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Faculty Council Meeting 

February 10, 2016 
Mackin Room, Grasselli Library 

 
The following members were present:  Barbara D’Ambrosia (chair), Mindy Peden (vice chair), 
Gerry Guest (secretary), Mary Beadle, Emily Butler, Larry Cima, Gwen Compton-Engle, Roy Day, 
Jeff Dyck, Tina Facca-Miess, Brendan Foreman, Nathan Gehlert, Sharon Kaye, Dan Kilbride, 
Tamba Nlandu, Elizabeth Stiles, Nancy Taylor, Mariah Webinger, and Tom Zlatoper. 
 
The following members were absent:  Scott Allen, Medora Barnes, Jean Feerick, Dwight Hahn, 
Annie Moses, Peifang Tian. 
 
The agenda for the meeting was distributed in advance via email.  The meeting started at 2:06 
pm. 
 

Minutes 
 

1.  Chair’s announcements 
 
Minutes from January 20 Faculty Council meeting.  No changes were offered; the minutes 
were taken as approved. 
 
The Faculty Council officers have asked the Provost to work with Tom Longin to set up a 
meeting between Faculty Council, the Provost, Longin, and possibly the President to discuss 
issues relating to trust and collaboration.  This meeting will probably have to take place at a 
time separate from our already scheduled Council meetings. 
 

2.  Provost’s Council report 
 
Two meetings have taken place since the last Council meeting.  The following items have 
been discussed: 
 
Plans were made for the community forum on inclusivity.  A follow-up on the conversation 
will also take place. 
 
Three schools including JCU are planning an examination of their missions.  Ed Peck is 
leading this effort. 
 
Maryclaire Moroney presented a draft proposal that has been created in order to change 
freshman orientation and registration practices.  Lots of details remain, however, to be 
worked out.  The plan proposes to separate summer orientation from course registration.  
Actual registration would be done by the advising office beginning in July.  The proposal will 
be discussed again at next week’s Provost’s Council. 
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Peden asked whether faculty want some sort of input into this change.  Stiles argued that 
this falls under the purview of the faculty.  D’Ambrosia asked whether it would change the 
process of advising.  Stiles responded that it would remove faculty from the scheduling of 
classes. Webinger asked if this is related to the First in the World grant. D’Ambrosia 
responded that this idea has been percolating since before receiving the grant.  Stiles added 
that it’s not the only factor, but it is one.  Peden noted that the deans and Provost had 
serious questions about the roll out of this proposal, so that the conversation is certainly 
not over.  The proposal takes some of the work of registration away from the student.  It 
sounds like Moroney will rely a lot on department chairs in the process to meet students’ 
needs better.   
 
D’Ambrosia noted that the proposal has merit but would like to see it run past the faculty.  
Peden asked how this might be conveyed to the Provost’s council.  D’Ambrosia suggested 
that perhaps at the next general faculty meeting (in 2 weeks) there could be a presentation 
with a chance for questions.  Peden noted that if this is intended for implementation this 
summer and if faculty wants a vote on it, we have to be clear about it now. D’Ambrosia 
noted that we could vote on implementing it as a pilot program for later review – but that 
such a decision would have to wait until after the initial presentation to the faculty.  Stiles 
added that if implemented, we would want to see data that demonstrates the effectiveness 
of the new program. 
 

3.  Items for Business 
 

 Appointments 
o Faculty Council leave replacement for Simon Fitzpatrick:  Webinger nominated 

Tamba Nlandu (seconded Stiles).  Nlandu was elected unanimously (17 yes 
votes). 
 

 Confidential votes at general faculty meetings.  D’Ambrosia noted that more than a year 
ago Council asked the Elections Committee to take up this issue.  Day reported that 
three options have been considered: 
1. Handheld clickers.  They could be used but no one department has enough for a 
faculty meeting; we would have to gather them from multiple departments.  Purchasing 
a large set would be prohibitively expensive. 
2. Smart phones could be used, but not everybody has one.  Council could have on hand 
a number of tablets for people who don’t have an appropriate device. 
3.  Plickers.  These are cards with QR codes printed on them.  Each voter holds up a card 
to vote and they are counted by an app.  Right now, it can handle a maximum of 63 
voters but that will likely increase in the near future.  It’s not 100% confidential, but it’s 
set up in such a way that confidentiality is mostly assured. 
Peden suggested paper ballots as an option; Kilbride agreed.  Nlandu asked how we will 
decide what issues get a confidential vote at faculty meetings.  It was generally agreed 
that once implemented, all votes will need to be confidential. 
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There was consensus among Council members that this should be discussed at the next 
general faculty meeting (and subsequently the next Council meeting). 
 

 The future of the salary proposal (Kilbride).  Kilbride began by noting that the proposal is 
still in draft form; he summarized the discussion from the last general faculty meeting.  
The Compensation Committee could perhaps amend the proposal in light of our current 
financial situation.  The general faculty meeting didn’t generate much discussion nor did 
Canvas.  D’Ambrosia reported that she has not heard from anybody that the proposal 
should be dropped and that every faculty member that she has spoken with has said 
that it’s okay to have an aspirational proposal.  Kilbride asked if voting on such a 
proposal might be received as an act of provocation, but D’Ambrosia noted that there 
seems to be no logic to generating a proposal that doesn’t get a vote.  Kilbride 
responded by asking whether the administration would work with us at all if we hand 
them a faculty approved proposal. 
 
A wide-ranging discussion followed. 
 
Webinger argued that the two parts of the Committee’s work (comparator group and 
salary proposal with benchmarks) should not be severed.  Day agreed; we need to be 
involved in generating a full proposal.  Peden argued that it is the faculty’s role is to put 
forward such things.  Facca-Miess added that if we do nothing, it says that we’re 
content with the status quo.  Taylor also spoke in favor of moving forward on the 
proposal and presenting it to the faculty. 
 
Foreman suggested that if we’re too hard edged about this, the Provost will simply nix 
it.  He argued for a principled system but against something that can be easily dismissed.  
We could perhaps put the issue aside for a year, for example.   
Peden noted that we could pass a motion asking the Provost for some sort of proposal 
with benchmarks.  We could ask the administration for something aspirational and 
realistic. 
Webinger suggested that we spell out some kind of contingency plan with the proposal; 
for example, no administrator raises without faculty raises. 
Day suggested that the problem stems from the way we budget.  A proper budget 
would include raises for faculty and staff.  Raises might be low for the next few years but 
we should plan for more stable times.   
D’Ambrosia suggested that we would be unlikely to get a proposal back from the 
Provost until we have an agreed upon peer group.  But we also need principles that we 
can then apply to the comparator group.  Others (Peden, Facca-Miess) countered that 
we could have a salary proposal without a comparator group. 
 
D’Ambrosia made a suggestion:  We could charge the Committee to continue their work 
in collaboration with the administration.  Or we could have a faculty vote on whether or 
not to continue working on the proposal. 
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Cima asked how it is possible to have a strategic plan and not a strategic budget plan.  
The university comes up with money for projects when they want to.  It’s disappointing 
that the administration is unwilling to share budgeting plans with us. 
 
Webinger moved that the Compensation Committee inform the administration that 
Faculty Council is not willing to separate the two halves of the current proposal and 
and that we would welcome a compensation proposal from the administration or 
would be willing to work collaboratively on the two-part proposal.  If this does not 
happen, then Council will ask the faculty to vote on whether to separate the proposal 
(seconded Cima).  The motion passed unanimously (16 yes votes). 

 
4.  Reports – see the Appendix for written reports from the following committees: 
 

 Student Life – Liz Stiles 

 RTP – Tom Zlatoper 

 CAP – Gwen Compton-Engle 

 Board of Directors’ Committees (partial) 
 
5.  New Business – none  
 
6.  Adjourn – the meeting was adjourned at 3:18 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Gerry Guest 
Faculty Council Secretary 
 

Appendix 
 

Report from the Committee on Academic Policies 
submitted by Gwen Compton-Engle, Chair 

 
CAP met on January 28 to discuss the following agenda items: 
 
1.  Devising a mechanism for information-sharing about changes to majors 
We reviewed our charge from the Faculty Council minutes of 1/20/16, and began to identify 
problems that this mechanism should address. The initial problem that prompted the charge 
was that sometimes departments make changes to their majors that have an impact on other 
departments.  There is currently no mechanism in place by which departments give broader 
notice of changes in advance of the publication of the Bulletin. 

The following further problems were identified: 
a. late publication of Bulletin (after summer orientation), due to late receipt of copy from 

departments 
b. uncertainty about the relationship between hard copy and online versions of the 

Bulletin itself and other online material (e.g. department websites) 
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c. uncertainty about how mid-cycle changes to majors are communicated 
d. complication for Registrar in tracking which requirements apply to which students 

 
CAP reached preliminary consensus on two points: that the March 1 (or other appropriately 
early) deadline for submitting Bulletin copy should be enforced.  Departments who fail to 
submit new copy by that date should have their old copy retained in the new Bulletin; and that 
changes that could have an impact on other departments (including the addition of new 
concentrations within a major or other changes that would affect the courses offered by other 
departments) should be reported by the department chair both to the appropriate Associate 
Dean and to the chair of CAP (perhaps via the Faculty Council chair). 
 
CAP’s next steps in the process are: 

 consult with the Registrar about how these issues impact their office, and what are best 
practices regarding hard-copy vs. online versions of requirements 

 consider further logistical questions about proposed reporting mechanism: timing, 
format, dissemination, etc. 
 

A meeting between the CAP chair and the Registrar on Feb. 5 confirmed that the absence of 
clear channels of communication about department-level curricular changes causes major 
headaches for the Registrar’s Office.  The Registrar expressed a strong desire for a formal 
notification process, and also indicated that software exists for tracking Bulletin changes and 
managing that workflow, and that this might be a part of the solution. The Registrar has been 
invited to the March 15 meeting of CAP. 
 
2.  Update on work of policy group 
The policy group led by Maryclaire Moroney is nearing completion of its proposed revisions to 
transfer and transient policies, and hopes to have that proposal ready for Council and CAP to 
consider soon. 
 
CAP responded to a question from the policy group: should all transfer/transient 
recommendations be presented as a package, or should certain items (C/C- for transferability, 
core course transfer policy, etc.) be presented as individual items for faculty consideration?  
CAP’s answer: The recommendations should be presented to the faculty as a set and should be 
voted on as a set.  As CAP conducts its review, it will likely consider the recommendations item-
by-item to make sure each is sound, but since they are inter-related, the final vote should be on 
the set as a whole. 
 

Report of Committee on Rank, Tenure and Promotion (RTP) 
Prepared by Tom Zlatoper, chair 

 
To gauge Faculty sentiment on whether to seek a Faculty Handbook (FH) amendment on the 
issue of whether time served prior to entering a tenure track position be counted toward the 
probationary period, the RTP Committee conducted a Canvas discussion (“Counting previous 
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service toward tenure probationary period”) at the end of the Fall 2015 Semester.  Discussion 
of the following questions was requested: 

1. Should all years spent in a visiting position at JCU automatically count in the 

probationary period on the tenure track at JCU? 

2. Should all years, up to three years, of full-time equivalent service at other institutions 

automatically count in the probationary period on the tenure track at JCU? 

(According to the FH, the answers to the above questions are “yes.”  If negotiations about the 
counting of these years are desired, the FH will have to be amended.)  
The RTP Committee met on February 8, 2016 to evaluate the Canvas discussion comments.  It 
noted that 15 individual comments were submitted in the discussion, and the vast majority of 
them were in favor of pursuing an amendment.  It also observed that more than 30 “likes” were 
recorded on pro-amendment comments.  In addition, the Committee reviewed a memorandum 
signed by ten members of the Tenure Committee of the Department of Classical and Modern 
Languages and Culture, which stated “strong support of the proposal to amend the Faculty 
Handbook.” 
Before deciding whether to pursue an amendment, the RTP Committee seeks more information 
on how widespread support is among the Faculty, since passage of a FH amendment requires a 
majority of favorable votes among all those eligible to vote.  Thus, the Committee recommends 
that discussion of the potential amendment be included on the agenda of a general faculty 
meeting.  Chairs of department tenure committees and members of the Untenured Faculty 
Organization might be especially encouraged to attend that meeting to provide their 
perspectives.  At the meeting (or possibly afterwards online) a straw vote might be taken on 
whether to pursue an amendment. 
 

Enrollment, Financial Aid and Student Life 
Committee Report / Elizabeth Stiles 

 
Our committee was charged by Faculty Council to solicit and review a direct admit proposal for 
The Boler School from the Administration.  Further we were charged to ask someone from the 
administration who could speak about the proposal to come to the December Faculty Council 
meeting.  Provost Colleran sent a proposal for Direct Admit which the committee reviewed.   
Dean Miciak from Boler attended the December Faculty Council meeting and addressed the 
questions that the faculty put forward. 
 
Our committee has also appointed Ali Dachner to serve on the search committee for the next 
Police Chief at John Carroll.  She is serving ably in that role and they are currently interviewing 
finalists on campus. 
 
The committee is also beginning to investigate a test-optional admissions process for JCU.  
Around 20% of colleges have made standardized tests optional and the faculty should consider 
whether this change in admissions standards would be a good idea for JCU. 
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Finally, some of the committee members will meet with Claudia Wenzel in February to learn 
more about how JCU helps students with limited means to afford college.   We would like to 
work with Claudia and other relevant personnel on this issue. 

 

 

Board Committee Reports 
 

Academic Affairs Committee 
October 6, 2015 

Report by Barbara D’Ambrosia, Faculty Council Chair 
 
New administrators were introduced:  Margaret Farrar (Dean, CAS), Alan Miciak (Dean, BSOB), 
Nick Santilli (Associate Provost for Accreditation and Institutional Effectiveness) 
 
The Provost listed two main priorities for this year:  to get off Notice, and to move toward fiscal 
security.  Nick Santilli added that as a big part of getting off Notice, the University needs to do a 
better job at integrated planning. 
 
Brian Williams demonstrated some features of the Academic Affairs dashboard and discussed 
the incoming freshman class.  He indicated that the class was smaller than anticipated, but had 
a lower discount rate than anticipated, so that the revenue goals with regards to the incoming 
class were met.  The entering class has 9 fewer resident freshmen than last year’s class; most of 
our volatility is among commuting students.  He noted that rough winters hurt our freshman-
to-sophomore retention rates, and also affects the number of applicants we get.  Brian also 
noted that we had noticeably fewer new students from four local high schools, and fewer local 
Pell recipients than expected. 
 
The Provost briefly described the “Conference Committee” to study shared governance at JCU.  
This committee is comprised of the Provost, the Chair of Faculty Council, David Short (Board 
member), and Tom Longin (AGB consultant).  As of the date of the Board meeting, this 
committee had not met.  One of the challenges that she mentioned in our current faculty 
governance structure is that the BSOB faculty are outnumbered by the CAS faculty, and so in 
some sense BSOB faculty are governed by the CAS faculty. 
 
The Provost described the ongoing process of Academic Program Reviews.  She mentioned that 
no new full-time faculty searches would be approved until summer 2016, after all APRs were 
completed.  A Board member asked what would happen if a current faculty member retired or 
otherwise left the university, and the Provost replied that the department would have to make 
do with part-time faculty for now. 
 

Academic Affairs Committee 
December 8, 2015 

Report by Barbara D’Ambrosia, Faculty Council Chair 
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The Provost described the recent letter from and demands of the student African American 
Alliance, and the President’s and University’s responses to date.  She also indicated that the 
University must dedicate ourselves to “transformation rather than [simply] response” and 
discussed the Minority Post-Doctoral Teaching Fellowships for the next academic year.  She 
mentioned that there had been no violence on campus, but that we were concerned about 
activity on Yik Yak. 
 
Members of the Board asked questions about minority students and specifically our discount 
rate.  Brian Williams responded that we offer merit based as well as need based aid, and that 
there is competition with other schools for high ability students.  He estimated that the 
discount rate for minority students is within 3 to 4 percent of the overall discount rate.  We do 
not have a formal target for minority students as a percentage of the student body, but 
informally, he suggested that we should aim for students of color making up 20% of our 
domestic student population, and 5% of our international student population. 
 
The Provost discussed the need to move the University to a position of prosperity.  We need to 
create value to justify the tuition that students pay, through “transformative program 
offerings” of high quality.  We need research programs connected to the curriculum.  We also 
need to offer students enrichment opportunities, like experiential learning and cocurricular 
study abroad.  She mentioned a new 3+3 partnership with the CWRU Law School; there will be 
some revenue sharing between CWRU and JCU during the students’ fourth year when they are 
finishing their JCU degrees but are no longer taking courses at JCU.  She also described a 
program of faculty research and student internships at the Cleveland Municipal Drug Court. 
  
Margaret Farrar, Dean of CAS, described the ongoing process of Academic Program Reviews.  
She indicated that by doing almost all of the reviews in the same academic year, we’ll have a 
unique opportunity in Summer 2016 to make strategic decisions using concrete and timely 
information about our resources and needs.  We should be able to formulate a 3 to 5 year 
hiring plan at that time. 
 
Anne Kugler, Coordinator of Graduate Studies for CAS, provided an update on graduate 
programs, in light of the significant shortfall in revenue ($500,000-$1,000,000 less than 
expected) attributed to graduate programs in the last budget year.  She noted that enrollment 
in graduate programs is declining nationally, due in part to the decrease in employers’ 
willingness to subsidize their employees further education.  We’re also feeling the effect of the 
fact that in Ohio, there is no longer any financial incentive for teachers to further their 
education.  This will continue to result in drops in enrollment in our Education graduate 
programs. 
 

Summary of the Board of Directors, Student Affairs Committee 
Report by Medora Barnes, for December 8, 2015 meeting 
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Summary: Topics of focused conversation during this meeting were on: Title IX and sexual 
consent, the organizing taking place around race on campus, the current utilization of student 
services, and the role of athletics. 
 
A number of people gave reports to the Board Members throughout this meeting. These 
included: 

- Cole Hassay, President of the Student Union. Cole update the Board members regarding 

the status of several Student Union initiatives and legislation that had been passed. 

Discussion mostly revolved around student concerns about parking, changes to the 

sexual consent policy, and the recommendation to include misconduct charges on 

student transcripts. 

- Mark McCarthy, V.P. of Student Affairs,  Mark shared historical quantitative data on 

several topics, including:  residence hall occupancy, student conduct violations, health 

service visits, counseling service visits, and reported alcohol usage. In conversation, he 

and Sherri Crahen described the context of the numbers. The Board members were also 

updated concerning what was happening on campus with the African American Student 

Alliance. Discussion on this topic was lively. 

- Kendra Svilar, Title IX coordinator. Kendra shared statistics regarding the number of Title 

IX cases on the JCU campus that had occurred during the fall semester and what their 

preliminary status was. She also updated the Board members about the status of the 

training occurring on campus for Faculty and Staff to create compliant with the new 

Title IX requirements. 

- Medora Barnes, faculty representative.  Medora gave a brief update on what the faculty 

had been working on this past semester. This included continued work in assessment to 

be aligned with the HLC requirements, work to implement the new Core, discussion of 

Direct Admit, and the other issues regarding shared governance.  

- Laurie Massa, Senior Director of Athletics, & Brian Williams, V.P. of Enrollment. Laurie 

and Brian gave a brief presentation on the impact of athletics on enrollment and 

retention. Also discussed was the role of athletics on the student experience.  

 

Board Advancement Committee meeting 
December 8, 2015 / Gerry Guest 

 
Highlights: 
The Forever Carroll Campaign now stands at $95 million.  Among the different goals, funds 
targeted for the Jesuit Mission have been the most difficult to raise.  The close-out celebration 



2/9/2016 

will take place on September 8, 2016.  There will be an evening celebration on campus; there 
will likely be room for some faculty to attend at no cost. 
 
Alumni Giving for the fiscal year beginning June 1 is currently at 5.2%.  We average around 13-
14% per year (by the end of the fiscal year).  Keeping this percentage at a healthy level remains 
a high priority. 
 
Parent giving is a rising trend across the country and the Division is looking to expand in this 
area. 
 
This year’s Alumni Survey was the first in 6 years.  It was distributed electronically by an outside 
firm; 17,900 alumni were contacted and 2,700 replied (a response rate of 18.7% is considered 
good for a survey such as this).  Some results on individual questions: 
 Overall educational experience – a mean of 8.75 (with 10 being Very satisfied). 
 Rigor of academic coursework – a mean of 8.65 (with 10 being Very satisfied). 
 Faculty interest in student success – a mean of 8.06 (with 10 being Very satisfied). 
 35.1% of respondents reported having an internship as an undergraduate. 
 67.9% reported participating in community service in the past year. 
 31.3% reported their current annual earnings at $100,000 or higher. 
 64.9% reported that their JCU experience contributed highly to their career. 
 
 

Investment Committee Meeting, Board of Directors, 
December 8, 2015 

President’s Conference Room 
Report by Larry Cima 

 
Attendees:  
 

Voting Members: Nancy Benacci (Phone), Robert Gries (Special Director), Jane 
Lambesis, Ray Smiley, Terence Sullivan (Chair), Jim Winchester 
(Phone) 

Also Present: Larry Cima (Faculty Representative), John Clifford, Richard 
Mausser (Liaison), Frank Navratil (Resource Person), Brian 
Harrigan (Monticello Associates). D. Sansone (Observer)  

Excused: Al DeGulis (Special Director) 

 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. 
 
1. Minutes of the Prior Meeting 

Minutes for the previous Investment Committee Meeting held on October 6, 2015 were 
presented for approval. The request for approval was moved and seconded without 
comment. 
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2. Details 
The investment committee discussed some technical details and reviewed the committee 
dashboard, which had not changed substantially from my report of the October 6 
Investment Committee meeting. 
 

3. Review and Approval of Committee Charge (Updated) 
The Investment Committee Charge was presented by R. Mausser for approval. As a result of 
the discussion at the Full Board Meeting on October 7, all committee charges were 
reviewed again to ensure they clearly reflect Board responsibilities with respect to HLC 
accreditation standards and Title IX responsibilities.  The revised Charge was reviewed and 
approved.  
 

4. Annual Investment Policy Review and Update 
The committee conducted its annual review of the Investment Policy and approved it 
without change for 2016. 
 

5. Performance Report and Market Overview (Monticello Associates) 
B. Harrigan of Monticello Associates joined the meeting. The Endowment retuned – 6.43% 
in the third quarter of 2015 compared to the S&P 500 at – 6.44%, The Russel 2000 Index at -
11.2.%, MSCI EAFE at -10.23%, and the  MSCI Emerging Markets at -17.89%.  On a year to 
date basis, the portfolio has returned -3.15% through the third quarter.  The November 
Flash performance report shows the portfolio up +4.1% for the month, bringing year-to-
date performance to 0.6% through November 30.   
 

6. Asset Reallocations 
Monticello made recommendations for some small asset reallocations. After committee 
discussion, the chair’s motion for approval was moved, seconded, and unanimously 
approved. 
 

7. Other New Business 
There was no other new business. 
 

8. Executive Session 
At 2:30 p.m., the meeting ended without an Executive Session. 
 

9. Faculty Representative’s Observations 
At the October 6 Investment Committee meeting and again at the December 8 meeting, I 
saw first-hand a group of very serious, very smart, and very dedicated men and women with 
very deep ties to John Carroll, some of them graduates of this university, work diligently and 
with due regard to the trade-offs between risk and return to ensure the health and growth 
of John Carroll’s endowment fund. 

 
 
 


