
Faculty Council Meeting 
March 11, 2015  

Mackin Room, Grasselli Library 
 
The following Faculty Council members were in attendance:  Roy Day (Chair), Barbara 
D’Ambrosia (Vice Chair), Gerry Guest (Secretary), Ryan Allen, Scott Allen, Paul 
Challen, Jeff Dyck, Kristen Ehrhardt, Tina Facca, Jean Feerick, Simon Fitzpatrick, 
Dwight Hahn, Simran Kahai, Dan Kilbride, Linda Koch, Gloria Liu, Annie Moses, 
Elizabeth Stiles, Sheri Young, and Tom Zlatoper.   
 
The following members were absent:  Cindy Lenox, Mike Nichols, Alisa Nutting, and 
David Shutkin. 
 
The agenda for the meeting and materials were distributed in advance via email.  The 
meeting started at 2:05 pm. 
 

AGENDA  
 
I. Chair’s Announcements  

 
A. Minutes of February 11.  No comments or corrections were offered; the minutes 
were taken as approved. 
 
B. Election results.  The results of the most recent election were announced via 
email (Ad Hoc University Committee on the Conflict of Interest Policy; Proposal 
regarding course petitions for the incoming and outgoing core curricula). 
 
C. Report on Provost Council meeting.  Two meetings were held since the last 
Faculty Council meeting (2/27, 3/11).  Anne Kugler ran the February meaning; the 
institutional learning goals were finalized at that time.  It remains to be determined 
how to measure them.  Persistence and Retention were also discussed and how to 
coordinate efforts across various JCU offices.  Cohort advising (which was 
discussed more generally) was seen as one resource here.   
     At the March 11 meeting, cohort advising was discussed again.  There was some 
acknowledgment that the program could be improved.  Arguments in favor of it will 
be presented to the faculty this semester.  The anticipated evolving role of Provost’s 
Council was also discussed. 
 
D. Chronicle Great Colleges to Work for 2015 Survey.  Day will send out an email to 
encourage faculty participation (FT faculty have participated at a rate of 55% at this 
point). 
 
E. Community Meeting today at 3:30 pm.  Day asked FC members to attend if able. 
 
F. Status of Proposal Regarding the Graduate Dean.  A proposal was formulated by 
the Handbook Committee concerning the fact that the Handbook mentions a 



Graduate Dean and we no longer have one.  Opinions from faculty were solicited, 
but Day did not receive a large response; the administration has been asked to 
formulate a solution to the problem.  Progress has been slow but is ongoing. 
 
 

II. Items for Business  
 
A. Possible Changes to Provost Council: Faculty Council had invited the Provost to 
explain her vision for the Provost Council, but the Provost was unable to attend due 
to the HLC-related meeting being held at 3:30 pm today 
 
B. Mechanisms for Faculty collaboration with the USPG.  A motion was passed at 
the December Faculty Council meeting requesting that the Provost create an 
additional seat on the USPG for a representative from the Revenue and Spending 
Committee.  The Provost rejected this request.  Because of that, it is now our 
responsibility to figure out how to respond.  Day noted that the minutes for the last 
two USPG and the last four Provost Council meetings are not available on the 
respective websites of these groups; however, Day did attend the last two USPG 
meetings where they looked at the SWOT analysis performed across divisions 
earlier this semester. 
 
Jim Krukones noted that in the recent past two Provost Council meetings may have 
been canceled and that Barb Lovequist in the Provost’s office is aware of the 
missing minutes.  Day responded that he believes that only one meeting was 
canceled. 
 
Hahn asked Challen whether the Revenue and Spending Committee had formulated 
a response to the Provost’s rejection.  Challen answered that the Committee 
decided not to purse the issue further.  Hahn suggested that Revenue and Spending 
could still effectively monitor the work of the USPG via the minutes.  Challen 
promised to discuss it in the Committee.  Challen argued further that the in light of 
the December motion the Administration needs to find a way to allow faculty 
participation in the planning process. 
 
Hahn asked whether or not faculty can observe the meetings in question.  Day 
wasn’t sure.  Challen responded that observing would be better than just receiving 
the minutes.  Hahn noted that one solution might be to make a motion today that the 
December motion is still in play. 
 
Ryan Allen suggested that we could have a conversation with the Provost about how 
to fulfill the December resolution.  Day wondered whether university committee 
meetings are open or closed in general; the same could be asked about faculty 
committees.  D’Ambrosia responded that CAP meetings, for example, involve candid 
conversations; observers might make such conversations difficult. 
 



Day concluded that the Provost knows of the December resolution and that we can 
remind her about it. 

 
 
III. Committee Reports  

 
A. CAP – see the written report in the Appendix. 
 
B. Enrollment and Student Life – Linda Koch.  The Committee met mostly recently 
with Brian Williams and Maryclaire Moroney.  Persistence and Retention were 
discussed as were admissions criteria and how to identify at-risk students.  High 
school GPAs are a good indicator for the latter; even better is first semester JCU 
performance.  Williams flags about 5-7% of applicants each year and waits to see 
their final high school grades.  Students leaving after one semester are studied to 
find out why they leave.  Williams wants to improve our 88% retention rate.  Day 
asked whether data was presented to relate GPA to retention.  Questions that might 
be asked include whether it is good students who leave or bad students.  Koch 
replied that Williams believes that some students leave because JCU isn’t 
challenging enough academically.  Day noted that this goes back to the question of 
faculty committee members getting access to the data.  Hahn suggested that Colin  
Swearingen, as a committee member, would be able to analyze raw data.  Day 
argued that if we are worried about retention, faculty need to know why students 
leave.  We could ask again to access the database without student names so that 
we could get answers to the questions that we want to ask.  Day suggested that the 
FC Executive Committee speak to the Provost about this. 
 
Feerick ask what kind of opposition has been voiced with regard to cohort advising.  
Challen asked if the faculty survey data has been disseminated.  D’Ambrosia 
responded that CAP will be getting a report from Moroney soon (next week 
perhaps).  Challen asked how we can be sure that the report presents the data 
straightforwardly.  Dyck replied that the Moroney’s advisory committee has seen the 
raw data.  D’Ambrosia added that there is an awareness that one problem is 
disparities in advising load from faculty member to faculty member.  She also noted 
that a proactive advising approach can improve retention because freshmen typically 
make decisions in the first 6 weeks as to whether they wish to stay at JCU. 
 
C. Elections.  Day noted that Spring elections are coming up (next month).  

 
D. RTP – Tom Zlatoper.  The Committee is drafting a request for a re-interpretation 
of the October 2012 Faculty Handbook interpretation.  The issue in question 
concerns the tenure-track probationary period.  Currently, the probationary period 
includes all time served at JCU.  RTP feels that certain pertinent information was not 
considered at the time of the previous interpretation and that a reinterpretation is 
warranted. 
 



E. RSFD – Tina Facca.  The University Research Committee met to revise the 
online form for Grauels and Summer Research Fellowships.  The Committee is also 
considering the idea of fixed deadlines for the requesting of research funds. 
 
F.  Investment Committee of the Board of Directors – Simran Kahai.  The Committee 
discussed the transfer of JCU property holdings to the endowment.  Challen asked 
how the LLC status of our real estate holdings functions with this change.  Kilbride 
noted that Rich Mausser wants the endowment proceeds generated by this transfer 
to fund capital needs/improvements on campus.  Hahn asked why it was that the 
JCU-owned shopping center has gone from the endowment to JCU and back to the 
endowment again. 
 
G. Compensation – Dan Kilbride.  The Committee is working on the salary proposal 
and hopes to have something to present at the next Faculty Council meeting. 
 
H. Revenue and Spending – Paul Challen (for Cynthia Lenox).  The Committee is 
preparing a survey to solicit ideas from the JCU community concerning revenue and 
spending. Day mentioned their earlier request for a web presence and suggested 
that Canvas could serve their needs.  Challen noted that faculty, students and staff 
would need access. 
 

 
IV. Items for 3/25/2015 General Faculty Meeting  
 

A. D’Ambrosia suggested we begin a discussion of cohort advising.  Day noted that 
we also might have the Compensation Committee’s new proposal.  
 

 
V. New Business  
 
 
VI. The meeting was adjourned  3:18 pm. 
 
Submitted, 
Gerry Guest 
FC Secretary 
 
 

Appendix:  CAP Report, March 10, 2015 

There are a number of proposals that CAP is evaluating at the present time. These 

include:  

• Proposal for a Minor in Humanitarian Action and Technology. The proposal is now 

complete as an evaluation from the UBAC was received on Feb. 27, 2015. CAP is now 



evaluating the proposal and our time table is to hold open hearings prior to Easter Break 

(Apr. 1) and report back to FC at the April 8 meeting.  

• Proposal for a Minor in Music. The proposal is nearly complete as an evaluation from 

the UBAC was received on Feb. 27, 2015. CAP will begin to evaluate the proposal 

shortly and our time table is to hold open hearings prior to Easter Break (Apr. 1) and 

report back to FC at the April 8 meeting.  

• Proposal from the New Integrative Core Committee (ICC) for Changes to the Original 

Core Document (APTF Report). A Preliminary Hearing was held on Feb. 22 to ascertain 

campus sentiment. Only 1 faculty member attended the meeting and email comments 

were received from one other faculty member. CAP found the original proposal had a 

variety of proposed changes that ranged from straightforward changes in language to 

those that are in the spirit of the original core document but are changes to language 

and implementation of the new core. CAP returned the original proposal to the (ICC) 

and asked that the ICC “consider revising the current proposal in the following ways: 

(1) grouping the proposed revisions to the original core document by appropriate 

themes and providing the context and rationale for those groupings; (2) include in the 

proposal any supporting arguments for revisions that modify or appear to modify 

implementation of the new ICC from that described in the original core document; and 

(3) make a recommendation as to how the proposal should be submitted for a vote of 

the Faculty (i.e. a single vote on the entire proposal, votes on individual 

groupings/classifications of the proposal, etc). “ CAP anticipates receiving the revised 

proposal next week and will begin evaluating it. Our time table is to hold open hearings 

prior to Easter Break (Apr. 1) and report back to FC at the April 8 meeting.  

• Proposal from the Office of Academic Advising for the Continuation of the Cohort 

Advising Model. The Chair of CAP met with Dr. Maryclaire Moroney on March 9 and the 

final proposal will be forwarded to CAP in the coming week. Once the final proposal is 

received, CAP will begin review with the intention of holding open hearings prior to 

Easter Break (Apr. 1) and report back to FC at the April 8 meeting.  

Submitted by Michael A. Nichols, CAP Chair 

 
 
 


