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Faculty Council Meeting 
December 9, 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, Medora Barnes, Mary Beadle, Larry 
Cima, Gwen Compton-Engle, Jeff Dyck, Kristen Ehrhardt, Tina Facca-Miess, Jean Feerick, Simon 
Fitzpatrick, Brendan Foreman, Nathan Gehlert, Dwight Hahn, Sharon Kaye, Dan Kilbride, Annie 
Moses, David Shutkin, Elizabeth Stiles, Peifang Tian, Mariah Webinger, and Tom Zlatoper. 
 
The following member was absent:  Roy Day 
 
The agenda for the meeting and supporting documents were distributed in advance via email.  
The meeting started at 2:01 pm. 
 

Minutes 
 
1. Chair’s announcements  

 

 Minutes from the November 4 Faculty Council meeting.  No changes were offered; the 
minutes were taken as approved. 
 

 Canvas discussion on counting prior service toward tenure is open until 11:59 p.m. on 
Tuesday, December 22.  Please encourage participation if there is interest.  Without 
interest, the committee (Rank, Tenure & Promotion) will not proceed with this issue. 
 

 Election of faculty representatives on the Assessment Committee (to be held in January).  
One representative from each Faculty Council Division will be needed. 
 

 Endorsement of the strategic plan (results) (in favor/votes cast)  
 

i. Full-time faculty: 78/90  
ii. Part-time faculty: 7/9  
iii. Full-time staff: 86/87  
iv. Part-time staff: 2/3  

 

 Letter and demands from the student African American Alliance (click here).  Peden 
suggested that we have a Canvas discussion on the issue.  

 
2. Reports from Provost’s Council and USPG.  
 
For the Provost’s Council meeting of December 2, see the report by Peden in Appendix A. 
 

http://facultymedia.jcu.edu.s3.amazonaws.com/facultycouncil/files/2015/12/AAA-letter-and-demands.pdf
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The USPG (also see Items for Business, below).  D’Ambrosia reported that implementation is 
the next step for the Strategic Plan.  Goal groups have been formed for the plan’s three goals.  
Tactics will be developed by these goal groups or delegated by them to other groups. 
 
3. Items for Business  

 

 Appointments  
 

i. Grauel replacements for Faculty Council members Kristen Ehrhardt (Emily Butler), 
David Shutkin, and Simon Fitzpatrick are needed.  An overwhelming majority voted to 
allow Butler to replace Ehrhardt for the Spring 2016 semester.  The two other openings 
will be filled at a later date. 
 
ii. BSOB faculty representative to the Facilities Planning Subcommittee of the University 
Space Committee. See Appendix A for the relevant documentation.  D’Ambrosia 
reported that we will hopefully have a candidate for the position in the January election. 
 
iii. Faculty representative to Conflict of Interest Process Committee. See Appendix A for 
relevant documentation.   The previous ad hoc committee completed its work in 
September.  Now, a process committee is to be created per the Provost.  Kilbride 
nominated Kaye to serve (Peden seconded); Kaye was elected unanimously.  Paul 
Lauritzen noted that the Provost had sent letters of notice to people who had not signed 
the current conflict of interest statement outlining consequences.  Lauritzen stated that 
the letter is probably a violation of the Faculty Handbook.  D’Ambrosia noted that any 
actions in this regard should involve consultation with the Faculty Handbook 
Committee. 
 
[Note: After the Faculty Council meeting, the Provost communicated to the Faculty 
Council Chair that all faculty members had now signed the Conflict of Interest policy and 
that no one has protested further.  There is thus no need to invoke the Conflict of 
Interest Process Committee at this time.  Should the need arise next semester, the 
Provost will contact Sharon Kaye as the faculty representative on the committee.] 
 

 Faculty Council support for Blue Gold Days. See the proposal here.  This involves the 
periodic wearing of JCU colors and apparel.  No serious objects were voiced to the proposal. 

 

 Discussion of whether the proposal for direct admit should be sent to the faculty for a 
vote.  See Appendix A for relevant documentation.  D’Ambrosia noted that this is a 
procedural discussion, not a discussion of the merits of direct admit.  A wide-ranging 
discussion ensued over whether or not the proposal should be formally examined through 
the faculty governance process.  Some members of council voiced concern over how certain 
issues would be handled, such as students who were direct admitted but failed to obtain 
admission to a particular Boler major (Compton-Engle) or how the current Undergraduate 
Bulletin policies would be changed (Hahn). 

http://sites.jcu.edu/staffcouncil/staff-council/the-committees-of-the-staffcouncil/blue-gold-days-guildlines/
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Hahn argued for sending Direct Admit through the faculty governance system, noting that it 
would have the potential for strengthening the proposal through faculty input.  Foreman 
countered that we can’t change the current document because it isn’t a proposal that has 
been sent to the faculty; Peden agreed with the latter.  Compton-Engle suggested that 
faculty could work on the academic aspects of the issue while not dealing with issues of 
administration and marketing.  Hahn suggested that such a split wouldn’t be easy.  
D’Ambrosia added that some faculty have voiced the opinion that this is a change to a long-
standing procedure and that it would be worthy of faculty consideration; Leslie Curtis added 
that he was not against direct admit per se but that he was against bypassing faculty in its 
implementation. 
 
Hahn moved that Faculty Council recommend that this policy regarding direct admit be 
brought to Faculty Council for consideration as a proposal to be submitted to the full 
faculty for a vote of approval (seconded Fitzpatrick).  Stiles asked whether direct admit 
constitutes a change in process or standards of admission; she sees it as the former but 
recognizes that others see it as the latter.  Maryclaire Moroney noted that direct admit 
would be separate from the declaration of major and that for her it doesn’t change the 
standards of admission.  Cima argued that discussing the implications of the policy seems 
unnecessary; Peden suggested that this is perhaps not an effective use of our time.  Hahn 
suggested that the Enrollment committee is capable of handling this and that the Provost is, 
in fact, asking us if this should be a proposal that is voted on by the full faculty. 
 
Dyck asked whether we have enough information now to decide the issue. D’Ambrosia 
responded that this is probably all we are going to get unless we say it needs a vote; Peden 
responded that we’d be doing the administration a favor by asking for a proposal that spells 
things out better.   
 
Kilbride argued that Faculty Council is working awfully hard to find a way to scrutinize this.  
Hahn argued again that it involves a change in standards.  Kilbride disagreed.  Compton-
Engle admitted that she still wasn’t sure how to decide that question.   
 
Webinger called the question.  The motion failed to pass (2 votes for, 16 against, 5 
abstentions). 
 

 Proposal for Improved Collaboration between Faculty Council Committees and the JCU 
Administration.  See the proposal in Appendix A.  The goal here is to ensure better and 
more frequent collaboration.  When Faculty Council tasks a faculty council committee with 
a particular task, an appropriate administrator or administrators would then be selected by 
the committee chair to participate as a non-voting member.  Committees will always have 
the option to go into “executive session” without administrators.  Hahn asked if this policy 
would be added to the Appendix of the Faculty Council Constitution; D’Ambrosia replied 
probably yes.  Hahn requested that that be included in the motion.  Foreman moved that 
the document be placed in the Appendix of the Faculty Council Constitution (seconded 
Kilbride).  The motion passed (21 in favor, 1 against). 
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 Proposal for faculty representation on the new USPG Goal Groups.  See Appendix A for the 
relevant documentation.  The faculty representatives to the USPG have agreed that the 
Faculty Council chair and at least one of the elected faculty members from the USPG be on 
each of the three new goal groups tied to the strategic plan.  Each group is determining its 
own make-up and whether new people will be added.  The following additions have been 
proposed: 
 
Group I will have three elected faculty representatives.  This group will be quite large.  
Group 2 will have a representative from FOCO and perhaps an elected faculty member 
beyond that.  Group 3 will have an elected faculty representative.  Ideally, these elections 
would take place early in the Spring. 
 
Stiles asked if the USPG and the new Goal Groups are permanent bodies; D’Ambrosia 
responded yes in both cases.  The proposal was approved (22 votes in favor). 

 
4. Reports – see Appendix B below for Faculty Council Committee reports (Gender & Diversity, 
Compensation, Academic Policies). 
 
5. New Business – none  
 
6. Adjourn – the meeting adjourned at 3:16 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Gerry Guest 
Faculty Council Secretary 
 

 
Appendix A:  Supporting Documents 

 
Report on Provost’s Council, 12/2/15 meeting (Mindy Peden) 

1. Retention Council and work on the first in the world grant: It is an experimental design, 

which will determine some of the placement of incoming students identified by the 

Council. 

2. Leave of Absence Policy is almost done: will be launched on the Registrar’s website 

soon.  Maryclaire Moroney would like to give faculty the final draft, and it is still being 

tweaked.  

3. Provost talked about offering continuing education courses and Saturday courses in 

particular.   

4. Provost would like to have higher visibility and response to current events in the form of 

courses/activities.  Her example was Policing and Prisons.  This was very well received in 
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the room, and was linked to the demands by the African American Alliance and the 

President’s deep commitment to learning from them (as reported by the Provost).   

5. E portfolios and Name that core were on the agenda but we didn’t get to them. 

 

Proposal for Faculty representation on  

University Strategic Planning Committee Goal Groups 

Introduction/Background 

The USPG has divided into three Goal Groups which are tasked with developing tactics for 

implementing the strategic plan.  At the first meeting of the Goal Groups the Faculty on the 

USPG assigned themselves to the following groups: 

 Goal Group 1:  Barbara D’Ambrosia (Chair of Faculty Council, Ex Officio member of the USPG)  

 Goal Group 2:  Paul Lauritzen (CAS Faculty Representative) and Andy Welki (BSOB Faculty 

Representative).  

 Goal Group 3:  Roy Day (CAS Faculty Representative) 

The members of Goal Group One determined that additional elected Faculty representation 

was desirable.  They proposed one BSOB representative and two CAS representatives. 

The members of Goal Group Two determined that a faculty representative from FOCO was 

desirable. 

The members of Goal Group Three determined that a faculty member with experience in 

instructional support was desirable but this does not need to be an elected position. 

Proposal 

At the start of each academic year, the elected Faculty representatives to the USPG will assign 

themselves to the Goal Groups to ensure that there is at least one elected Faculty 

representative in each of Goal Groups Two and Three.   

The Faculty will elect one BSOB representative and two CAS representatives to serve on Goal 

Group One for staggered three year terms.  (The election will be held at the start of the Spring 

2016 semester). 

Faculty Council will ask FOCO to appoint a member to Goal Group Two. 
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Proposal for Improved Collaboration between Faculty Council Committees  

and the JCU Administration 

 

When Faculty Council charges a Council committee with a task, Council will simultaneously 

determine one or two members of the Administration with whom the committee will 

collaborate in completing the task.  The committee chair will  

 provide the administrator(s) an agenda in advance of each committee meeting at which 
the task will be discussed;  

 invite the administrator(s) to committee meetings as the chair deems appropriate; 

 keep the administrator(s) apprised of questions that arise and decisions that are made 
regarding the task, when the administrator(s) are not present.   

 When necessary, a committee may enter executive session and the administrator(s) will 
be asked to leave the meeting. 

 

Rationale: 

 This will lead to improved communication and collaboration across campus. 

 Frequent sharing of information will help the committee and the administration avoid 
duplicating work that’s already been done. 

 Collaboration between the committee and the administration should result in better 
proposals. 

 

UNIVERSITY SPACE COMMITTEE 

The Space Committee, and Facilities Planning Sub-committee, are responsible for ensuring that 
campus spaces are maintained and allocated to strategically meet the University’s Mission and 
Strategic Plan, while maximizing utilization, appearance and return on investment. 
 
The Space Committee will: 

Receive and review requests for space or renovations/improvements to space 

Integrate space planning with campus-wide strategic planning objectives 

Review the campus space inventory and define utilization metrics 

Review and make recommendations to the Board Properties, Facilities and Technology 
Committee on annual plant renewal decisions to appropriately maintain university facilities 
and modernize instructional and research technology 
 

Membership: Associate VP of Facilities - Chair, Registrar, and representatives from the 
Provost’s Office, VP of Enrollment, Student Affairs, Advancement and Administration 
offices. 

 
Sub-committee: Facilities Planning 
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Provide space utilization and condition metrics for office, conference rooms and 
classroom/lab space, residence halls and public spaces 

Advise on the adequacy, condition, and use of existing space and facilities 

Provide recommendations for allocations of University space 

Identify options for space efficiency to meet University and academic program priorities 

Make recommendations for space available to meet presented needs. 

Access and provide evaluation of the suitability of requested space based upon current 
space utilization, adjacencies, cost information, and other data 

Conduct yearly audits of Furniture Fixture & Equipment and Finishes capital renewal 
needs and make recommendations thereon 

Establish standards for classroom, lab and office size by type and occupants 
 

Membership: Facilities Planning Manager - Chair, representatives from the Office of the 
Registrar, representatives from CAS and BOLER Faculty (1 each), Budget and Residence Life 
Offices, ITS, Facilities Scheduling and Staff Council 

 
Guiding Principles: 

1. All University facilities, buildings, and land belong to the University as a whole and are 
subject to assignment, reassignment, and redevelopment to meet the overall needs and best 
interest of the institution. This includes but is not limited to all academic, administrative 
(inclusive of office and classroom spaces), residence hall space, and auxiliary facilities. Long-
range planning for optimum use of these valuable, essential University assets is a continuing 
process. 
2. Space utilization will be determined in pursuit of optimum allocation, utilization and 
operation, and strive for the maximum benefit of available resources. 
3. Space assignments and decisions for improvements or investments in space shall be made in 
alignment with the University’s Strategic Plan and set priorities, and aligned with available 
resources. 
4. Space usage and assignments shall promote fiscal responsibility and University sustainability 
by considering the short and long-term costs attributed to space. 
 
FY15-16 Goals and Objectives: 

The Facilities Planning Sub-committee will: 
• Update Campus Inventory of Space, initially focusing on classroom/lab space, offices and 
conference rooms followed by residence halls, athletic and public spaces. 
• Conduct space audits, either in person or with assistance of designated individuals within 
departments, to collect various information including current occupant(s) name(s), 
occupant’s classification (either faculty or staff), and details about the physical space. 
• Inventory and categorize existing classroom and instructional spaces on campus to further 
compare to other university benchmarks. 
• Develop utilization metrics for labs, classrooms and conference rooms. 
• Utilize new SpaceFinder software for classroom, lab and conference room scheduling and 
incorporate university policies to maximize space utilization. 
• Advise on the adequacy, condition, and use of existing space and facilities.  
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• Identify options for space efficiency to meet University and academic program priorities. 
As requested: 

• Make recommendations for space available to meet presented needs. 
• Assess and provide evaluations on the suitability of requested space based upon current 
space utilization, adjacencies, cost information, and other data. 

 

Facilities Planning Sub-Committee to the University Space Committee 
Who we are (MEMBERS): cross-functional representatives from university departments whose 
primary function focuses on physical space and programing. 
• Chair, Kris Willis - Facilities Planning, Project Manager 
• Chair is to serve as rep to the main University Space Committee 
• Rep from Facilities – Rich Bretz 
• Facilities Scheduling – Rory Hill 
• Rep from Registrar’s office – Caragh Rose 
• CAS faculty rep 
• Boler faculty rep 
• Rep from Information Technology Services – Jim Burke 
• Rep from Student Affairs 
• Rep from Staff Council 
• Rep from Budget Office – Identified but not yet confirmed 
What we do: collect data and validate information to be used to make informed decisions 
regarding space and space utilization in keeping with the University Mission and Strategic Plan. 
 
Why we do it (GOALS): 
• to assist with operational efficiency and support the University Mission and Academic 
Strategic Plan 
• to implement established priorities with the greatest efficiency 
• to attain a safe and healthy work environment 
• to strive for consistency of space utilization 
• to maintain an attractive, aesthetically pleasing environment that that is logical and well-
organized to community members and visitors 
 
Processes and Services: meet at regular defined intervals to review data collected and requests 
for information from the University Space Committee. 
 
Initial OBJECTIVES for FY15-16: 
- Update Campus Inventory of Space, initially focusing on classroom/lab space, offices and 
conference rooms followed by residence halls, athletic and public spaces. 

• Conduct space audits either in person or with assistance of designated individuals within 
departments to collect various information including current occupant(s) name(s), 
occupant’s 
classification (either faculty or staff), and details about the physical space. 
• Inventory and categorize existing classroom and instructional spaces on campus to further 
compare to other university benchmarks. 
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• Develop utilization metrics for labs, classrooms and conference rooms. 
• Utilize new SpaceFinder software for classroom, lab and conference room scheduling and 
incorporate university policies to maximize space utilization. 

- Advise on the adequacy, condition, and use of existing space and facilities 
- Provide recommendations for allocations of University space 
- Identify options for space efficiency to meet University and academic program priorities 
- Make recommendations for space available to meet presented needs. 
- Access and provide evaluation of the suitability of requested space based upon current space 
utilization, adjacencies, cost information, and other data. 
 
Other Goals/Objectives: 
- Review and refine goals and objectives once committee is assembled. 
- Research other university space committee structures and policies to gather and assimilate 
best practices; make recommendations to the broader University Space Committee to further 
define the guiding principles and establishment of space policies, procedures, etc. 
- Conduct regular space audits to continually update and inform the master Campus Space 
Inventory. 
- Recommend space standards and policies for offices, classrooms, and general use meeting 
rooms. 
- Review and recommend adoption of a university furniture purchasing policy. 
- Review other university procedures regarding asset management 
 

 
[Conflict of Interest] 

 
Office of the Provost and Academic Vice President 

 
To:  Ad Hoc Committee Members; Chair, Faculty Council; VP Administration 
From:  Jeanne Colleran 
Re:  Response to September 4, Report 
 
Colleagues, 
Thank you for your careful discussions and deliberations. I especially thank Dr. Pamela Mason 
for chairing the Ad Hoc Committee. 
I have embedded my responses into the report you submitted. I have accepted all of the 
proposed recommendations for changes to the text of the policy, and these emendations will 
appear in this year’s COI policy. I have made initial responses to the observations submitted. 
 
Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Ad hoc Committee on Conflict of Interest met Wednesday morning, September 2, 2015, at 
8:30 a.m., for about 70 minutes. All members were present: Dan Kilbride, Paul Lauritzen, Pam 
Mason (chair), Debby Rosenthal, Alex Teodosio, Colleen Treml, and Tom Zlatoper. The 
Committee’s charge has been to raise issues that the Provost should consider in relation to the 
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University’s Conflict of Interest policy. The Committee offers the following recommendations 
and observations: 
 
Recommendations: 
1. The Committee recognizes that most determinations about conflict of interest, including how 
to manage such conflicts, are arrived at through informal, mutually agreed‐upon process, as 
reflected in the current policy. 
 
The Committee recommends that in cases where a conflict of interest cannot be resolved or 
managed through informal process, or when an employee appeals a determination, a formal 
mechanism or process should be developed jointly by staff, faculty, and administration in order 
to address the concerns of the employee and the University. 
 
I agree. 
The VP for Administration, the Assistant Vice President of HR, the General Counsel and I will 
convene an Ad Hoc Committee on COI Process to develop a mechanism or process for 
addressing conflicts that cannot be resolved or managed through informal process. The 
Faculty Council and the Staff Council will be invited to designate their representatives to this 
Ad Hoc Committee on COI Process. I will appoint an academic administrator to this 
committee. Our time line for completion will be before the next COI disclosure (ie before AY 
2016‐2017) but with the hope of completing the work this year. 
 
Should a case that cannot be managed arise before the completion of the Ad Hoc 
Committee’s work, I will work with the Vice President of Administration to establish an 
appropriate mechanism and process that can be used in this interim. 
The recommendations of your ad hoc committee pertain to faculty. The VP for Administration 
and I will discuss how they pertain to the rest of the university community. 
 
2. The Committee recommends that the Office of Human Resources keep records of the 
number of Conflict of Interest self‐reports, and whether they were resolved/managed by 
informal or formal process, and report this data annually to appropriate University offices. 
 
I agree. 
I will ask that the Assistant Vice President of Human Resources to keep the records, as I 
believe is already the practice. Reporting data back to appropriate offices will occur at regular 
intervals. 
 
3. The Committee makes three specific recommendations regarding future revisions of the text 
of the Conflict of Interest policy, recognizing that the 9/22/2014 revision will be placed online 
for annual employee acknowledgement next week. Our rationales for these recommendations 
are that they clarify the text and that they respond in positive fashion to shared governance 
concerns expressed last year by the Higher Learning Commission. 
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a. Under Terms: “An actual conflict or the appearance of a conflict of interest exists … Unless: … 
[bullet #3] the conflict or perceived conflict is avoided through appropriate pre‐determined 
(eliminate) mutually agreed‐upon, alternate procedures.” 
 
I agree. The revision is accepted as an appropriate change to the current language. 
 
b. Under Disclosure of Conflicts as they Arise: lines 3‐4: “…disclose … in writing to the Office of 
Human Resources and the Vice President for Finance Administration.” 
 
Agreed. Change to VP of Administration and eliminate reference to Human Resources 
 
c. Under Resolution of Conflicts: lines 1‐3: “Whenever an actual conflict or the appearance of a 
conflict has been disclosed, the Executive Vice President for Administration, HR and 
Regulatory/Risk Management will consult, as appropriate, with the employee and others 
administrators and decide … .” 
 
Agreed. Delete language indicated in red. 
 
Observations: 
 
1. Concern remains that a conflict exists between the Faculty Handbook and the determination 
that faculty who do not sign the COI policy statement will be removed from tenure and 
promotion committees. Service on tenure and promotion committees is a right of the faculty. 
2. It was observed that neither the Conflict of Interest policy nor the Faculty Handbook 
addresses sanctions for (1) failure to disclose conflict of interest, or (2) continuing to engage in 
conflict of interest. 
 
Signing the conflict of interest policy is a mechanism to disclose conflicts so that they can be 
managed. The first effort after the disclosure of a conflict is to seek a mutually agreeable 
resolution. The intent of the yearly disclosure is to ensure that all employees know the policy 
and make the appropriate disclosures. If someone chooses not to sign the disclosure form or 
reveal the conflict, s/he has chosen not to allow for appropriate management. Individual 
decisions about how to deal with a conflict, however well‐motivated, do not satisfy the 
question of an “appearance of conflict.” The University assumes risk if it does not manage 
conflicts; therefore, it must eliminate conflicts if they cannot be managed or because they are 
not disclosed. Appropriate actions include the removal from positions with: oversight of 
personnel, dispersal of funds, determination of fellowships and grants, chairing and 
directorships etc. 
There is a need to discuss how the Faculty Handbook and University Policies are in 
consonance. As you are aware, the Faculty Handbook provisions on professional 
responsibilities do include the requirement for faculty observance of University regulations. 
However, the process committee outlined above also may make suggestions for appropriate 
sanctions for failure to disclose and for continuing to engage in conflict of interest, which 
suggestions the Vice President for Administration and I will consider. 
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A further, brief exchange took place among committee members, via‐email: First committee 
member: It seems the faculty would want to vote on this (for next year's iteration – I know it is 
too late for this year). Second committee member: I don't think faculty needs to vote on this, 
but I would strongly recommend that, going forward, revisions of existing policies or the 
development of new policies involve consultation with faculty before a policy is promulgated. 
Third committee member: Regarding whether this ought to be taken up with the faculty, it 
might be unnecessary to seek a full vote of the faculty, but it probably ought to be reported to 
faculty council, since that's where the original reference of this issue to the provost came from. 
 
Collaboration with all employees on revisions or new policies will be undertaken. 
This response has been sent to the Chair of the Faculty Council. 
 

[Direct Admit] 
 
Dr. Elizabeth Stiles and Members of the Faculty Council Committee on Enrollment, Financial Aid 
and Student Life 
Department of Political Science 
 
Dear Elizabeth and Colleagues, 
 
I am writing to follow up on the request for more information about direct admit to the Boler 
School. At the October 28th Faculty Meeting, I discussed direct admit to the Boler School of 
Business noting there would not be a different standard of admission from that of admission to 
the University. I noted that because no alteration in standards is being proposed, whether there 
needed a faculty vote. I also noted that whatever the “legal” view is, I wanted to consult with 
our faculty council colleagues. 
 
I am repeating part of the text of my remarks as they address why having direct admit will be 
better for marketing the university and Boler and will serve our students better. Our reasons for 
enacting a direct admit model are these: 
 
1. About 1/3 of students who apply and enroll at John Carroll wish to study business. 
Supporting them from the moment of admission is the strongest commitment we can make to 
their success and timely degree attainment. 
2. Evidence shows that better students enroll in programs to which they are directly admitted. 
This is common sense: why wait to be admitted in one or two years when one has the 
assurance of a seat. We are not enrolling some high achieving students despite a nationally 
ranked program in Accounting and the strong reputation of BSOB 
3. Most of our Jesuit peers have direct admit, as do many of our competitors, such as Dayton, 
OSU, Miami, Xavier, 
4. The Boler School faculty is in favor of direct admit. Shouldn’t their professional sense of their 
disciplines’ best practices be recognized by the whole faculty? 
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5. The Integrative Core Curriculum does not reside in the College of Arts and Sciences. It is a 
university wide curriculum in which every department has a stake and a responsibility. All 
students receive a liberal arts foundation in the Jesuit tradition through the Integrative Core 
Curriculum, and direct admit to the Boler School does not diminish or alter this educational 
foundation. 
6. Direct admit enables better planning. It allows the deans to predict course enrollment and 
faculty needs more accurately. 
7. Direct Admit does not impede a student’s desire to change majors. 
8. Growing the BSOB increases enrollment in courses across the University. 
 
The procedure would be: 
1. The Enrollment Division will market direct admit. At the point of admission, a student 
receives a letter of acceptance with a guaranteed seat in Boler. 
2. This student, as is current practice, is enrolled in a business cohort of advising. 
3. Students are also included in the Boler Professional Development Plan.   
 
In sum, the primary advantages are the ability to market our BSOB programs with the same 
advantages as our competitors, better serving students from the point of admission, beginning 
professional development early, and helping the BSOB plan well. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to discuss this issue. I would be very grateful for a timely 
response—before the semester ends if possible. 
Sincerely, 
Jeanne Colleran 
 

 
Appendix B:  Committee Reports 

 
Committee on Academic Policies (Gwen Compton-Engle) 

 

The Committee on Academic Policies met on Wednesday, Dec. 2nd.  The first item on its agenda 

was to review the work-in-progress of the working group on policies led by Maryclaire 

Moroney.  Three CAP members (Rebecca Drenovsky, Peggy Finucane, and Gwen Compton-

Engle) have been attending bi-weekly meetings of that working group as it prepares a set of 

policy revisions in anticipation of the 2017-19 Bulletin. The focus of that group continues to be 

on transfer/transient policy. Those policy proposals will ultimately go through the approval 

process via submission to Council, consideration by CAP, and ultimately a faculty vote, but that 

point is still far off.  In the meantime, CAP offered some suggestions to the working group: first, 

that the final proposal should highlight which policies are new or changed, so that any faculty 

member can easily understand what is being changed and what is being retained; second, that 

each change should be accompanied by a rationale, so that faculty members can understand 
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why each change is being proposed. CAP members also had suggestions on particulars of the 

policy revisions, and the chair will communicate those to Dr. Moroney. 

CAP also discussed the issue of new tracks/concentrations within the ED department in the 

2015-17 Bulletin. This issue has not been officially referred to CAP, but was brought to our 

attention by the Council chair.  Preliminary discussion among CAP members indicated support 

for the notion that before a new track/concentration appears in the Bulletin, the department 

should write a brief description of these changes and submit them to Council. CAP is reluctant 

to micro-manage the details of departmental majors, but feels it important that other 

departments be kept informed of changes that may impact them, before those changes appear 

in the Bulletin.  This is a communication issue. Another issue raised was the lack of clarity in the 

terms that we use (for example, track vs. concentration). CAP members were interested in 

leading an effort to clarify and disseminate such definitions, if Council deems that appropriate. 

CAP awaits Council’s further instructions, aware that this is on the Dec. 9 Council agenda. 

CAP next discussed the First in the World Grant.  Again, this issue was brought to our attention 

by the Council chair.  Members expressed concerns about various aspects of the initiative—for 

example, the method of grouping students, the scale of the project, and the timing of its 

implementation—but most importantly, expressed dismay at learning only at this late date 

about an initiative that will have tremendous impact on the experience of next year’s entering 

class.  Members stressed that as soon as possible, a full presentation on the grant should be 

made to the entire faculty.  

Finally, CAP considered very briefly the question of the course withdrawal deadline, considered 

by many to be problematic because it is so late in the semester. Members favored further 

examination of the issue, and Rebecca Drenovsky has already independently prepared data on 

other schools’ drop deadlines. The CAP chair will consult with Dr. Moroney to see whether that 

issue is part of the larger set of policy issues that her group will be considering.  Depending on 

the outcome of that discussion, CAP will either work with Dr. Moroney’s group on the issue 

when that group gets to it, or will ask Council to charge CAP with considering it. 

 

Report of the Committee on Gender & Diversity (Medora Barnes) 

Summary: We met on 11/11/15 and heard an update on the Faculty Exit Interviews and then, 

as a group all worked on the Preferred Names/Gender Neutral Pronoun Proposal.  

In attendance: Medora Barnes, Emily Butler, Naveed Piracha, Megan Thornton, Kristen Tobey, 

and Gloria Vaquera.  

Exit Interviews Progress update: 
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- Two different questionnaires were presented by Gloria and Naveed as possibilities for use in 

Faculty Exit Interviews.  The purpose of the Exit Interview was discussed. 

- The committee discussed how the questionnaire would be administered (in person vs. 

online). There was some consensus that the HR faculty liaison was the right person to be in 

charge of administering it if done in person. One idea was to have it sent by email to allow 

greater privacy while filling it out and then only have HR administer it in-person (when 

dropping off keys, filling out benefits paperwork) if it hasn’t been already done online. 

- Next steps: Gloria and Naveed will work on combining their separate questionnaires into 

one with multiple sections with close-ended and open-ended questions. 

Preferred Names/Gender Neutral Pronoun Proposal Update: 

- A framework for a proposal had already been created online by Emily Butler and shared via 

Google Drive. 

- The committee discussed that it will be easy to begin offering a “preferred name” option as 

this field already exists in BannerWeb and just needs to be linked to course lists. Also this 

will benefit many more students than just transgender & gender non-conforming students 

(ex. international students [see Tulane’s discussion of this] or any students who use a 

middle/other name). 

- The committee extensively discussed what options should be given to students for the 

“preferred pronoun” field. The pros and cons of many options were discussed, including 

how they would fit into the JCU campus culture, faculty workload, and student ease of use. 

Four categories were decided upon: he, she, “preferred name only,” “I will inform faculty of 

my preference”.  

- We discussed how the proposal will have to be carefully written as there are many related 

issues that cut across Academics and Student Affairs, as well as faculty, students and staff. 

We need to write a proposal that focuses on faculty and their interactions with students. 

This can be framed as one of the steps toward creating an inclusive culture, with more work 

to be done by other constituents on campus.  

- Who should we discuss this work with & get feedback from? Registrar, Mission and Identity 

(Ed Peck), maybe Enrollment later, Colleen (university council) once close to being finalized. 

Compensation Committee 

Report from the Committee on Finance, Faculty Compensation, and Work-Related Policies, 

December 9, 2015 

The compensation committee has chiefly been engaged on two fronts: the further 
development of a salary policy, and the revision of the annual self-evaluation process. 
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On Nov. 3, 2015, the committee received the following communication in response to the draft 
salary proposal it had previously released to the university community for comment: 

 
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 “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 
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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 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 
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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.  
 

Informed of this communication, Council charged the Compensation Committee to “carry on” 
with its work, including the establishment of a salary policy, not merely a new peer group.  
Following that charge, the Committee communicated the following to the Provost and the AVP 
for Finance on Nov. 16, 2015: 
 

Thank you all for your constructive and detailed response to our proposal. 
 
Before I respond at length, I wish to point out that at its meeting of Wednesday, 
November 4, Faculty Council charged the committee with continuing its work on 
a comprehensive salary proposal, not merely a new peer group.  Of course, the 
committee must follow Council’s instructions.  However, the members of the 
committee also wish to follow Council’s instructions on this matter; we see eye-
to-eye. 
 
We hope that you will continue to work with us on this very important matter.  
The memorandum states that “more interaction and collaboration would have 
resulted in a better process, and a clearer understanding of the expected 
outcomes.” I would like to say two things about that.  
 
First, Council, at its meeting of September 10, 2014, charged the committee to 
“come up with a proposal regarding faculty compensation.”  That charge came at 
the end of a discussion prompted by an invitation from Fr. Niehoff.  There is a 
lack of clarity about the exact language of that invitation.  It appears twice in the 
minutes for that meeting.  Roy Day, Council chair, announced that he “had met 
with the Provost and Fr. Niehoff last Friday. At this meeting Niehoff extended an 
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invitation for the Compensation Committee to develop a proposal concerning 
faculty compensation. This proposal would potentially include a new set of 
comparator schools and targets for salary by rank and years in service. It was 
indicated that the Board wants to see such a proposal. It would also have be 
agreed upon by the administration and voted on by the faculty” (3).  
Additionally, the following appears in the “Chair’s Announcements:” “ Fr. Niehoff 
has invited Faculty Council to charge the Committee on Finance, Compensation 
and Work Related Policies to work with members of the Administration to 
develop a proposal for faculty compensation. Specifically, the proposal should 
develop a new set of comparator institutions and targets for salaries by rank and 
years in service. Fr. Niehoff has indicated that improving faculty compensation is 
a priority and he would welcome the opportunity to take a faculty approved 
proposal on compensation to the Board” (6).  Whether or not that was the 
invitation communicated to the chair of Council by Fr. Niehoff, the invitation as it 
appears in the minutes clearly includes a salary proposal, not merely a revised 
peer group.  The compensation committee followed the language of the Council 
minutes.  During 2014-15 (and continuing this academic year) the committee 
loudly and frequently communicated to the campus community its progress in 
devising a new salary proposal and peer group.  There were ample opportunities 
to communicate to the committee that it had misinterpreted Fr. Niehoff’s 
invitation; no such communication was made. 
 
Second, and more importantly, the compensation committee did not intend this 
proposal (which we always referred to as a “draft proposal”) to be the last word, 
or as a kind of ultimatum.  Although the committee met just a few times with 
administrators as it conceived of this policy, we always envisioned intensive 
collaboration beginning at this point in the process.  It was important, we 
believed, for the faculty to fashion a proposal for faculty compensation, which 
would then (i.e., now) be subject to a process of collaborative revision by the 
committee and the administration. This is not a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. 
We have received substantial feedback from the faculty, and I expect that some 
features of the proposal will be revised in the light of that constructive criticism.  
Indeed, some of that criticism echoes the reservations expressed in your memo.  
For example, the memo states that “It is not possible fiscally that the salary goals 
by rank could be met in the timeframe given.”  Several faculty also pointed out 
that the draft policy is inflexible in this respect and ought to be revised to allow 
for years when the University’s financial situation would not allow it to meet the 
goals set out in the plan.  The committee is open to revising the proposal in the 
light of these and other comments.  We are ready and eager to work with you 
both to revisit the proposed peer group and the salary proposal -- but not only 
the peer group, as proposed in your response. 
 
In conclusion, the compensation committee will continue to work on crafting 
and advancing a salary proposal because we believe that it is in the best interest 
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of the university to have a salary policy and none currently exists in a transparent 
form. We value input from all members of the community and look forward to 
collaborating with you, as we have intended. 
 

The committee awaits a response – any response – to this reply. 
 

 
Appendix C: 

Faculty Council Chair’s Address to the Board of Directors 

Faculty Council Chair’s Address to the JCU Board of Directors Wednesday, December 9, 2015 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today. I’ve been Chair of the Faculty Council 

since May, 2015. I’m speaking with you today as a representative of the Faculty, which makes 

me a little uncomfortable, since the Faculty does not speak with one voice. I’ll do my best to 

share my observations about the faculty perspective on various things related to the university. 

My comments are informed by my interactions with other faculty members, including feedback 

I received after sharing a draft of these remarks with the faculty at large.  

At this time last year, many faculty, along with other members of the university community, 

were in a state of shock, denial, and anger about our accreditation status. We have since had 

time to come to terms with the fact that we must make systemic and lasting changes in order 

to ensure the university’s continued accreditation. We are embracing those changes with 

varying degrees of enthusiasm, but we are committed to doing our part to help the university 

move forward. I know that you’ll be getting an update about the university’s preparation for 

the 2016 HLC Focus visit from Jeanne Colleran later today, but I want to highlight some of the 

faculty activity related to the Notice Report and Focus visit.  

As you know, several of the HLC criteria that the university “met with concern” are directly or 

indirectly related to assessment at the course, program, and institutional level. In the past year, 

the faculty has made significant progress in the areas of course and program assessment. While 

some departments and individual faculty have been systematically collecting and using 

assessment data for many years, others of us are newcomers to the world of formal 

assessment, and we’re learning as we go. All academic departments and programs now have 

assessment plans that are being implemented this year. It will take some time to develop a 

mature culture of assessment, but we have made a strong start.  

Most of the academic departments and programs on campus are undergoing Academic 

Program Reviews (APRs) this academic year. A few programs completed APRs recently enough 

to be exempt this year, and several departments, including my own, went through the program 

review process last year. Each APR is a comprehensive assessment of an academic program, 

and a great deal of faculty time, energy, and thought has gone and is going into these reviews. 
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After all of the reviews are complete, the Administration will have a fairly comprehensive 

overview of the university’s academic programs and the students they serve. In Summer 2016, 

administrators and faculty will work together to use the APRs to help make decisions about the 

future of each program, answering questions such as: “What, if any, changes should be made to 

each program?” “For which programs will new faculty lines be approved?” “How will other 

resources be allocated among academic programs?” “How can we improve communication and 

collaboration between related programs?” “How can we attract new students to each 

program?” and “Which, if any, programs should be suspended or eliminated?”  

Another area of concern for the HLC was JCU’s lack of strategic planning. Over the last year the 

university community as a whole has been engaged and invested in developing a strategic plan. 

I know that you’ve seen the strategic plan that resulted from our efforts, and that you’ll be 

discussing it and the ongoing planning process later today. I offer you some background, again 

from the faculty perspective. In December 2014, more than 100 faculty members attended a 

special faculty meeting to discuss faculty involvement in the development of a strategic plan. At 

that meeting, the faculty passed a resolution to form a collaborative relationship between the 

Faculty and the University Strategic Planning Group (USPG). In response to this resolution, 

Faculty Council made several requests to have increased faculty presence on the USPG, none of 

which were accepted by the Provost. She argued that the three elected faculty members, 

together with the Chair of Faculty Council and the deans and associate deans of CAS and BSOB, 

brought appropriate academic perspective to the planning group and provided ample means 

for communication between the Faculty and the USPG. Early in the Fall 2015 semester, the 

College of Arts and Sciences had divisional meetings where faculty discussed the June 2015 

draft of the strategic plan and suggested changes to it. It was clear at my divisional meeting that 

many faculty had read the draft carefully, and had been following the minutes of the USPG 

meetings. Faculty also submitted comments via a survey and in letters and e-mails to the deans 

and Provost. As a result of the feedback from faculty and staff, the final draft of the strategic 

plan is noticeably different from the earlier draft. In the campus-wide vote of endorsement of 

the strategic plan, 90 faculty cast votes, of which 78 were favorable. As we move into the 

implementation phase of the strategic plan, faculty will continue to be involved and engaged. 

The USPG is currently discussing the composition of the “Goal Groups” that will be responsible 

for developing tactics for achieving the objectives associated with each goal in the plan. Each 

Goal Group will have at least one elected faculty representative, who may also be an elected 

member of the USPG.  

Strategic planning and assessment activities, including APRs, are the most visible ways in which 

the Faculty is working to address the concerns of the HLC and get the university off Notice. 

Select faculty members, myself included, are also part of the teams that are writing the Notice 
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report that will be sent to the HLC visiting team next summer. These writing teams were 

formed early last summer, and have been meeting and working regularly since then.  

The rest of my remarks highlight other activities and areas of concern for the faculty. Among 

these are decisions about the future of individual academic programs, the new core curriculum, 

and faculty and university governance.  

I would like to note that the university is moving into a new era of strategic decision-making. I’ll 

give you an example from academics, which is where most of my experience lies. I’ve been at 

John Carroll for just over 21 years, and I think that until this year, every curricular proposal that 

faculty presented to the administration was accepted. The Faculty, through the Committee on 

Academic Policies, reviewed the academic content of each proposal to ensure that it was 

appropriately coherent and rigorous, but whether a proposed program fit with existing 

programs, whether it was likely to bring new students to the university, and whether the 

university had the resources to support it didn’t appear to be part of the Administration’s 

decision to approve the program. While faculty appreciate the support for their initiatives, 

many have been concerned about the sustainability of some of these programs. This fall, the 

Dean of CAS indicated that she could not support the proposal for a minor in Poverty Studies at 

this time, because we don’t have the fiscal resources to support it. I know that this was a tough 

decision for her. I also know that her decision increased my already high respect for her, and 

I’ve heard similar comments from other faculty members.  

The Faculty recognizes that the university is facing other, even harder, decisions that will be 

emotionally painful for some of us. In particular, discussions about suspending or canceling 

existing programs (some curricular, some not) that are near and dear to us but that have few 

students or require already scarce resources will be difficult, but necessary. It is our hope that 

such discussions will not focus solely on the financial impact of each program, but will take into 

account intangible benefits of the program, such as relation to the mission of the university, 

faculty and student engagement, interaction with other programs, and external recognition.  

A big curricular change that is already occurring is the implementation of the Integrative Core 

Curriculum (the “new core”). The Core made its debut with the freshman class this fall, and 

implementing the Core is a faculty-led effort. The Core Committee was formed in Fall 2013 and 

has been meeting almost weekly for the last two and a half academic years. Its subcommittees 

have been meeting separately to develop criteria for core courses, help faculty understand the 

required elements of core courses, evaluate applications for courses to carry core designations, 

and develop rubrics for assessing core courses. Faculty members have been working to create 

core courses, many of which differ greatly from any course that has previously been offered at 

JCU. We still have a lot of work ahead of us, particularly in developing more linked courses in 

the categories of “Examining the Human Experience” and “Exploring the Natural World,” so 
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that there will be sufficient course offerings for our students to be able to complete their core 

requirements during their four years at JCU. You may recall that linked courses are a pair of 

courses in related disciplines that are corequisites of one another and focus on a common 

problem or theme. One of the challenges in developing and offering linked courses, particularly 

the “Exploring the Natural World” courses, centers around lack of resources – specifically, lack 

of available faculty to teach these courses. This academic year, only the freshmen students are 

taking courses in the new core. Three years from now, when the core is fully implemented, we 

will have an average of one-fourth of the undergraduate student body enrolled in linked 

courses in any given semester. Conservatively, that translates to 25 pairs of linked courses each 

semester. (That’s 50 individual courses each semester.) The level of collaboration and 

communication needed between the faculty teaching a linked pair makes it unlikely that many 

of these courses will be taught by adjunct faculty. Many departments are already struggling to 

teach the required courses for their majors; they do not see how they will be able to offer 

linked courses for nonmajors as well.  

There are also core requirements within each major – the completion of a capstone experience, 

for example. Many academic programs already include a capstone experience, but others are 

working to develop a capstone course or other experience for their majors. Almost certainly, 

some of these capstone experiences will involve independent student research under the 

direction of a faculty member. While we already have students engaged in research with faculty 

members, I expect the number of students participating in research to increase. Research 

experiences are profoundly rewarding and beneficial for our students and for the faculty who 

direct them, but they again require resources of time and energy from the faculty.  

I now move my comments away from academic program and curricular matters, to address 

another challenge that the university faces: that of governance, communication, and 

collaboration. This is another area of concern for the HLC. Most faculty were not surprised 

when the results of the “Great Colleges to Work For” survey showed that faculty governance is 

generally regarded on campus as ineffective and inefficient. The satisfaction levels with shared 

governance, particularly as it pertains to communication and collaborative decision making, 

were equally disheartening. In response to this challenge, the University Committee on 

Collaborative Governance was formed this fall; the members of this committee are Jeanne 

Colleran (Provost, representing the staff and administration), David Short (representing the 

Board of Directors), and me (representing the Faculty). We have begun meeting with Tom 

Longin, a consultant from the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges 

(AGB) to determine ways that the university can move toward a more collaborative form of 

governance. While the committee is focusing on university governance, I am hopeful that I’ll be 

able to bring suggestions for improved faculty governance to the Faculty for review and 

implementation. Another result that I would like to come out of this committee’s work is a 
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mechanism for continued communication between the Board of Directors and the Faculty. The 

Committee on Collaborative Governance will likely have a limited life span – we’ll report to the 

Faculty, the staff and Admiration, and the Board of Directors in May and determine then 

whether the committee will continue working beyond the end of this academic year – but 

ongoing communication between the Board and the Faculty will lead to better understanding 

of each group’s roles and responsibilities, better sharing of concerns and suggestions for 

improvement, and ultimately a better campus climate for all members of the university 

community.  

Although I’m with you today representing full-time faculty, I feel that I should say a few words 

about part-time faculty. This fall, there are 312 sections of JCU courses being taught by 220 

part-time faculty. The use of adjunct faculty is a fact of life in the current world of higher 

education, and while many full-time faculty are not happy about our dependence on what we 

consider to be a large number of part-time faculty, we understand the necessity. Adjuncts are a 

vital part of our ability to offer courses for our students, and many of these teachers are long 

time colleagues and friends. In an ideal world, the university would be able to pay them 

significantly more and offer them better guarantees of continued employment. Are there other 

things that are within our ability now, though, that would improve their situation in our 

community? For example, is there a way that they can have a voice in decisions, at least in 

those university decisions that affect them and their students?  

In the midst of all of the activities that I’ve mentioned this morning, faculty are continuing to 

teach their classes, do research and other scholarly activity, and engage in service to the 

university and the community. I am continually humbled, impressed, and inspired by the level 

of dedication and commitment of my colleagues. That said, I am concerned about the ability of 

the faculty to continue at the workload level they’ve been carrying this semester. I have the 

same concerns about members of the staff and administration. Our personal resources of time 

and energy are stretched pretty thin; most of us cannot take on yet more responsibilities, and 

many of us will not be able to maintain this level of activity in the long run. The good news is 

that some of the things that we’re doing now will require less time and energy once we either 

complete the tasks (e.g., Academic Program Review) or get used to doing them routinely (e.g., 

assessment). Nonetheless, determining ways to achieve reasonable expectations for workload 

is another challenge facing the university.  

Although I haven’t made much explicit mention of our students in my remarks to this point, the 

continued education and well-being of our students is at the foundation of all that we do, and is 

of primary importance to the Faculty, Staff, and Administration. We are privileged to work with 

amazing young women and men who will make a difference in the world because of their 

experiences at John Carroll. To borrow some language from the new strategic plan, the efforts 
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we are making now to ensure that the university continues to thrive will enable us to “keep our 

promise to our students. And John Carroll students will realize their promise in the world.”  

Finally, on behalf of the Faculty, I thank you for your continued dedicated commitment to and 

support of John Carroll University. We share your concern for our students and the university, 

and look forward to continued interaction with you. 

[end of Appendices] 


