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Faculty Council Meeting 
November 4, 2015 

Mackin Room, Grasselli Library 
 
The following Faculty Council members were in attendance:  Barbara D’Ambrosia (chair), Mindy 
Peden (vice chair), Gerry Guest (secretary), Scott Allen, Mary Beadle, Larry Cima, Gwen 
Compton-Engle, Roy Day, Jeff Dyck, Kristen Ehrhardt, Tina Facca-Miess, Jean Feerick, Simon 
Fitzpatrick, Brendan Foreman, Dwight Hahn, Sharon Kaye, Dan Kilbride, Annie Moses, David 
Shutkin, Elizabeth Stiles, Peifang Tian, Mariah Webinger, and Tom Zlatoper. 
 
The following members were absent:  Medora Barnes, Nathan Gehlert 
 
The agenda for the meeting was distributed in advance via email.  The meeting started at 2:03 
pm. 
 

Minutes 
 
1. Chair’s announcements 

 
a. Minutes from the October 7 Faculty Council meeting.  No changes were offered; the 
minutes were taken as approved. 
 
b. Canvas discussion on direct admit – open until 11:59 p.m. on Wednesday, 
November 4. 
 
c. Faculty Council chair’s address to the Board of Directors on behalf of the Faculty 
(December 9, 2015).  A draft will be precirculated for Faculty Council feedback and input.  
We will need to have a Faculty Council meeting on that date as well. 
 
 

2. Reports from Provost’s Council and USPG.   
 
See the Appendix for a report on the last two Provost’s Council meetings. 
 
The last two USPG meetings were devoted to wordsmithing the Strategic Plan; this will 
probably be completed tomorrow.  The group will next consider how to formulate action 
steps; they will be used (in part) to refine the inclusivity of the plan.  The Board of Directors 
will hopefully get the completed plan and some action steps for its December meeting.  Not 
much time remains to do this.  Further action steps will be developed and refined over the 
next five years of the plan’s life. 
 
Some wording within the plan has been changed to include part-time faculty.  Concerns 
relating to part-time faculty were also brought up at the last meeting of the Leadership 
Council. 
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3. Items for Business 

 
a. Spring 2016 Grauel replacement for Kristen Ehrhardt on Faculty Council.  Emily Butler has 
volunteered to replace Ehrhardt, but we also will need replacements for Kirkpatrick and 
Shutkin.  They were each encouraged to seek out replacements; Council will take up the 
issue at its December meeting. 
 
b. Faculty Representatives to the Facilities Planning Subcommittee of the University 
Space Committee (one from CAS, one from BSOB) (see the background documents attached 
to the agenda of this meeting).  A complete space audit is currently being conducted by this 
committee. D’Ambrosia asked whether these representatives should be appointed or 
elected; there was general consensus that appointments would not be a problem.  Roy Day 
expressed an interest in serving.  Mindy Peden nominated Day as a representative 
(seconded Hahn); all Council members voted in favor of this.  D’Ambrosia will ask the Boler 
chairs for input on a second representative. 

 
c. The Salary Proposal.  In a memo dated November 3 (see Appendix C below), the Provost 
(with Rich Mausser and Nick Santilli) rejected the current salary proposal for four reasons:  
 

1) It shifts the university from a merit system to a cost of living plus merit system, a 

significant change which must be deliberated with the academic deans;  

2) It proposes a shift away from year-to-year budgeting, a desirable goal but one that is 

unattainable until we have regular surpluses based on total enrollment figures;  

3) It does not link planning and budget since salary levels cannot be affected without 

reallocations and a prioritization process in the whole budget, a process being studied 

through the Strategic Budget Taskforce;  and  

4) It is not possible fiscally that the salary goals by rank could be met in the timeframe 

given. 

The memo also faulted the Compensation Committee for not being sufficiently collaborative 
in developing the proposal.  The memo expressed an interest in revising the proposal’s 
smaller peer group but it is not clear why it currently is not acceptable.  The committee 
meets tomorrow and will discuss the situation. 
 
A wide-ranging discussion then ensued concerning faculty response to the proposal’s 
rejection and next steps.  Scott Allen asked if the adminsitration’s response to the proposal 
was simply a letter without dialogue (answer: yes).  D’Ambrosia noted that the Provost 
wants this to be collaborative going forward; she does not want the Compensation 
Committee to be discouraged.  Kilbride expressed his concern that if we were to uncouple 
the peer groups from the salary proposal, the latter could get lost.   He also noted that the 



3 
 

salary proposal has some flexibility built into it, so that it’s disappointing that the Provost 
has declined to discuss it.   
 
Scott Allen argued that there are two issues here: the proposal itself and the lack of trust in 
collaboration.  We could ask the Provost and the President to meet with Faculty Council to 
discuss the latter.  Mindy Peden suggested that such a conversation be framed as an HLC 
issue (shared governance).  D’Ambrosia noted that any conversation would likely have to be 
held next semester.  D’Ambrosia also noted that we have yet to resolve the question about 
administration representatives on faculty committees, another shared governance issue.  
She further noted that she would want a third-party intermediary should such a dialogue be 
held (President/Provost and Faculty Council).  Arguing that the Compensation Committee 
should respond to the Provost, Hahn moved that Faculty Council charge the 
Compensation Committee to carry on with its work on the salary proposal (seconded 
Kilbride).  D’Ambrosia asked if this meant engaging with the administration in dialogue.  
Kilbride responded that we could offer to negotiate, stating we are not willing to uncouple 
the two parts of the current proposal.  The motion passed unanimously.  D’Ambrosia noted 
that we can discuss the related issue of dialogue at our next meeting. 
 
d. Poverty Studies Minor.  Compton-Engle reported that CAP has decided to table the 
proposal.  See the Appendix report below. 
 
e. Direct admit.  D’Ambrosia asked whether Council can decide how to handle this from a 
procedural standpoint.  Implementation of a direct admit model would apply to students 
admitted for Fall 2017.  If there were to be a faculty vote, it would ideally occur in the 
Spring 2016 semester.  Today, we need to consider procedure (not merits).  Peden made 
the following motion:  If there is no change in standards, we do not need a faculty vote, 
but if the Committee on Enrollment, Student Affairs, and Financial Aid stays in dialogue 
with the administration on the issue, it would be an example of shared governance 
(seconded Webinger).  Day offered an amendment to the motion: the issue should be sent 
to a committee, but it would be premature to say it’s not an issue for a faculty vote until we 
know what’s involved.  We need to have input on developing a policy; once there’s a policy, 
we can decide on whether to vote on it.  Hahn supported Day’s amendment.  Elizabeth 
Stiles asked how much detail we would need.  Hahn amended the motion to remove the 
phrasing that direct admit does not need a vote.  Peden withdrew her motion.  Day moved 
that we charge the Enrollment Committee to get a more fleshed out proposal to know the 
administration’s intentions and to return to Council with more information (seconded 
Hahn).  Allen amended the motion to state that a representative from the administration 
would have to be designated to answer questions on any model that was presented to 
the faculty.  Stiles responded that the Enrollment Committee could determine the 
appropriate person(s).  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 

4. Reports – see the Appendices below for precirculated reports. 
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5. Items for November 18 Faculty Meeting 

 
a. Progress report on the HLC writing effort 
 
b. Great Colleges to Work For – data related to faculty governance 

 
 
6. New Business – none  
 
 
7. Adjourn – the meeting was adjourned at 3:15 pm. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Gerry Guest 
Faculty Council Secretary 

 

 
Appendix A - Report on Provost’s Council Meetings (Mindy Peden) 

 
10/14/15 
Discussion of Reflection: Ed Peck and Mark McCarthy led a discussion (Jeanne Colleran was not 
in attendance) about reflection and how it could be integrated across the university.  The goal is 
greater visibility for reflective opportunities in order to “cultivate a habit of reflection.”  There is 
work being done on campus to integrate and make visible the various opportunities; Catherine 
Sherman and Ed Hahnenberg were at the meeting to discuss these, as well as Kyle O’Dell.  This 
came out of a NetVUE Development Grant.  Project Director: Anne Kugler, Learning Community 
Moderator: Ed Hahnenberg. Advisory Committee: Anne Kugler, Ed Hahnenberg, Margaret 
Finucane, Ed Peck, Katherine Feely, Michelle Millet, Maryclaire Moroney, Lord Edwin Carreon, 
Claudia Wenzel. 
 
10/28/15 
Discussion of Direct Admit.  Provost argues that there should be different conversations in Boler 
and CAS about Direct Admit.  There was consensus that Direct Admit for Boler would not 
involve a change in Admission Standards.  The plan would be for direct Admit in Fall 2017, Brian 
Williams noted that at this time applications for undergraduate Admissions are up 18% from 
last fall at this time.  Faculty in the room and Ed Peck expressed a desire to know more about 
the plan…that is how exactly Direct Admit will work.  My suggestion is that we charge the 
Committee on Enrollment, Student Affairs and Financial Aid with communicating with relevant 
people about the status and details of Direct Admit in order to flag and hold open the 
opportunity for faculty input and communication.   
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Appendix B – Faculty Council Committee Reports 
 

Compensation Committee – Dan Kilbride 
 
The Committee has been quite active, as you know if you have been paying attention to your 
email over the past day. Last month the committee presented a draft salary proposal, including 
two new peer groups, for feedback from the faculty. The comments we received were 
uniformly positive, although we received some constructive criticism. Although the comments 
were diverse and hard to generalize about, a number of faculty pointed out that our 
expectations for salary increases may be too optimistic and regimented given current budget 
realities. It was suggested that we insert qualifying statements that amend or suspend 
expectations for raises in years where we have flat budgets or shortfalls. Other faculty 
suggested that the policy lacked enforcement mechanisms. If the University failed to meet the 
stipulations of the proposal, there were no consequences. On November 3, the committee 
received a response from the Provost and the VP for finance. The response revealed some 
misunderstandings between the Provost, Faculty Council, and the committee. Specifically, the 
Provost maintained that the President never specifically invited the committee to devise a 
salary proposal, just a new comparator group. Subsequent communications have made it clear 
(to me, anyway) that the President did in fact invite the committee to draw up a compensation 
proposal that included a new peer group. Regardless, the proposal has been rejected by the 
administration on four grounds: 1) the shift from merit to cost-of-living has to be subject to 
more deliberation; 2) we are not ready to shift away from year-to-year budgeting; 3) the 
proposal does not link budgeting to strategic planning because meeting it would require a 
complete budget overhaul; and 4) the salary goals cannot be reached in the University’s current 
financial environment. The Provost was more positive about the proposed peer group (the 
small one to replace the current IPEDS group) but even here some revision was proposed. In 
general, the Provost was critical of the level of collaboration between the committee and the 
administration in the design of the peer group and proposal. Where do we go from here? That’s 
a good topic for discussion. The compensation committee meets tomorrow (Thursday, Nov. 5), 
so Faculty Council has first crack at this question. Otherwise, the committee has begun working 
on its charge to revise the current annual self-evaluation instrument. Recently we met with 
current and former academic deans to get their perspective on this matter. To summarize 
broadly, they recommended we come up with a more forward-looking, assessment-oriented, 
and planning-oriented document. Many of the comments on the Canvas discussion board 
(established to complement live open hearings) concur. Ambivalently submitted, Daniel Kilbride 
 

Committee on Academic Policies – Gwen Compton-Engle 
 
CAP held its first meeting on October 19, with its main agenda item consideration of the proposal for a 
Poverty Studies minor, which had been referred to CAP by Faculty Council.  The CAP members present 
were in consensus that CAP should table the proposal for a Poverty Studies minor.  CAP sees strong 
academic merit and mission alignment in the proposal, but cannot move it forward in the absence of 
budgetary support from the dean of the College of Arts and Sciences. CAP recommends that this 
proposed program be brought to the attention of the Advancement Division and that a donor or donors 
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be sought who could provide endowed funds for the ongoing support of the program. A committee 
member who was unable to attend the meeting suggested afterward that short-term funding might also 
be sought while longer-term support is obtained. The CAP chair will contact Dean Farrar directly to 
recommend work with Advancement on this issue. 
 
In discussion of the proposal, a number of broader issues were raised: 
 

 the need for a better institutional process for prioritizing programs so that programs can be 
weighed on their merit rather than on the budgetary exigencies of a given year or on the 
number of other programs that happen to be proposed at that time. For example, should CAP 
take proposals only once per year, so that at least that year’s proposals can be weighed against 
each other more directly? Is there a way to know more in advance about a proposal in 
development, so that a voter can take that into consideration and weigh it against other 
proposals? 

 

 the need for serious discussion about sun-setting programs that are no longer serving our 
students’ needs, in order to make room for meritorious new programs; at the same time, lack of 
clarity about who would oversee such a process of review 

 

 issues surrounding the infrastructure and support for interdisciplinary programs: which ones 
have course releases and which don’t? how does the traditional departmental system of 
administrative support accommodate interdisciplinary programs? how can we more flexibly 
support interdisciplinary programs as they become more common? 

 
The committee also discussed the policy working group led by Maryclaire Moroney.  This group has 
prioritized transfer policies as the first set of policies and procedures for consideration. The CAP chair 
and three other members (Rebecca Drenovsky, Peggy Finucane, and Rick Grenci) will attend meetings of 
this group regularly to bring a faculty perspective to the group’s work and to communicate issues back 
to CAP as the work proceeds. 
 
The next CAP meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, Nov. 4 at 1 pm in OC 132. 

 
Committee on Gender & Diversity – Medora Barnes 

 
Summary: The subcommittees gave updates on the progress of the projects and then we all 

met with Kendra Svilar, the JCU Title XI coordinator.  

- Progress updates:  

o As a group we discussed the concerns of part-time faculty on campus. This 

included feedback from those people who had looked into this last year, as well 

as other general feedback. This was passed on to Barbara D’Ambrosia for future 

Faculty Council meetings.  

o The subcommittee examining gender neutral pronouns has had difficulty finding 

policies at other schools listed online. They considered using the older list of 

comparator schools, but have decided to use the two new lists created by the 
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Compensation Committee (“Peer Group” and “University Salary Group”). There 

was also a discussion of contacting the Title IX coordinators or HR departments 

at the Peer Group schools for more information, as not all policies may be 

publicized online. Additionally, Medora met with Marty Hendren, the University 

registrar to give her a heads up that we are working on this. Marty was 

encouraging about the policy and discussed challenges with the implementation 

of the preferred pronouns through BannerWeb. A “preferred name” field already 

exists. 

o The group working on Exit Interviews will be going through the Staff Long-form 

Exit Interview that was put into place spring 2015. They will also be 

communicating with the Untenured Faculty Group which shares the desire for an 

exit interview process to take place.  

- Meeting with Kendra Svilar, Title IX Coordinator: 

o Kendra gave a brief overview of what Title IX entails and passed out a handout 

about it. In response we had a wide ranging conversation about committee 

member’s experiences with related issues, including faculty duty to report, who 

to report to, application of sexual harassment policies, available mental health 

resources, role of campus police, and limitations of FERPA. JCU needs to begin 

education for all faculty members on Title IX issues. 

o The Gender and Diversity committee is going to consider and offer feedback to 

Kendra on: 

 Effective ways to engage faculty in conversation about Title IX issues 

 Most productive ways to ensure the education of all faculty members in 

these issues (what is Title IX? Who to report to?), as required by law.  

 Identifying faculty policies and issues that fall under Title IX that the Title 

IX Taskforce will need faculty input on (grievance policies? Equity 

concerns?) 

Committee on Enrollment, Student Affairs and Financial Aid – Elizabeth Stiles 
 
The Committee met with Brian Williams on October 22, 2015.  We were updated on the class of 
2019 in terms of enrollment, net revenue and a variety of other factors.  
 
A few highlights are as follows.  There are 761 entering freshman, which is a yield rate (% of 
accepted freshmen who enrolled) of 22.7%.  This number is consistent with a decrease in recent 
years.  JCU saw a significant drop in 5 of its 10 biggest feeder schools but more yield from out of 
state.  CMSD students are not applying in as high a numbers to JCU as they previously have.  
High school grade point average is 3.5, female to male ratio is 50:50, and 60.6% of freshmen are 
from Ohio (a slight decrease).  52% are from public schools and 31% are JCU legacy.  The % of 
Pell grant recipients in the incoming class is 17.2%.  Transfer students were up from 75 the 
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previous year to 94.   However graduate enrollment has fallen by about a third in the last five 
years.  Our total University student headcount is 3580, down by a little over 100 students from 
the last couple of years.  The discount rate has decreased to 60.6 and freshman net tuition 
revenue per student rose to $14,491.  This figure moves us closer to $15,000, a Midwestern 
norm.   
 
We also discussed ways in which this committee can have regular input and voice on policy, 
administrative or review procedures.  One area that we discussed was administrative program 
review, which will be implemented on a 5-year cycle.  Faculty could have a regular role in this 
process and we will continue to discuss specific ways this might be done. 
 
There were also several specific topics that the committee discussed.  One was that there will 
be changes in the way FAFSA will be completed.  Instead of applying in the Spring for financial 
aid based on the recently submitted tax documents, families will be able to use their previous 
year’s tax information to populate the FAFSA forms and can do so in October rather than 
January.  Thus, financial aid may be able to be awarded earlier than it has been in the past.  This 
change could have a large effect on the timing of the application and enrollment process at the 
University.  This applies to the fall 2017 enrolling students.  Thus, procedures need to be re-
evaluated and changed as needed.  This timing change could end up benefitting JCU if we 
respond quickly as many schools may not. 
 
Another topic is whether JCU should consider going test-optional.  850 (20-25% of all)  US 
colleges currently do not require all or many applicants to submit results from the SAT or ACT.  
What are the advantages and disadvantages of going test-optional for JCU?  What have the 
experiences been for colleges that have dropped this requirement?  This issue is related to 
admissions standards, clearly a purview of the faculty.   
 
There was also discussion as to what role the faculty could or should usefully play in increasing 
student interest in the University and increasing our yield rates from applicants.  The faculty 
certainly participate in the enrollment process but at variable rates.  Some departments reach 
out to interested students by phone, a little bit by social media, some do not do as much.  Some 
departments have students call prospective students.  Many useful ideas were generated and if 
ways can be found for faculty time to be spent efficiently and usefully in this process, then it 
could increase majors in departments and help with enrollment. 
 

Committee on Rank, Tenure and Promotion – Tom Zlatoper 
 
Background on Issue of Counting of Time Served at Rank of Instructor or Higher Towards 
Tenure.  According to prior practice at JCU, whether or not years in a visiting position or years 
at other institutions were to be counted in the probationary period on the tenure track was 
negotiable.  The Provost and Academic Vice President and the Chair of the Faculty Handbook 
Committee provided an October 2012 reply to a request for an interpretation on the following:   
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Question One:  Do all years served at the rank of instructor or higher with the status of 
visitor count as probationary years in service toward the automatic conferral of tenure 
on any  faculty member who enters their eighth year of full-time service?   
 
Question Two:  Another issue related to the first concerns faculty with prior service at 
other institutions.  Are all years, up to three years, of service at other institutions 
automatically counted in the probationary period if the service is full-time and 
equivalent in professional character to the Faculty member’s service here? 

 
The October 2012 reply was that, according to the Faculty Handbook, the answer is “yes” to 
both questions. 
 
On April 9, 2015, the RTP Committee submitted a request to reconsider the above two 
questions in light of evidence that may have not been considered in the October 2012 reply.  In 
their April 28, 2015 response, the Provost and Academic Vice President and the Chair of the 
Faculty Handbook Committee expressed their opinion that the answers to the questions remain 
“yes.”  They also noted that if the possibility of negotiations is desired, the Faculty Handbook 
will have to be amended and that first ascertaining Faculty sentiment on doing so may be 
prudent. 
 
RTP Committee Decision on How to Proceed on Issue.  The RTP Committee met on November 
2, 2015 and agreed to run a discussion on Canvas to obtain Faculty feedback on the above issue 
before determining whether to seek an amendment to the Faculty Handbook. 
 

Appendix C – Board Committee Reports 
 

Advancement Committee (October 6, 2015) (Gerry Guest) 
 
Doreen Riley outlined three main goals for the Advancement Division this year: 
 
(1)  Conclude the Forever Carroll Campaign 
(2)  Provide support to the ongoing HLC efforts 
(3)  Reposition the JCU brand in the community and the region. 
 
Regarding goal 1: 
The capital campaign has reached the $90 million mark.  It is hoped that the $100 million goal 
can be reached by the end of the calendar year and that the amount raised will eventually 
exceed the goal.  It is expected that a closing event will take place early in the Fall 2016 
semester. 
 
Regarding goal 2: 
The Advancement Division is involved with JCU’s efforts to be more transparent with regard to 
communications and is working with other groups on campus in this area.  An alumni survey 
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went out last week, with around 2,000 alumni completing it on the first day.  Advancement now  
has access to LinkedIn data making communications with alumni more effective. 
 
Regarding goal 3: 
This work is, in part, a response to the damage caused by our HLC issues. 
 
In addition to the above goals, Riley mentioned Alumni Giving as both a challenge and a 
priority.  New ways need to be found for connecting with alumni.  She referred to this effort as 
a foundation for the future. 
 

Report on the Finance Committee Meeting, October 6, 2015 (Dan Kilbride) 
 
The finance committee chiefly reviewed the 2015-16 operating budget. Earlier this year, the 
Board declined to approve a University budget reporting a deficit. VP Rich Mausser described 
the process by which the different divisions of the University trimmed their budgets to reach a 
balance. This process was complicated by enrollment challenges. Due to the publicity 
surrounding the HLC’s decision to put the University on notice, local enrollments (St. Ignatius, 
St. Edwards, etc.) lagged far below historical averages. Although the University has improved its 
discount rate in 2015-16 over previous years, we failed to meet tuition expectations because of 
lower than expected freshman enrollment. That deficit is complicated by a drastic dropoff in 
graduate enrollments in both the summer and fall of 2015. Further savings, chiefly in the 
elimination of staff merit pay increase and and in increased divisional cost savings, have 
resulted in a projected surplus as of August, 2015. Those savings are one-time only; they cannot 
be repeated or maintained in the future. Moving forward, the VP for finance indicated that, 
based on HLC expectations, multi-year budget planning must become the norm at JCU. Some 
concern was raised about an apparent dropoff in charitable giving (both in frequency and in 
dollars) over the past year. Prompted by questions from members of the committee, there was 
a long digression on the implementation of online classes at JCU, especially in business 
programs. the VP for finance reminded the committee that this was a matter for the academic 
affairs committee, and after some waste of time on this issue, we moved back to finance. We 
are spending a lot of money on HLC-mandated things, such as academic program reviews. That 
should not last longer than the current year, but it is cutting into the budget, including a 
compensation pool. Attached, please find the 2015-16 preliminary operating budget and a 
breakdown of the reductions used to balance the budget. faithfully reported by Daniel Kilbride, 
chair of the committee on finance, faculty salaries, and work-related policies 
 
[N.B.:  go to next page] 
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Summary of the Board of Directors, Student Affairs Committee 

Report by Medora Barnes, October 6, 2015 
 

Main message to the Faculty: The Board wants to be sure that the faculty (& staff and 
students) are prioritizing issues concerning sexual assault and Title IX. While the Board respects 
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how busy everyone is with responding to the HLC report, they believe not paying adequate 
attention to sexual assault/Title IX is also a threat to our university and our students.  
 
Meeting proceedings: 
1) The student representative, Cole Hassay, (President of Student Union) gave an update. 

a. Relevant work that Student Union is engaged in includes: 
i. Revitalization of the “It’s on Us” campaign against sexual assault and the 

production of a JCU video 
ii. Dining reforms 

iii. Parking and facility concerns 
iv. Having a balanced student union budget 

b. There was discussion among the committee and Cole about whether the average 
student was aware of and engaged of issues related to sexual assault. 

 
2) Mark McCarthy (VP of Student Affairs) and Sherri Crahen (AVP of Student Affairs/Dean of 

Students) presented updated statistics about student behavior/conduct and substance 
abuse. Information from 2014-15 was compared historical data and trends were discussed 
a. The longest discussions centered on how to decrease student sexual offenses (sexual 

assault/interpersonal violence) and other violations of student safety. The connections 
to alcohol and drug use were talked about, as were trends in student drinking and how 
JCU compares to national data. What Student Affairs is currently doing to reduce 
problem drinking and sexual assault were discussed. 

 
3) Kendra Svilar (JCU Title IX Coordinator) presented a report on the Title IX activities that have 

taken place since her report to the Board last spring. 
a. A Title IX Compliance Task Force has been put together comprised of faculty, staff, 

administrators, and students. This Task Force will be conducting an audit of where JCU 
is in regards to best practices of every area of policies and procedures. 

b. Considerable work has been done on education and prevention methods in the past 
year with students and staff members. Information on best practices about Title IX 
have been given to 250-300 staff members so far. 

c. Faculty members are the one constituency on campus who has not yet been included 
in the education and prevention process. Under Title IX it is mandatory that all 
“responsible employees” participate in these. 
 

4) The Division of Student Affairs has been slightly re-organized and a new organizational chart 
was presented. 

 
Board of Directors Property, Facilities & Technology Committee (Roy Day) 

Meeting of October 6, 2015 
 
The agenda and the charge of the committee (item 2 on the agenda) are attached.  
 
This was the first time this committee has had faculty and student representatives.  
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Most of the meeting was devoted to presentations on the status of Facilities, Information 
Technology and Properties. Some notable features of the presentation and discussion: 
 

  Budget constraints severely restrict capital improvements. Maintenance is adequate but 
some renewal and replacement is deferred. 

  Upgrading university facilities to meet current fire, electrical and ADA codes is only done 
when buildings undergo a major renovation. The committee requested a budget for the 
listed needs regarding fire, electrical, and ADA upgrades. 

  Maintenance completes about 7000 work orders per year. 

  Maintenance staff has been reduced from 19 to 15 since the Dolan Science Center opened. 
The number of square feet maintained per full time employee is about 15% higher than 
average at academic institutions. 

  The university has more parking spaces than required by University Heights but there were 
some concerns about a lack of parking (or convenient parking) for students. 

  Electrical usage has been going down because of conservation measures. Gas usage 
fluctuates more, depending on the weather. 

  The University Space Committee and University Facilities Planning Sub-Committee are 
responsible for ensuring that campus spaces are maintained and allocated to meet 
strategically meet the University’s Mission and Strategic Plan. All members of this 
committee are from the administration. 

  Because the IT environment is changing so rapidly IT does not have a master plan for the 
future. 

  The Help desk completed about 4000 tickets last year. About 1/3 were for password resets. 

  There is some uncertainty about how we will be using Banner in the future. The vendor has 
upgraded the software but we cannot afford the new product. Many other institutions are 
in the same situation. 

  Upcoming projects include Identity management, disaster recovery and BSOB lab redesign. 

  A recent TechQual survey of client satisfaction with IT showed that in general we were more 
satisfied than peer institutions (designated by the survey company, based on size of the 
institution). 

  There was some discussion of selling the Green Road annex to free up money for capital 
improvements if we can lease parking spaces somewhere else. 

 
[N.B.:  see next page] 
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Investment Committee Report (Larry Cima) 

Attendees:  
Voting Members: Nancy Benacci, Al DeGulis (Special Director), Robert Gries (Special 

Director), Michael Merriman (Board Chair), Ray Smiley, Terence 

Sullivan (Chair)  

Also Present: Larry Cima (Faculty Representative), John Clifford, Richard 

Mausser (Liaison), Frank Navratil (Resource Person), Brian 

Harrigan (Monticello Associates)  

Excused: Jane Lambesis (at Orientation), Jim Winchester 
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Recording Minutes: Kathleen Michael 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. 
 
1. Minutes of the Prior Meeting 

Minutes for the previous Investment Committee Meeting held on May 6, 2015 were 
presented for approval. The request for approval was moved and seconded. 
 

2. Issues to Review and Other New business 
 
Students: Rich Mausser reported that approximately $2,000 per student is coming from 
JCU’s endowment net distributions, and that JCU has a very low student loan default rate. 
When these matters are considered along with JCU’s net tuition, our financial situation is 
relatively strong compared to other similar schools.  
 
HLC: We have some board committee linkages, and it would be good to explore more 
linkages. 
 
Dashboard: Endowment market value as of May 31, 2015 was $205 million. Actual 
investment return was, as of December 31, 2014:  1 year, 4.9%; 3 year, 11.7%; 5 year, 9.4%; 
7 year, 5.2%. Investments are diversified. Annual fees between FY2010 and 2015 were 
0.42% - 0.48%.  
NACUBO Size Rank – JCU ranking compared to total numbers of schools reporting 

JCU Endowment Asset Rank/Total Schools (FY 2014) = 306/854  
JCU Endowment Asset Rank/Independent Schools = 193/516 
JCU Endowment per FTE Rank/Independent Schools = 220/495. 

 
Monticello and Associates Inc. Report – Brian Harrigan: A very detailed macroeconomic 
qualitative financial report was presented with board members actively involved with 
questions and observations.  Brian made some portfolio rebalancing suggestions which the 
committee wished to take to a vote.   
 
Executive Session 

At 2:30 p.m., the Chair called for an Executive Session.  Frank Navratil and Larry Cima 

as well as all the non-board members were respectfully asked to leave.  

 

 
Appendix C 

 
To:  Dr. Daniel Kilbride, Chair, Committee for Finance, Faculty-Compensation, and Work-

Related Policies 

Dr. Barbara D’Ambrosia, Chair, Faculty Council 
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From:  Dr. Jeanne Colleran, Provost and Academic Vice President 

            Mr. Richard Mausser, Vice President for Administration 

           Dr. Nicholas Santilli, Associate Provost for Accreditation and Institutional Effectiveness 

Date:  Nov. 3, 2015 

Re:   Response to Faculty Salary Proposal 

The Committee for Finance, Faculty-Compensation, and Work-Related Policies (the Faculty 

Council’s Compensation Committee) has submitted its recommendations to the Faculty Council 

and has invited a response from the Administration.  Thank you for this opportunity. 

The Compensation Committee’s proposal offers a Salary Policy, a proposed University Peer 

Group, meant to replace the IPEDS group that is the current peer group, and a proposed 

University Salary Group, a set of 66 institutions, that would replace the 300+ CUPA special 

study, and be used to set salary goals.    

Our immediate response is the following: we would like to move forward on the new Peer 

Group after some follow up discussions with the Compensation Committee. This would finalize 

the task to which the President had committed himself.   

Here are our thoughts. 

First, we wish to recognize the time and energy the Compensation Committee has invested in 

this process. We also wish to work with the faculty in a productive way. However, members of 

the Administration attended only two meetings of this Committee: at the very beginning, in the 

fall of 2014, and once more, in the spring of 2015, at its (the Administration’s) request.  We 

believe that more interaction and collaboration would have resulted in a better process, and a 

clearer understanding of the expected outcomes.   

Second, we share the desire to promote collaborative governance that is described in 

“Background and Scope” section of the Compensation Committee’s Faculty Salary Policy. We 

must note that the current proposal substantially exceeds the President’s invitation to propose 

a new set of comparator institutions.  When the President made his proposal, the Chair of 

Faculty Council reported it to the Faculty Council. However, the Council rejected taking up the 

President’s specific charge because it did not originate from within the Faculty Council, and the 

Compensation Committee agreed to a more general charge “to come up with a proposal 

regarding compensation.” (See FC minutes of Sept. 10, 2014). 

We flag these two issues in response to the commentary (page two) about morale, recruitment, 

year-to-year budgeting, and HLC concerns. We also are responding to the statement that the 
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“approval of this proposal by the John Carroll administration and Board will testify to the 

effectiveness of shared governance and linkages between strategic planning and budgeting at 

JCU.”  The President invited a consideration of the comparator set—a narrower goal than a 

salary proposal-- precisely because this was an authentic starting point for collaborative 

discussion. The request for a comparator group which was acceptable to all and which could be 

used to measure whether, among like institutions, John Carroll was being competitive (on a 

variety of measures) was the desired end.  This invitation was a strong index of working toward 

better collaboration. That the entire proposal cannot be accepted at this time is not due to a 

reluctance to collaborate. Indeed, part of this response is a request for a more collaborative and 

dialogic process.  

While we hoped that the President’s invitation would have been the primary task – and that, 

even more ideally, there would have been points of conversation—we recognize the progress 

made in determining a new Peer Group.  We are interested in moving toward the acceptance of 

a Peer Group. Part of this process would include more information about why the 

Compensation Committee has chosen the criteria used to generate the Peer Group.  We also 

propose that this Peer Group, once finalized, be used to benchmark JCU compensation. 

At this time, we cannot accept the Committee’s proposed faculty Salary Policy in total for four 

reasons:  

1) It shifts the university from a merit system to a cost of living plus merit system, a 

significant change which must be deliberated with the academic deans;  

2) It proposes a shift away from year-to-year budgeting, a desirable goal but one that is 

unattainable until we have regular surpluses based on total enrollment figures;  

3) It does not link planning and budget since salary levels cannot be affected without 

reallocations and a prioritization process in the whole budget, a process being studied 

through the Strategic Budget Taskforce;  and  

4) It is not possible fiscally that the salary goals by rank could be met in the timeframe 

given.  

 

To conclude: 

1. We wish to move the new comparator Peer Group forward. We propose further 

collaborative discussions before a faculty vote to recommend. We propose that this 

work be finished by the end of the academic year. We are available to meet with all or 

some members of the Compensation Committee or other designees of the Faculty 

Council to collaborate.  

2. We propose using the Peer Group of institutions as part of our strategic plan to invest in 

faculty and to serve as a source of external benchmark data through which we can 
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better assess a wide variety of University operations, policies and practices, including 

those related to compensation.  

3. We propose that using the Peer Group to evaluate salary levels among like institutions is 

the first step toward setting salary goals, one that has not been previously done in our 

institution and should be as a best practice.  

4. We propose examining the Salary Group to see if it can function as a smaller special 

study, particularly with respect to assessing compensation variances between academic 

disciplines and faculty ranks.   

5. We propose to act affirmatively on those aspects of the Salary Proposal that fit within 

fiscal and legal realities and to set them as policy. This discussion would take several 

months, and will need to involve the University Budget Advisory Committee.  

6. We commend the Committee’s work, but we respectfully request more points of 

interaction in the process or devising a structure that allows at least one representative 

from the administration to serve in an ex officio or other capacity. We believe that 

stronger and regular conversation will help attain goals more quickly and more 

collaboratively.  We are interested and committed to processes of genuine dialogue and 

co-operation, and we believe that this is essential to a collaborative governance model 

that best serves the entire University community and meets the standards indicated by 

the HLC.  

 

Were it not for the amount of work ahead for strategic planning and budgeting, as well as 

preparing for the Focus Visit, we might be able to have substantive change occur more quickly. 

But not only must we work realistically (and this means putting plans in place to improve our 

NTR), we must work together and transparently. 

 

We look forward to continued conversation.  

 


