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MEMO TO:  
FACULTY COUNCIL
FROM:
SUSAN P. BERARDINI, CHAIRPERSON



FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

RE:

REPORT OF MARCH 2008 MEETINGS
DATE:

March 31, 2008
The Faculty Affairs Committee met on March 4th to continue our review of the faculty handbook draft.  Additional concerns were raised regarding sections in Part I that discuss the role of university administrators.  Regarding the role of the Provost, we believe the handbook needs to specify that curriculum/program changes should not be made prior to consultation with faculty.  We have the Faculty Council Curriculum Committee, and this group should have input on any decisions to cut or add programs, majors, courses, etc.  

Regarding the roll of the university’s chief financial officer (Part I), we concluded that the faculty should have regular access to the university’s financial information (annual reports, budget documents, executive salaries, etc) and that the CFO should report regularly to the faculty.  We would like this to be noted in the handbook.

The committee finally began its review of Part II of the handbook draft.  At this meeting we focused on the section that addresses faculty rank requirements, and noted the following:

· the terminal degree for the field of studio arts is M.F.A.

· the  4 year requirement to obtain the rank of assistant professor does not reflect actual practice.

· Does the 10 year requirement for the promotion to full professor reflect actual practice?

· The contract deadlines listed on p. 4 do not reflect actual practice – this section either needs to be revised, or the deadlines need to be enforced.  It was suggested that the contract deadline be changed to April 20th.

· p. 4 – the section on adjunct rights will probably need to be enforced depending on the outcome of the union negotiations.

At our meeting on March 10th, the following additional observations were made regarding Part I of the handbook draft:
· Job descriptions for the university executives should not be included in the faculty handbook.  However, it is important that the handbook include the section on department chairpersons.  

· The Provost should not have absolute control over all academic matters, and that any changes to the curriculum should be done in consultation with the faculty.  Each school curriculum committee should be able to control their programs, courses and majors.  Furthermore, the handbook needs to address the question of restructuring and the reorganization of departments and/or schools.  The guidelines & policies need to be detailed.

· The function of the handbook needs to be reconsidered—contractual or descriptive?

· The section on the functions of the department chairpersons is neither accurate nor current – this needs to be updated. Furthermore, there is a great deal of variation among the different schools and departments.
· The process for the selection of chairpersons needs to be clarified with respect to the role of the dean and faculty.

· P. 8, #14 – the first paragraph needs to be revised in such a way as to emphasize the right of the faculty to vote for their department chairperson.  The faculty should have the option of a 2nd vote if the respective Dean is not satisfied with the selected candidate.  Also, the Dean should explain to the faculty why their preferred candidate was not accepted.  Finally, if a department and its Dean are deadlocked regarding the selection of a chairperson, the handbook should specify how the situation will be resolved.
· It should be noted in the handbook that each school could adopt modifications, if so desired, regarding the section on department chairpersons.

The Faculty Affairs Committee met again on March 31st  to work on Part II of the faculty handbook draft, and the following observations were made regarding the pg. 1 section on “Appointment, Promotion and Salary Increment Criteria”:
· The entire section needs to be revised to reflect current practice, especially the 2nd and 3rd paragraphs.  There is an inaccurate emphasis on teaching being the priority when decisions regarding tenure and promotion are made, when in reality CDFPT requires major publications (especially for the promotion to Full Professor).  It was also noted the CDFPT seems to be inconsistent from one year to the next regarding the requirements for tenure and promotion.  The committee was also concerned that the handbook draft might not reflect the requirements stated in the tenure and promotion guidelines issued each year by the Provost.  We plan to compare these documents at our next meeting.  The committee also suggested that the Provost’s guidelines for tenure and promotion be reviewed, as they seem to have been generated in the absence of faculty consultation.
· With respect to the weighted values and the evaluation of teaching, research and service, we noted that there is a fair amount of variation among the different schools.  There seems to be too much flexibility regarding the weighted values of these areas.

·  The list of what constitutes “research” and “service” is incomplete.  For example, “patents” and “scholarly productivity in electronic form” should also be recognized.  This section should be rephrased to note that examples of what constitutes research and service are listed but, but this is not a comprehensive list.
· Specific recommended changes to the wording on pg. 1 include the following:
1st paragraph:  “In all matters of appointment, promotion in rank or increase of salary, the predominant concern is excellence in teaching, research and service.  Concrete evidence of achievement in these areas should be presented to the appropriate departmental and school committees.  Any changes in the criteria for appointment, promotion in rank and salary increases should be decided in consultation with both faculty councils.”
Pg. 1, 4th paragraph:  “In addition, when considering faculty members for promotion in rank, the minimum requirements shall generally be observed and it is expected that the faculty member shall have served in his or her present rank a minimum of three years at Pace University.”

· Pg. 2, first full paragraph- delete the phrase “Within three years of retirement”
· Pg. 10 – Regarding teaching load, it was noted that there is a fair amount of disparity among the various schools and departments.  It was suggested that deadlines could be set for the gradual reduction in our teaching load.  Another suggestion was made that the teaching load could be reduced if more opportunities for scholarly research and course reductions were made.
Finally, the following resolution was proposed:  “If the Pace administration is considering the reorganization and/or restructuring of schools, departments and/or programs, decisions must be made in consultation with Faculty Council”

Respectfully submitted,

Susan P. Berardini

Associate Professor of Spanish
