
Minutes from General Faculty Meeting, February 26, 2014 

The General Faculty Meeting on February 26, 2014 was held in the Donahoe Auditorium of the 

Dolan Science Center and began at 2:05 pm.  The following members of FC were in attendance: 

Barbara D’Ambrosia, Roy Day, Chair, Jeff Dyck, Gerry Guest, Karen Gygli, Dwight Hahn, Vice 

Chair, Tom Hayes, Abdul Imam, Simran Kahai, Marc Kirschenbaum, Linda Koch, Cindy Lenox, 

Sheila McGinn, Michael Nichols, Secretary, David Shutkin, Elizabeth Stiles, Dianna Taylor, 

Mariah Webinger, and Tom Zlatoper.  The following FC members were absent:  Ryan Allen, Tina 

Facca, Simon Fitzpatrick (replacing Michael Eng, on leave), Sheri Young and Thea Ford.  Scott 

Allen is on leave and a replacement for him has not been elected/appointed.  

The meeting agenda was originally distributed electronically to all FC members and faculty via 

e-mail on February 24, 2014 and is appended to these minutes as Appendix A.  Each of the 

proposals discussed or acted upon during the meeting can be found on the FC website under 

Proposals or in the appendices of the February 12, 2014 FC meeting minutes. 

A quorum was met as approximately 49 Faculty members were in attendance at the beginning 

of the meeting.  

I. Chair’s Announcements  

 

A. Minutes of the General Faculty Meeting on November 20, 2013  

B. Minutes of the General Faculty Meeting on January 29, 2014  

 
The meeting minutes of both meetings were approved without objection. 

 

C. Update on the Special Faculty Meeting called on February 5, 2014  

 

No quorum was reached at that meeting so it was adjourned without action. 

 

D. Election results and vacancies  

 

Elections have just been completed but several positions are available for FC and 

other committees.  Please contact David Shutkin if you are interested in any of these 

positions. 

 

E. Next Faculty Council meeting: Wednesday, March 12.  

 

F. Next General Faculty meeting: Wednesday, March 26.  

 

G. Status of Review of Cohort Advising 
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Maryclaire Moroney, Associate Dean for Student Services and Academic Advising, 

prepared a report based upon a survey of students and faculty participating in cohort 

advising and sent that report to CAP.  CAP decided that they did not have enough 

information to make a decision regarding cohort advising and recommended that 

cohort advising continue for an additional year as a pilot program, perhaps 

incorporating some of the changes suggested in the surveys.  It was requested that 

the Administration prepare another report in early spring 2015 on cohort advising and 

submit it to CAP for review to make a recommendation regarding a potential faculty 

vote.  CAP will make a recommendation at the next FC meeting (March 12, 2014) for a 

vote to defer the decision until 2015.  

 
H. Status of Review of Learning Management Systems  

 

A review of learning management systems is ongoing.  In Summer 2014, Blackboard 

will be hosted off-site and a decision regarding the system to be used during Fall 

2014 will be made shortly.  

 

II. Items for Business  

 

A. Proposals to be sent for a faculty vote: 

  

a. Revised Protocol for Requesting Approval of a New Academic Program  

(Committee on Academic Policies, CAP) 

 

Barbara D’Ambrosia, CAP Chair, presented an overview of the proposal.  CAP has 

been using the a protocol for a few years that lists items that should be included for 

any proposal for a new academic program.  These items are used by a variety of 

groups evaluating the proposal and include items concerning budget, curricular 

issues, background and rationale, etc.   CAP has drafted a revised protocol and since 

Faculty voted on the original protocol, a Faculty vote will be required to make 

changes.  Barbara also emphasized the last line in the proposal, “As this document 

describes procedure rather than policy, it is subject to periodic review and editing by 

the Committee on Academic Policies, with the approval of the Faculty Council.”  This 

will allow CAP to edit the document in the future without having to go through 

another faculty vote.  Since FC would need to approve those edits, if they were 

deemed substantive FC could send them to the full faculty for approval.  Open 

hearings were held on the proposal.  (NOTE: An extensive discussion of this proposal 

can be found in the February 12, 2014 FC meeting minutes.)  
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Rebecca Drenovsky moved that the proposal be sent to the Faculty for a vote.  This 

was seconded by Sheila McGinn and it passed unanimously. 

 

b. Proposal for Change in Transfer Credit Request Procedure (CAP)  

 

Barbara gave a brief background on the proposal and indicated that this is not a 

change in policy.  Students who are going to take courses outside of JCU for credit 

must first receive permission from the Dean.  We have made a distinction between 

whether they have taken courses elsewhere before (transfer) or after they have 

matriculated at JCU (transient).  These two situations have undergone two different 

procedures of review.  Courses that can count for transfer credit are evaluated once 

by the appropriate department chair and are entered into a database.  If the student 

is a JCU student, they must file a transient student petition that is reviewed by the 

appropriate chair or program director.  Chairs/program directors must read each 

transient petition, even if they are for the same course.  This leads to a large time 

commitment of the chair/program director and inconsistencies when department 

chairs change and between students who may have received transfer credit for a 

course and those students that may be denied transient credit for the same course. 

Various groups, including CAP, asked the Deans to study the process and see if a 

more streamlined and consistent procedure could be developed.  This proposal is 

result of those efforts.  

 

This proposal removes any distinction between transfer and transient credits. 

Department chairs/program directors will still approve which courses will received 

JCU credit, as before, based upon the course description.  Any exceptions for 

individual students will be done through academic petitions.  The database of 

approved courses will be available to students, which should reduce the number of 

petitions.  Approved courses will have an expiration date of 4 years and chairs can 

review courses at anytime before the expiration date. 

  

Barbara was asked several questions regarding the policy.  These included: 

 

The proposal has various timing mechanisms regarding the process for petitions. Who 

monitors those?  Does the system generate reminders automatically?  Barbara indicated 

that she believed the Assistant/Associate Deans monitor those timings.  Is there anyway 

that students can monitor the status of their petitions?  There is no mechanism for that in 

the policy, however, the timeline of the approval process is quite tight and students 

receive emails at each step, so hopefully students will contact the appropriate people if 

there is a delay. 
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A question was asked about whether courses are differentiated between those offered 

during the summer, during the academic year and by delivery method (i.e. online versus 

face-to-face).  Since courses are not identified by section, there is no way to determine 

whether a transfer course was taken online or face-to-face.  Since these courses are taken 

at another institution, there is no way to whether the courses were taken during the 

academic year or summer.  Barbara indicated that she could not find a policy on when 

students are allowed to take courses at other institutions.  

 

A question/comment regarding limits on transfer credits was asked/offered.  The 

proposed procedure would not limit the numbers of transfer credits that students could 

use toward various aspects of the core (i.e. all of Division V).  Is this a policy matter that 

needs to be addressed separately from this proposal?  Barbara indicated that since this 

proposal is procedural in nature, any policy issues need to be addressed are outside of its 

scope.  She pointed out that some policies already exist for transfer credit (i.e. the last 30 

credit hours must be taken at JCU, students may not take more than 18 credit hours of core 

after they start at JCU).  

 

Lauren Bowen pointed out that this proposed procedure was developed with review of 

courses in mind (not individual students).  Policy issue about what students can do is 

separate from this proposal.  It was also pointed out that this procedure will have a 

petition first checked by a Dean, and if it is not a transfer credit issue, it will be returned to 

the student (i.e. it should be submitted as an academic petition).  

 

A question was asked about how this procedure will affect chairs.  The chairs will only 

receive petitions from courses that are not already in the database, which should reduce 

the number of petitions.  Chairs will also be judging transfer course equivalency only; 

issues related to a particular student should be referred as academic petitions. 

 

(NOTE: Additional extensive discussion of this proposal and related issues can be 

found in the February 12, 2014 FC meeting minutes.)  

 

Jim Lissemore moved that the faculty vote to recommend to the Deans the 

implementation of these Transfer Credit Request procedures.  The motion was seconded 

by Jeff Dyck and passed unanimously.  

 
  

c.  Proposal to the Faculty regarding the position of Graduate Dean (Faculty Handbook 

Committee)  

 

Bob Kolesar (MT/CS), Handbook Committee Chair, provided background regarding the 

proposal.  In Fall 2007, Fr. Niehoff met with the Graduate Studies Committee (GSC) 
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and asked them to study eliminating the Graduate Dean position.  The GSC 

determined that faculty should be involved and FC studied the issue (reflected in the 

Oct 10 2007 FC meeting minutes).  Fr. Niehoff answered questions from the Faculty 

regarding the reorganization of the Graduate School on Oct. 24, 2007 (See those 

meeting minutes for relevant information).  In Nov. 2007, the AVP indicated that 

certain responsibilities of the Graduate School were being transferred to the AVP’s 

office as the position of Graduate Dean was to be eliminated.  

 

Bob indicated that this proposal has nothing to do with the current reorganization of 

the College of Arts and Sciences.  This proposal only deals with the issue of the 

position of Graduate Dean and whether faculty wish to have practice that is 

inconsistent with the Faculty Handbook.  One way to resolve this issue is to 

reinstitute the position of Graduate Dean.  

 

Bob pointed out that Faculty have not had a discussion whether graduate programs 

and curriculum are better with or without a Graduate Dean.  He indicated that he 

believed Faculty should have that discussion and that the Administration should be 

able to provide Faculty with information regarding whether graduate education is 

better off without a Graduate Dean.  If the Faculty determine that graduate education 

is better off without the Graduate Dean, then an amendment could be offered to 

eliminate the references to the “Graduate Dean” from the Handbook.  He urged the 

issue be studied by Faculty and that his concern is that current practice differs from 

the Handbook. 

 

A number of questions/comments were asked/made, including: 

 

If a study is necessary, then why should an proposal be offered?  Bob indicated that 

one option would be to study the issue.  

 

It was pointed out that the previously proposed amendment to remove the Graduate 

Dean language received a vote of 65 votes for, 49 against, with 16 abstentions.  It did 

not pass as it did not receive a majority vote of the faculty eligible to vote, as is 

required of a change to the Handbook.  

 

There is one explicit and one implicit mention of the Graduate Dean in the Handbook. 

 

It was pointed out that in Spring 2010 the Handbook Committee reported that it could 

not recommend a vote for the amendment (based upon the history, See Handbook 

Committee Meeting Minutes, Apr. 14, 2010) 
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Why have four years passed since the amendment was defeated and another 

proposal is being offered?  Bob indicated that Handbook is being reprinted and this 

issue came up again.  He again stressed a preference that Faculty discuss this issue 

and determine whether graduate education is better with/without a Dean.  

 

No motion was offered regarding the Handbook Committee’s proposal.  Dwight Hahn 

made the motion below to move the issue forward. 

 

Additional discussion, prior to voting on Dwight’s motion, reiterated that the issue 

should be studied and then a series of options to reconcile the absence of a Graduate 

Dean position and the Faculty Handbook could be undertaken.  It was also pointed out 

that this would be an appropriate opportunity to reflect upon the role of graduate 

education at the University. 

 

Dwight Hahn moved that FC take up the issue of whether there should be a Graduate 

Dean or in lieu of there being a Graduate Dean, there should be a amendment 

proposed to eliminate the reference to the Graduate Dean in the Faculty Handbook. 

Dianna Taylor seconded the motion and it passed unanimously with 1 abstention.  

 
III. New Business  

 

a.  How has the Elimination of the Graduate Dean Affected Departments? 

 

FC Chair posed this question to obtain some preliminary feedback given the 

motion that was just made and to get the conversation started.  This feedback 

included: 

 

Jim Lissemore indicated that in his 3 years as chair of the Biology department that 

it was a non issue.  Initially there was concern but there were no issues that were 

brought to his attention.  Mike Martin, the current Biology chair, agreed with this 

assessment.  

 

Karen Schuele, Dean of the Boler School of Business, indicated that the BSOB 

supported the elimination of the Graduate Dean position and that the 

management of the graduate program in BSOB has been more effective.  Gerry 

Weinstein (AC) agreed with this assessment. 

 

Sheila McGinn indicated that it has been a chronic issue in the Theology and 
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Religious Studies Department as their graduate program needs to interface with 

other graduate programs.  She indicated that there no position, or person with the 

right standing (or equal) at JCU to interact with the director of the other theology 

that is equal to those in charge of other graduate programs.  There is person who 

can provide advocacy, negotiate, or manage these relationships.  She pointed out 

that a Graduate Dean position could not be for the College of Arts and Sciences 

and separate from BSOB.  

 

Lauren Bowen, suggested that this issue impacts two different areas, graduate 

education and the Graduate Dean’s role in tenure/promotion decisions.  FC may 

need to recognize that these are two different areas and lay out various reasons 

why a Graduate Dean is/is not important.  

 
IV. Adjourn 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:16 pm. 

 

Submitted by Michael A. Nichols, Secretary, March 10, 2014.  Approved March 26, 2014. 
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