FACULTY COUNCIL
Minutes
Wednesday, September 23, 2015
3:00-5:00 PM — CLC 206, WTC; IC 332, LSC; Cuneo 405SOM

Members Present:Battaglia, G.; Bohanon, H.; Bryn, M.; Classen,Qonley, J.; Gilles-
pie, L.; Graham, D.; Holschen, J.; Jellish, S.;|&®gIR,; Knight, A.; Langman, L.; Lash,
N.; Lombardo, R.; Miller, H.; Morris, P.; Ruppmah, Shoenberger, A.; Singh, S.;
Stemen, D.; Thomas, A.; Uprichard, S. (NB: Techriiadures by ITS prevented remote
two-way participation of members from Maywood arsid_campuses, who were only
able to hear.)

1. Meeting was called to order at 3:20pm by Tim Classe

2. Approval of April minutes. Moved: Lash. Secondedils. Motion passed 16-0-
0.

3. SSOM/HSD (for Battaglia): Addressing the concerthef clinical faculty (~500)
at Maywood about the move from LUC to Trinity héalisurance: spoke with
Tom Kelly. The Trinity insurance system actuallyeo$ more plans and options
than are available to faculty at the ROL (“RestLOfyola”). Tom Kelly estimates
that year or the year after the University willdsiding more plans (including
HSA'’s) to insurance for the ROL. | will continuewmrk with Tom Kelly, with
George Battaglia, and with Susan Uprichard todrgesolve the still outstanding
issues having to do with the BSI salary system.

4. University Senate report: We will meet for the ffitisne this year on 9/25. The
agenda includes approval of the new student dematinst guidelines, and a line
item about the presidential search committee. Tt seems to be dominated
this year by student issues; few issues curremtihe dock are of central concern
to faculty.

5. Update on Presidential Search Committee: accotdimgletter written by the
chair, Robert Parkinson, to the AAUP chapter d&i@&/15, there seems to be no
apparent willingness to add faculty members toctiramittee. There has been no
response to our letter of 9/15 to Parkinson. | spokthe only current faculty
member of the search committee, David Embrick, $astday; according to him,
the committee hasn’t met yet. The letter we setaxkinson is on Sakai.

6. Agenda Issues:

o Faculty Handbook revisions: last year the AAUP d$snivay of Paul Jay a
list of suggested revisions to the handbook. WethadExtraordinary
Committee” of the University Senate worked untilriglaon a list of revi-
sions and submitted them to the President. As goall; they were tabled
pending the resolution of a faculty retention césan in process. | have
met with Paul Jay and Noah Sobe since then. Paaibwelear on the pro-
cess of Faculty Council revisions. By the end of&lober, I'd like a new
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document to send to the President. This seemsdRkesthing the Faculty
Affairs committee could handle.

o0 Faculty salaries: nothing was mentioned at the IBaClonvocation about a
supposed $500K equity raise pool. It would probdddyworthwhile to in-
vite the new CFO of Loyola, Robert Munson, to cdalk to Council about
this and other budget issues.

o BSI and FAS implementation: we need further infatioraon the BSI at
Maywood and its relation to incomes. What are tmeent implementa-
tions of FAS across various schools? I've seenbaah given to under-
stand (TC) that there are different approachedfiardnt schools. It would
be good to have a more unified and consistent i@atihow FAS is being
deployed university-wide.

o IDEA: how are schools using IDEA? A general problseems to have
emerged, that of very low response rates (35%s33i) /@ven in schools
(like Education) which earlier had had higher rafesd how much weight
in faculty performance evaluation is being givehR&A evaluations?

o TT/NTT hiring: the University faces numerous evaioi, ranking, and
pay issues. It's also important that Faculty Colineikept apprised of the
distribution of teaching, school by school and d#pant by department,
between tenure-track and non-tenure-track factittg. Provost’s office has
repeatedly voiced a commitment to a 75%/25% limthis distribution. It
needs to be confirmed.

o Faculty Council membership: are we “right -sizeti@w do we represent
HSD clinical faculty? Can (and should) the Providssadded as ex officio
members?

7. Discussion by Susan Malisch and Therese Lysaught)@f Strategic Plan

0 History/timeline of SP development (September/Oet&D13 — June 20,
2015): first, focus groups developed five instia@l priorities and send
this list around to faculty by way of chairs fomement. The responses
were collated into about 250 pages and then bdibeeh to about 25. After
administrative review, this material was handed ¢@dhe planners. The
result is our document. Like the last SP, this glaows a strong connec-
tion to the budgeting process. (The last plan lmadeen abandoned, but
extended by this new one.)

= Question: why was objective #5 dropped? (It readldihg a Uni-
versity Community of Dialogue and Justice. Facaltyl staff are
asked to reflect on how the University might becamaore just
and humane place and more sensitive to the neemtgeadnother
and the environment that surrounds us. What speqmifijects,
structures, programs would advance this effort?)ITdm not en-
tirely sure, but | believe it was dropped becatiseas thought re-
dundant upon the other four goals, including tlghesub-goals.
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= Question: at the new Arrupe College, how firm de new budget
numbers? SM: they are hypothetical and subjea\tision, but
based upon what our planners and budget people @énénreasona-
ble estimates.

= Question: the steering committees for the SP sedm\e some
problems. For example, goal #4 focuses on theschigrth side,
specifically Rogers Park and Edgewater, not othetspf the city;
and the steering committee does not have an HSDberem

0 Please also see the new project proposal templdiies are being pro-
duced for use by faculty who wish to come up wébkearch, teaching, and
service projects in line with the strategic plamigo

= Question: a long-standing issue at the Universaty to do with
figuring out how to give junior tenure-track faguttredit for work
that they are doing on goals mandated by the S&n®and chair-
persons need to know what their junior faculty@goeng and how
this is to be credited to them when it comes timeualuate them
for tenure and/or promotion. In the past, juniauigy have had no
incentive — indeed have been dis-incentivized —urdertake
such projects, since none of their work got badké&r department
in a way that seemed to count for research, tegcbinservice in a
useful way.

o SM and TL: we would be happy to return to counsehtk about the SP
implementation plan at greater length.

8. Motion to adjourn: Moved (Ruppman); second (Conl&geting adjourned
5:15pm.

Respectfully submitted by
Hugh Miller, PhD, Secretary
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