Faculty Senate Council

October 13, 2010

3:30-5 p.m.

Present:  Appleby, Ayoubi, Cai, Cottrill, Davis, Edelstein, Fedder, Feinstein, Fraser, Garcia, Greenwalt, Gullette, Hinga, Holliday, Kamas, Kelley, Lo, Meyer, Morris, Newsom Kerr, Numan, Pellettieri, Racine via email, Ramon, Schulz, Turkeltaub, Yan

Excused:  Li, Maurer
Absent:  Counseling Psychology, Law, Management, Hess, McCollough
Invited Participants:  Jane Curry, Chair, Executive Task Force for Governance Reform; Jeffery Baerwald, S.J., Faculty Affairs Committee Chair; Don Dodson, Interim Provost; Helen Moritz, Chair, Election Rules and Procedures Revision Committee; President Michael Engh, S.J.
1.  The meeting was opened at 3:30 p.m. by Faculty Senate President Philip Boo Riley.  Council representatives introduced themselves.  Boo reported that Marilyn Edelstein has agreed to serve as Parliamentarian. 
2.  The minutes of the June 2, 2010 meeting were approved, with minor edits.

3.  GOVERANCE REVIEW

Executive Task Force Chair Jane Curry 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

Jane 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.  A link for anonymous comments has been added to the Governance web site at http://www.scu.edu/governance.  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.  A copy of her presentation is available at http://www.scu.edu/governance/facultysenate/minutes. 
3.  FACULTY APPOINTMENTS MODEL
Jeffery Baerwald, S.J. and Don 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.

Don 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.  

Don 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."

Don 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, Don 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.   

Don 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.

Don 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.  Don plans to send an email explaining the process and its timetable.  

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.  Don 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.  He said also that an item cannot be brought before the Board unless it is on the agenda 30 days in advance of a meeting (October 15 is the next Board meeting).  

Answering a question about setting the target too low for tenure-track faculty, Don 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 chairs this fall, accepted the Board’s action and Don’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, Don 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.  Boo closed this discussion with the suggestion that it be continued at the November meeting.

4.  FACULTY SENATE ELECTION RULES AND BYLAWS
Helen Moritz, Chair, Election Rules and Procedures Revision Committee; reported that the other members are Ruth Davis and Dennis Smolarski, S.J.  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.  He will discuss this further with the Council via email.
6.  OPEN SESSION WITH THE PRESIDENT AND PROVOST 

President Riley opened the session suggesting two topics:  search for the new Provost and Strategic Planning.  Father Engh reported that a committee has been formed in the search for the Provost.  He said that it was 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.  
President Riley suggested inviting Provost Search Committee Chair Allen Hammond to report later to the Council on their process.
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.
The full texts of documents distributed at this meeting are located at http://www.scu.edu/governance/facultysenate/minutes
The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.  Please refer to to http://www.scu.edu/governance.cfm for additional information on the Faculty Senate and University committees. 
