
 

Faculty Council Meeting 
April 8, 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, Paul Challen, Jeff Dyck, 
Kristen Ehrhardt, Tina Facca, Jean Feerick, Simon Fitzpatrick, Dwight Hahn, Dan 
Kilbride, Linda Koch, Cindy Lenox, Gloria Liu, Mike Nichols, David Shutkin, Elizabeth 
Stiles, Sheri Young, and Tom Zlatoper.   
 
The following members were absent:  Scott Allen, Simran Kahai, Annie Moses, and 
Alissa Nutting. 
 
The agenda for the meeting, a report from CAP, and minutes from the Advancement 
Committee of the Board of Directors (see Appendix) were distributed in advance via 
email.  The meeting started at 2:03 pm. 
 
 

Minutes 
 

I. Chair’s Announcements  

 

A. Minutes of March 11. No corrections were offered; the minutes were taken as 
approved. 

 
B. Report on Provost Council meeting.  D’Ambrosia reported that no meeting was 
held today.  Nichols reported on the previous meeting.  The Council finalized a letter 
supporting Cohort Advising, which has been added to the packet on the proposal.  
There was a discussion of the withdrawal/leave of absence policy for students, 
which has been sent to the Provost for approval.  Following this, it will be announced 
and put into the Bulletin and online.  Hahn asked whether Faculty Council should 
look at the policy.  Nichols replied that it mostly concerns paperwork relating to 
tuition reimbursement.   Hahn suggested that if this concerns enrollment, it might fall 
under the faculty’s purview.  D’Ambrosia noted that the policy does not include 
dismissal. 
 

 
II. Items for Business  

 
A. A Direct Admit model is being developed by the Administration that would allow 

new students to be admitted directly to the Boler School or the College of Arts 
and Sciences.  Day recommended to the Provost that the proposal go to the 
Faculty for consideration.  If it is ready in September, it could go to CAP.  
D’Ambrosia asked if it might go to the Enrollment Committee.  Day responded 
that it would be a Faculty Council decision. 

 



 

B. Faculty Self-Evaluation.  Day has received an email from the CAS Dean 
suggesting that the faculty self-evaluation form should be revised.  Dean 
Lacueva is suggesting that the faculty work on this; Day thought a new 
committee would be needed in the Fall.  Potentially, such a committee would 
have to work with two new academic deans.  See also New Business below. 

 
C. Reports from the Committee on Academic Policies (Mike Nichols).  
 

a. The CAP report on the HAT Minor Proposal.  A letter from Jerry De Santo has 
been added to the proposal.  D’Ambrosia moved that the proposal be sent to 
the full faculty for review (seconded Dyck).  There was no discussion; the 
motion passed unanimously. 

 

b. The CAP report on the Changes to the Original Core Document Proposal.  The 
proposal was sent back for restructuring and for voting instructions from the 
Core Committee (now completed).  Hahn asked about a passage in the 
proposal that makes reference to the Academic Planning Task Force working 
group’s intentions.   Nichols noted that this concerns changes for the new 
Undergraduate Bulletin, for such things as the change to the course numbers 
of English composition courses.   

The Core Committee has proposed that categories I and II of the proposal not 
be voted on by the Faculty; they are informational in nature.  D’Ambrosia 
explained that the incoming Core has already been approved by a faculty 
vote, so that Bulletin changes for it do not need approval.  Nichols explained 
that the APTF document is the original document for the incoming Core and 
that only categories III-V of this current proposal are substantive changes to 
the original document.  The Core Committee would like these three 
categories to go out for one faculty vote. 

Young moved that categories III-V of the proposal be sent to the faculty for a 
potential vote.  In the ensuing discussion, it was decided by consensus to 
rescind the motion.  Young then moved that Faculty Council accept that 
categories I and II do not need to go to the faculty for a vote (seconded 
Ehrhardt).  There was no discussion and the motion passed unanimously. 

Hahn then moved that categories III-V be sent to the full faculty for 
consideration (seconded Kilbride).  In the ensuing discussion, Fitzpatrick 
asked if any single item in the grouping of three might be controversial.  
D’Ambrosia noted that the change concerning transfer credits and the Jesuit 
heritage might be but perhaps not overly so.   Nichols noted that CAP 
received no feedback from the faculty on the proposal and that the proposal is 
a compromise position to make sure that transfer students take Theology and 
Religious Studies as well as Philosophy courses.  Day noted that if 
controversy emerges during the General Faculty Meeting, the vote could be 
split at that time.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

c. The CAP report on the Cohort Advising Proposal.  The proposal has been 
supplemented with the information requested at the last General Faculty 



 

Meeting.  It includes the survey data from students and advisors, as well as 
information on advising loads.  It also has a letter of support from the 
Provost’s Council.  The CAP report on the proposal reflects a diversity of 
opinions on the efficacy of the program.  Kilbride moved that the proposal be 
sent to the full faculty for consideration (seconded Koch).  There was no 
further discussion, and the motion passed unanimously. 

 
d. The CAP report on the Music Minor Proposal.  CAP has sent the proposal 

back for revision, and no action by Faculty Council is needed.  CAP had 
serious concerns about the academic structure of the proposal (see 
Appendix).  There were also some questions regarding committed resources 
for the program.  Nichols suggested that this would be a good proposal to 
consider in relation to strategic planning. 

 

B. Report from the Committee on Elections – Open nominations for the April 
elections (Shutkin).  A general call for nominations will go out this week; the slate 
is up online already.  Day asked for people to speak to him about Faculty Council 
Officer positions and Committee chairs.  People vacating roles might wish to 
consider nominating successors.  Shutkin is also attending to Council members 
going on Grauel leave.  Day noted that these people would have to request to 
keep their seats and Council could appoint a temporary replacement. 

 
C. Report from the Committee on Finance, Compensation, and Work Related 

Policies – Status of proposal regarding salary targets (Dan Kilbride).  Kilbride 
reported that the Committee is formulating a proposal.  Part I of the proposal is a 
new peer/aspirant group of colleges and universities.  Part II is a salary proposal 
(with benchmarks and long-term goals by discipline and rank).  On Monday, 
Kilbride will meet with the Provost and Rich Mausser to get feedback.  Kilbride 
predicts some uneasiness concerning their response to the new comparator 
group.  The Committee originally formed a comparator list of 16 schools.  This 
was deemed to be too short to calculate reliable benchmarks by rank and 
discipline.  A second comparator group of 98 schools was then formulated.  A 
significant minority of these schools did not report salary data to CUPA (a 
problem).  It was also felt that this list was not representative of JCU.  The 
newest comparator list has 67 schools and the Committee is happy with it.  It is 
likely that Rich Mausser will not like this group, probably based on net tuition 
revenue figures, which he sees as the key number for looking at salaries.   

 Early in the Fall 2015 semester, Faculty Council might look at both parts of this 
proposal based on the administration’s reaction this semester. 

 
 Note:  At this point in the meeting, Kilbride reported that the Provost 

expressed a desire to meet only with the chair of Compensation in the future 
and not the full Committee.  Subsequent to the meeting, Kilbride reported 
back to Faculty Council that in further discussions with the Provost she 
explained that she is, in fact, available to meet with the Committee as well as 



 

other Faculty Council Committees.  At times, however, she may choose to 
check in with Committees via consultation with chairs or select members. 

 
Koch asked if the Conflict of Interest Committee is now meeting.  Kilbride 
answered yes but that faculty will not be allowed to rewrite the policy.  Hahn 
noted that the Provost also rejected our request for a representative on the 
USPG.  Shutkin noted that this relates to both governance and morale, so what 
do we do?  Nichols noted that with the Provost’s council, about 1/3 of the 
meetings have been canceled and about 1/3 have been run without the Provost. 
 
D’Ambrosia asked Kilbride if he would like time at the next General Faculty 
Meeting to discuss the Committee’s work.  Kilbride replied that he had expected 
to report as it is the last meeting of the year. 
 
Young asked whether net tuition revenues are used as comparators for setting 
the salaries of administrators.  Kilbride replied no but that we do have a list of 
comparator schools for VP salaries.  Young asked if net tuition revenues are 
used as standards for faculty salaries, shouldn’t they be used for all salaries? 
 
Brent Brossmann asked whether we should ask to use the VP comparator list for 
faculty salaries.  Kilbride replied that the VP comparator list is used 
unsystematically to benchmark VP salaries. 
 
Zlatoper asked if the Committee is considering AACSB accreditation among their 
comparator schools.   If not, the Committee might divide the list in two for 
comparative study (AACSB and non-AACSB schools). 

  
Day asked if the comparator list allows for the calculation of an average salary for 
each rank in each discipline.  Kilbride replied yes. 

 
 
III. Committee Reports  

 

A. Enrollment and Student Life – Linda Koch reported that the Committee met with 
Mark McCarthy.  During the meeting, he noted that members of the student 
affairs division could visit cohort advisors to assist in the program.  Koch reported 
that she is requesting data relating to enrollment and recruitment. 

 

B. RTP – Tom Zlatoper reported that the Committee will soon submit a request for a 
Handbook reinterpretation (as discussed at the last Faculty Council meeting). 

 

 

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

 
The Spring elections; a report from the Compensation Committee chair; the CAP 
proposals. 



 

 
 

V. New Business  

 

A.  Revising the Self-Evaluation and which Committee should handle it.  Fitzpatrick 
noted that the current Chair’s worksheet for evaluating faculty does not 
correspond to the current Self-Evaluation.  Hahn suggested that both should be 
looked at during any revision process.  Rodney Hessinger asked whether it was 
necessary for tenure-track faculty to be evaluated twice per year.  D’Ambrosia 
suggested that an ad hoc committee might be formed to consider these issues.  
Hahn suggested RSFD. 

 
 
VI. The meeting was adjourned at 3:17 pm. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Gerry Guest 
Secretary 
 

  
Appendix 

 
CAP REPORT 

 
Proposals ready for consideration by FC. The following three proposals will be 
brought to the April 08, 2015 FC meeting with the intent that a motion to place them on 
the agenda of the April 22, 2015 General Faculty meeting will be offered and passed. 
 
(1) The Proposal to establish a minor in Humanitarian Action and Technology 
(HAT). CAP has prepared its report evaluating the proposal; it is included in the 
materials distributed for the Apr 08 FC Meeting. The complete, uptodate proposal with 
all letters of support is posted on the FC Proposals webpage. (This version is identical 
to that sent to FC earlier with the addition of a formal letter from Jerry DeSanto of the 
UBAC.) 
 
(2) The Proposal for Revisions to the Original Core Document. CAP has prepared 
its report evaluating the proposal; it is included in the materials for distribution for the 
Apr 08 FC Meeting. The complete uptodate proposal with the CAP request for revisions 
is on the FC Proposals website. 
 
(3) The Proposal for Continuing Cohort Advising. CAP has prepared its report 
evaluating the proposal; it is included in the materials for distribution for the Apr 08 FC 
Meeting. The complete uptodate proposal with the CAP request for revisions is on the 
FC Proposals website. (This version is identical provided prior to the March 25 General 
Faculty meeting with the additional documents: Student and Faculty survey responses 



 

from Fall 2013, a table listing the total number of advisees (including graduate advisees) 
by department, and a letter of support from the Provost’s Council. 
 
Proposal returned for revision. CAP reviewed the Proposal for Establishing a Minor in 
Music and had many significant concerns regarding the academic program and 
resources committed to make it viable and sustainable. We decided to return the 
proposal for revision; a copy of our report is included in the materials for distribution for 
the Apr 08 FC Meeting. A copy of the original proposal with a letter from the UBAC from 
Jerry DeSanto is posted on the Faculty Council proposals website. 
 
 

Advancement Committee of the Board of Directors 
Meeting of March 23, 2015 / notes by Gerry Guest (FC Secretary) 

 
N.B.:  Board members participated via phone. 
 
Four topics were covered at the meeting which lasted just under an hour before moving 
into Executive Session. 
 
1.  Progress on FY2015 Goals 
 
The current capital campaign has reached $85.79 million.  It is now expected that 
campaign will close at some point in 2016 with a goal of exceeding the planned $100 
million mark. 
 
2.  External Assessment of Development and Annual Giving 
 
Since September 2014, the Advancement Division has been working with Campbell & 
Company as outside consultants on both the capital campaign and development in 
general.  Peter Fissinger, CEO, gave a presentation at the meeting on some of their 
findings. 
 
The Major Gift Team has as its goal $2 million per year in donations.  It is 
recommended that Advancement also set individual fund raising goals for each member 
of the team (as well as quotas for number of donor visits per month).  More dynamic 
donor portfolios are recommended for this group. 
 
The Annual Giving program has been run well, but there is an opportunity for growth; 
the improving of donor retention, which is below average here, should be a priority.  
More attention should be given to donors at the higher end of giving categories. 
 
The Reunion Giving program also has room for growth. 
 
Once the current capital campaign ends, it is recommended that planning for the next 
campaign begin fairly soon. 
 



 

3.  Communications Audit to support JCU overall 
 
In response to the HLC criticisms of communications on campus, the division will be 
undertaking an audit of internal communications.  One goal is to consider structure and 
staff for the future.  Data is needed here and Doreen Riley hopes that a survey of the 
JCU community can be administered before the end of the academic year. 
 
4.  Alumni Survey 2015 
 
A rough draft has been formulated with the goal of asking new questions of our Alumni.  
We will be surveying graduating seniors and alumni.  The data collected can be linked 
to academic programs. 
 


