance Web site http://cms.scu.edu/governance/committees/Committee-on-Lecturers.cfm, which has the charge of the Committee, minutes from the meetings, and feedback from faculty.  

Several people spoke about their unfavorable experiences as lecturers (see the Web site for some of these).  In the discussion that followed, it was noted by senior faculty that is difficult for all faculty to plan not knowing how many lecturers will be available each year.  Faculty spoke in support of the new renewable term lecturer positions in the College of Arts & Sciences. Some pointed to the need to see lecturer positions in the broader context of increased reliance on lecturers, the teacher-scholar model, and budget priorities. A chair recommended that the committee solicit input from chairs about the time burden of conducting lecturer searches.   

VI.      HUMAN RESOURCES ANNUAL UPDATE

Ingrid Williams said that in addition to herself, there are two faculty and two staff members on the Benefits Committee.  She said that retiree health benefits is on their agenda.  She said they have done a comparative study with other institutions and their programs.  Also on their agenda is subsidizing employees’ public transportation costs.  Ingrid said the Benefits Committee will make a recommendation on this issue. 

Ingrid reported that insurance premiums again increased in the 20% range for this year.  She reported also that the amount that can be deferred into retirement has increased.  A letter will be sent to all employees soon about this increase.  The University plans to offer a Roth 403(b) plan in the coming year.  Human Resources will notify employees when this new type of contribution is available in the coming year.

VII.     OSHER LIFELONG LEARNING INSTITUTE

Director Patricia Simone reported that the Institute is now in its third year of funding and has been very successful.  The first year had 100 members and 7 classes.  They have 350 members now and this quarter offered 10 classes. Next quarter has 15 classes scheduled. One class taught by Ron Hansen, English, has 40 students.  The classes are non-credit but academically rigorous, and directed to people 50 and over.

October 11, 2006
 I.        The meeting was opened by Margaret Russell, Faculty Senate President.  

  II.        The minutes of the June 7 meeting were approved.

III.       INTRODUCTIONS

President Russell introduced herself and noted that her areas of interest are constitutional law, civil rights, civil liberties, and civil procedure.  The department representatives introduced themselves.

President Russell introduced Provost Lucia Gilbert. Provost Gilbert noted that her most recent position at the University of Texas was as Vice Provost for Undergraduate Studies for six years and prior to that she was the Director of the Program for Women and Gender Studies.  Her areas of interest and research are work/family issues and gender processes, specifically engineering and mathematics for women.  She hopes to have an undergraduate research team.  Following her comments was an informal question and answer period.

IV.       E-MAIL FACULTY VOTING

Web Master Brian Washburn had been asked to look into the possibility of using electronic voting for faculty ballots similar to that used by the students.  His initial response was that this could be accomplished.  He said that the main difference between the student version and the faculty version will be how access to the ballots is controlled.  Since each ballot is specific to a school/college and the voters are also specific by rank, there must be a process that allows only the eligible faculty to vote.  A test ballot is planned for November. 

V.      CORE CURRICULUM REVIEW COMMITTEE

Chair Michael Kevane reported on the preliminary results of the faculty survey.  He said that the committee was pleased with the response rate:  463 surveys were distributed and 277 were returned.  The survey addressed three broad categories:  

· Knowledge:  to be prepared for well-informed engagement in society

· Habits of Mind:  to develop ways of thinking and acting that allow students to educate themselves for the rest of their lives with passion and purpose

· Engagement with the World:  to have opportunities to explore and refine self-knowledge in relation to others, especially the less fortunate.

Michael reported that there was a great variance of opinion for some categories but not much variance in others.  He said that the Committee received many unfavorable comments on having technology and art listed together.  He said they have been working on a lot of structural issues, what might work at Santa Clara, what seems attractive, what plays to the University’s strengths.  

Michael said that the Committee hopes that by the end of October or early November the Committee will be able to distribute a preliminary view of how the structure might be revised.  He said the process will be long and ongoing over several years.  He noted that the Committee is operating on the presumption of no constraints and is following the documents that define the school and its mission.  Michael remarked that the Committee feels that the administration must provide the resources – perhaps summer salary and release time - to bring about a revised Core that delivers a good pedagogy.  He reported that the Committee feels strongly that their work of revising the Core and developing initiatives should not result in doing more than already exists.



The Governance site address is http://www.scu.edu/governance.

cc:  Lucia Gilbert

       Paul Locatelli, S. J.

       Catherine Montfort

       Margaret Russell

       Edward Schaefer

�There was not general agreement on this point.  Several faculty disagreed with statements characterizing the vote or the choices on the ballot as being too unclear to support moving forward (I believe they were Dan Ostrov, Barbara Fraser, and Dennis Gordon).  


Although there was a motion to recommend delaying approval of the new Core, I don't believe it was seconded and it was certainly not voted upon.





