Faculty Senate Goals and Accomplishments
1996-97

Last year, the Facuity Senate set goals that were directly linked to the Strategic
Initiatives contained in the Institutional Effectiveness Report. This report summarizes
those goals and the progress that was made toward meeting them.

Strategic Initiative No. 1: TCU should continue to prioritize the centrality of the
academic mission.

Goal: The Academic Excellence Committee (AEC) was charged with studying the UCR
and generating a report to the Faculty Senate.

Accomplishment: The full report of the AEC was received at the May meeting of the
Senate. It contained two recommendations which were endorsed by the Senate.

1. The AEC recommended that the proposed “Policy to Amend University Core
Requirements” not be adopted on the grounds that it would allow too frequent
and piecemeal revisions to the UCR, it is too cumbersome to be effective,
and it makes it possible to effectively bypass the Undergraduate Council.

2. The AEC recommended that a formal evaluation of the UCR be undertaken
by the Undergraduate Council. Any recommendations for modification of the
UCR would be sent to departments for review and approval, and then
forwarded to coilege curriculum committees, the Undergraduate Council, and
the University Council for approval. It was hoped that the process could be
complete by Fall of 1998 for inclusion in the next Undergraduate Bulletin.
Furthermore, it was recommended that a formal evaluation should occur
every eight years.

Goal: The Tenure, Promotion, and Grievance Committee (TPGC) was charged with
studying the status of teaching as it relates to tenure and promotion and generating a
report to the Senate. '

Accomplishment: The full report of the TPGC was received at the May meeting of the
Senate. [t contained the following recommendations that were endorsed by the Senate.

1. The TPGC recommended that the Provost appoint an Advisory Board to
assist in the development of a teaching center at TCU. The board wouid
advise the Provost on the goals and objectives of the center and a timetable
for its development.

2. The TPGC recommended that they be charged in 1997-98 with the task of
conducting research and developing a statement of policy concerning the
review of tenured faculty for the Faculty and University Staff Handbook.



3. The TPGC recommended that the Provost establish a half-day workshop for
department chairs to focus on methods of evaluating teaching and on the
importance and methods of goal-setting and goal-matching in the review of
tenured faculty.

4. The TPGC recommended that the Provost should charge the Evaluation
Committee with studying methods of evaluating teaching and recommending
methods for use by departments at TCU in the evaluation of teaching
effectiveness.

5. The TPGC recommended that they be charged in the 1897-98 year with
studying the use of faculty mediators in grievance cases and making a
recommendation to continue, modify, or discontinue the use of mediators in
these cases.

Goal: The Role and Function Committee, now called the Faculty Governance
Committee (FGC), was charged with examining the responsibilities of the Chairs of the
Undergraduate and Graduate Councils, determine if it is feasible for faculty to chair
those councils, and make recommendations accordingly.

Accomplishment: The FGC's report was received in March. It contained the foliowing
recommendations which were endorsed by the Senate.

1. The FGC recommended that the Undergraduate Council and the University ,fmcg -
Curriculum Advisory Committee be combined into the existing Undergraduate mﬂ
Council. Vs iz

VI

2. It was recommended that a tenured faculty member, elected by the Faculty
Senate, should chair the Undergraduate Council on a two-year rotating cycle.
Alternatively, it was recommended that a tenured faculty member, elected by
the Faculty Senate, and a dean serve as co-chairs with the dean providing
staff support.

3. It was recommended that a universal form or electronic template should be
adopted for all undergraduate and UCR actions.

4. |t was recommended that the Undergraduate Council's current representation
from the various University units should be retained. However, it was
recommended that one-half of the members be appointed by the Committee
on University Committes and one-half should be elected by the general
faculty.

Strategic Initiative No. 2: TCU should define and forcefully market a strong and
distinctive image of itself.



No specific goal was set for Strategic Initiative No. 2. However, it was hoped that
through the work of the Faculty Senate as a whole and its committees, we would insure
that priority of the university’s academic mission, as stated in Strategic Initiative No. 1,
would be central to the image definition and marketing efforts of the university.

Strategic Initiative No. 3: TCU should integrate its activities to provide a total
educational experience for students.

Goal: The Student Relations Committee (SRC) was charged with studying advising and
generating a report to the Faculty Senate.

Accomplishment: The full report of the SRC was received in May. [t included the
following recommendations which were endorsed by the Faculty Senate.

1. The SRC recommended that the Senate should be involved in the
development of policies regarding the new computer system as they relate to
academic matters and advising.

2. The SRC recommended that the Senate should encourage the administration
to provide both computers and network connections for all advisors.

3. The SRC recommended that the Senate encourage the administration to
mandate formal advising training for all new faculty through the Center for
Academic Services.

4. The SRC recommended that the Senate should encourage the administration

to formally investigate national evaluation of advising programs and, with - & A 09
input from the Faculty Senate, consider the selection and implementation of A ¢ ‘
the one most appropriate to our educational situation. NV’

v ]
Strategic Initiative No. 4: TCU should continue to develop clear lines of Co
communication between all university personnel.

Goal: The Budget and Finance Committee (BFC) was charged with continuing its effort
to gain earlier consultation and more input on budget matters.

Accomplishment: The BFC developed a process and calendar for providing faculty
input into the budget process that was agreed to by VC McGowan.

Goal: The Committee on University Committees (CUC) was charged with conducting a
systematic review of the University Committees.

Accomplishment: The CUC identified 12 of 23 university committees that are not
functioning effectively. They recommended that members of the CUC be assigned to
work with these committees during the 1997-98 year to improve their effectiveness.



Other Accomplishments:

1. The Faculty Senate enhanced communication between the Senate and the faculty
and the university staff through a series of focused “mini-assemblies.”

2. The Faculty Senate worked closely with the Student House of Representatives on
issues of mutual concern, notably advising and evaluation of teaching effectiveness.

3. The Faculty Senate, working with the administration, developed a statement of
policy on teaching materials.



THE FACULTY SENATE
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY

A summary sheet of the minutes from May 1, 1997
The following items were distributed to the Senate and are available:

. A draft letter regarding a new policy with regard to felony.

. An undergraduate policy statement on Academic Advising at TCU adopted by the
Deans April 9, 1997.

. Preliminary results of the undergraduate Academic Advising Survey conducted by

the Student House of Representatives.

Report of the Academic Excellence Committee

Report and recommendations of the Promotion, Tenure and Grievance Committee

Recommendations of the Student Relations Committee

Procedures for Grade Appeals

Summary of the Work of the 1996-97 Faculty Senate

Status of Motions passed by the 1996-97 Faculty Senate

Assistant Secretary Reynolds introduced the new senators for the 1997-98 academic year.
Senator David Grant presented the report from the Academic Excellence Committee.

The Senate voted to change the name of the Role and Function Committee to the
Committee on Faculty Governance.

Senator Pfaffenberger presented the recommendations of the Tenure and Grievance
Committee for Senate action.

Senator Moore presented the recommendations of the Student Relations Committee for
Senate action.

Senator Franzwa presented the report from the Budget and Finance Committee.

Lana Allman presented the report from the Academic Appeals Committee on the
Procedures for Grade Appeals.

Chair Martin spoke with regard to the Recommendations for Temporary Residential
Housing for International Students from the International Students Committee.

The results of the election of Senate officers (Executive Committee for 1997-98) were
presented by President-elect Vigeland. They are:

Chair - Robert Vigeland
Chair-elect - Sherrie Reynolds
Past Chair - Kathleen Martin



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE

September 4, 1997
3:30 p.m.

Note: All meetings this year will take place in the Sid W. Richardson Board Room
Meeting Agenda
Approval of Minutes from May 1, 1997
Announcements:
e Introductions

» Comments on the Chancellor Search Advisory Committee

o Comments on the Executive Committee’s meeting with the Deans

Old Business:

e Action on Report from the Committee on University Committees
* Report on the results of the Student Advising Survey

o Run-off election for Budget & Finance Committee membership

New Business:

» Discussion of Committee Charges for 1997-98

LI (3



Secretary - Kenneth Raessler

Assistant Secretary - Lynn Flahive

The results of the election for the Budget and Finance Committee were presented by
President-clect Robert Vigeland. They are:

Dwayne Simpson Elected

Joe Bobich Tie vote.
Ed McNertney Runoff will be held in the September meeting.

Chair Martin called attention to two documents which summarize the work of the 1996-
97 Faculty Senate.



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

May 1, 1997

The Faculty Senate of Texas Christian University met at 3:30 p.m. on May 1, 1997, in the Sid
Richardson with Chair Martin presiding. Senate members present included: Franzwa, Grant,
Lahutsky, Hughes, Jenkins, Moore, Rinewalt, Comer, Donovan, Nelson, Reinecke, Miles, White,
Martin, Sacken, Patton, Weeks, Moreland, Curry, Flahive, Solomon, Cooper, Haigler-Robles,
Garrison, Smith, Nichols, Pfaffenberger, Vigeland, Raessler, Reynolds, Cagle, Wilson, Becker,
Szajna, and Tucker.

New Senators included: Richards-Elliott, Smith, Clemons, Bobich, and Brown.

Senators not in attendance included: Fortenberry, Kucko, Gorman, Paulus, Gouwens, Meckna,
Greer, Oberkircher, and Quarles.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM April 7, 1997

The minutes from the April 7, 1997, Senate meeting were approved as written with the following
corrections:

’ Page 1, line 9, should read: Approval of minutes from April 7, 1997 (not 1996).
. Page 3, line 15, should read, Senator Becker presented (not represented).

The motion to approve corrections was made by Senator Franzwa and seconded by Senator
Vigeland.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

. Assistant Secretary Reynolds introduced new senators for the 1997-98 academic year and
they were duly welcomed.

. Chair Martin emphasized the importance of the many handouts and articulated that some
are not related to reports given today but nevertheless worthy of perusal. Should there be
any comments or concemns about these handouts, be encouraged to E-mail Chair Martin.
Of particular note was (1) a draft letter regarding a new policy with regard to felony, (2) a
policy statement on Undergraduate Advising at TCU adopted by deans April 9, 1997, and
(3) preliminary results of the undergraduate Academic Advising Survey by the Student
House of Representatives.




REPORTS

. Senator David Grant presented the year end report of the Academic Excellence
Committee (attached) and requested Senate action on two recommendations of the
committee which are stated in Appendix B of the report.

1. The committee does not recommend the adoption of the document entitled
“Procedure to Amend University Core Requirements,” dated May 1996, by the
Senate Executive Committee, which received the document from the Provost.

The motion was made by Senator Reynolds and seconded by Senator Miles and
passed by unanimous consent.

2. The committee recommends that next year a formal evaluation of the UCR be
undertaken by the Undergraduate Council.

The motion was made by Senator Vigeland and seconded by Senator Franzwa and
passed by unanimous consent.

. Chair Martin reported to the Senate that the Senate Executive Committee did talk to
Provost Koehler with regard to the recommendations which will come forth from the
Role and Function Committee. The committee assumed a negotiating mode, in order to
accomplish a stronger representation of the faculty, in some fashion, on the
Undergraduate Council. The Executive Committee did not “push” to have the council
chaired by a faculty member next year. Provost Koehler did agree to choose the
appointed members of the council from a pool of nominations set forth by the Senate
Committee on Committees. The Provost and the Senate Executive Committee would
then negotiate on the appointed positions. A straw vote was taken by the Senate which
showed support for the work of the Senate Executive Committee on this matter.

. The Senate then acted on changing the name of the Role and Function Committee to the
Committee on Faculty Governance.

The motion was made by Senator Moore, seconded by Senator Paulson and passed by
unanimous consent.

. Senator Pfaffenberger presented the following recommendations to the Senate for action:
(The recommendations are stated in entirety in the report of the Promotion, Tenure and
Grievance Committee and are attached to the minutes.)

Recommendation #1 (page 5 of the report)

The Provost appoint an Advisory Board to assist in the development of a teaching center
at TCU. The members of the Advisory Board should include two members of the



1996-97 Senate Promotion, Tenure and Grievance Committee, at least two recipients of teaching
awards, a student representative, and Larry Kitchens, current director of the Center for
Instructional Support. The Board should advise the Provost on the following: (1) goals and
objectives of the center; and (2) a timetable for the development of the center. The specific
charge to the Board should be the development of a proposal for the teaching center. The
creation of a proposal will require the Board to conduct research on existing centers to determine
the best way to develop a center at TCU. The suggested name for the center: Center to Support
Teaching.

Discussion followed:

1. Senator Hughes questioned whether there was any discussion about the dialogue
of philosophy and policies of teaching which is not represented in the document.

Answer: It would be assumed that this was the case. Centers investigated at other
universities indicated that this does occur.

2. Senator Becker suggested that the chair of the Student Honors Cabinet may well
be included on the Board.

3. Chair Martin recommended that senators who have suggestions should E-mail
their ideas to Senator Pffafenberger so they might be considered.

Motion to adopt Recommendation #1 was made by Senator Becker and seconded by
Senator Smith. Motion passed by unanimous consent.

Recommendation #2 (page 7 of the report)

The Faculty Senate Promotion, Tenure and Grievance Committee be charged in the 1997-
98 academic year with the task of crafting a statement of policy concerning the review of
tenured faculty for the Faculty and University Staff Handbook. In addition, the
committee should also be charged with researching methods of reviewing tenured faculty
for comparison with the review processes in use by academic departments at TCU.

Motion to adopt Recommendation #2 was made by Senator Grant and seconded by
Senator Miles and passed by unanimous consent.

Recommendation #3 (page 8 of the report)

The Provost should establish a one-half day workshop in August each year for all
department chairs. The workshop should focus on the methods of evaluating teaching
and on the importance and methods of goal-setting and goal-matching in the review
process of tenured faculty. Eventually, this workshop should be sponsored and
administered by the Center to Support Teaching at TCU.



Discussion followed:

1 Senator Donovan suggested that the chairs must also communicate the rules to the
faculty as well, after they have gone through this workshop.

2. Senator Pfaffenberger stated his belief that very few departments can be
outstanding in these reviews either due to the chair or the faculty composition.

3. Senator Raessler commented that Provost Koehler has consistently had yearly
workshops for chairs even though they were not necessarily on the subject of post
tenure review.

4. Discussion then centered on the length of this workshops - 1 hour, 2 hours, ¥
day???

Senator Grant then proposed an amendment to the motion which would change the
second sentence to read “the workshop should focus on the methods of evaluating
teaching and on the methods of reviewing tenured faculty.” The motion was seconded by
Linda Moore. The amended motion passed by unanimous consent.

Recommendation #4 (page 11 of the report)

The Provost should charge the Evaluation Committee for the 1997-98 academic year with
studying methods for evaluating teaching and, based on the study, recommending
methods for use by departments at TCU in the evaluation of faculty teaching
effectiveness. The Evaluation Committee should also be charged with recommending a
policy conceming the use of the written responses by students on the student perception
evaluation instrument.

Discussion followed:

I. Senator Reinecke stated support for the motion.

2. Senator Garrison expressed concern that certain departments might be mandated
to use evaluation methods that might not be appropriate for that particular
department.

3. The first sentence of the motion was then amended to read: “The Provost should

charge the Evaluation Committee for the 1997-98 academic year with studying
methods for evaluating teaching, and based on the study, recommending methods
to departments at TCU for the evaluation of teaching effectiveness.

A motion to adopt the amended motion was made by Senator Grant and seconded by
Senator Iranzwa and received passage by unanimous consent.



Recommendation #5 (page 12 of the report)

The Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee should be charged in the 1997-98
academic year with studying the use of faculty mediators in grievance cases, and making
a recommendation to continue or to discontinue the use of mediators in these cases.

Discussion followed:

Senator Grant recommended an amendment to the motion that the last phrase read *, and
making recommendations to continue, modify or discontinue the use of mediators in
these cases.” Senator Franzwa seconded and the amended motion passed by unanimous
consent.

Senator Moore reported for Senator Oberkircher, Chair of the Student Relations
Committee, who was absent. (Recommendations attached.)

Recommendation #1

The Senate should be involved in the development of policies regarding the new
computer system as they relate to academic matters and advising.

Discussion followed:

[. Senator Reinecke questioned how this committee is related to the Academic
Computing Committee? The response was uncertain; however, Chair Martin
commented that this recommendation includes academic matters as well as the
advising process; thus the Senate would be well served to have this as well as the
other committee.

2. Senator Reinecke also expressed concemn over software being chosen and/or
purchased.
3. Senator Bobich questioned whether advising will really be a component in the

new computer system recently purchased? Senator Moore responded that the first
areas serviced with the new system will be administration. Chair-elect Vigeland
stated that the software for the system has not yet been chosen, but the modules
likely to go in first are the financial module and the human resource module. He
is not aware that the student schedule even exists yet; thus we have plenty of
opportunity to be involved in this.

Motion for adoption made by Senator Garrison and seconded by Senator Vigeland. The
motion passed by unanimous consent.



Recommendation #2

That the Senate both encourage the administration to provide computers and network
connections for all advisors, and work with the House of Student Representatives to
consider funding through the House.

Discussion followed:

1. Senator Grant moved to delete the final phrase of the recommendation with
regard to the working with the Student House for funding through the House, and
seconded by Senator Franzwa. The amendment passed by unanimous consent.

2. Senator Nicholson questioned whether, through this motion we are saying that it
is more important to have a computer in the office of a faculty member for
advising than it is for research and teaching? After much further discussion it was

decided that a process of computer purchase was sorely needed; however, thisis a
different issue and should probably stand on its own.

The amended motion was made by Senator Garrison and seconded by Senator Smith.
The motion passed by unanimous consent.

Recommendation #3

The Senate should encourage the administration to mandate formal advising training for
all new faculty through the Center for Academic Services.

Discussion followed:
I. Senator Bobich questioned whether this should be for all new faculty or only new
faculty advisors. It was decided that the statement should read “all new faculty

advisors” and this addition was accepted by friendly amendment.

2. Assistant Secretary Reynolds questioned whether all faculty members who are
advisors will also receive this training?

Answer: Hopefully.

The motion, amended by friendly amendment, was made by Senator Garrison and
seconded by Senator Smith.

Recommendation #4

The Senate should encourage the administration to formally investigate national
evaluation of advising programs and, with input from the Faculty Senate, select and
implement the usc of the onc most appropriate to our educational situation.



Discussion followed:

I Senator Bobich questioned whether the administration should do this or whether
we should do this. Should we not make the recommendations?

Answer: The administration would need to make the connection.

2. Assistant Secretary Reynold suggested that we have insufficient information
about this to be able to recommend. We would need more information about the
organization and what kinds of things they do.

3. Senator Paulus then moved to amend the motion by stating that the “Faculty
Senate consider the selection and implementation of the use of the one most
appropriate to our educational situation.”

The amended motion by friendly amendment was made by Senator Franzwa and
seconded by Senator Jenkins and passed by unanimous consent.

Recommendation #5

This recommendation will be dealt with at the fall meeting. Chair Martin applauded the
efforts of the House of Student Representatives in conducting the survey and gathering
the information.

NEW BUSINESS

. Senator Franzwa presented the report from the Budget and Finance Committee (included
in the April 7, 1997). He stated that the proposed calendar 1s a first time attempt at such
a thing, and hopefully it will move the process along in some sort of order. He noted
that, in a highly unusual move, the university will be borrowing some 60 million dollars
in order to renovate and upgrade existing dormitories, taking advantage of lower interest
rates. Senator Tucker asked whether there was truth to the rumor that the Bookstore and
Post Office would be moving to the old Tom Thumb store at University and Berry.

Answer: No one knew of this.

. Lana Allman presented the report from the Academic Appeals Committee on the
Procedures for Grade Appeals.

Discussion followed:

i. Senator Grant expressed concern over the fact that the Academic Appeals
Commitiee is part of this process and that there are students on the Academic



Appeals Committec. He stated belief that the appeal should go directly from the
Academic Dean to the Provost.

2. The Senate agreed to send this matter back to committee to remove the Academic
Appeals Committee from the process on the basis that grades are a factor which
should be dealt with by faculty and administration, and student judgement should

not be part of this process.
3. After more discussion, observations, and questions centering on two basic issues:
A. Should the Dean’s decision or the Provost’s decision be the final one, and

B. May the Dean change the grade of a faculty member? It was decided to
accept a motion that:

Procedures for Grade Appeals #1 - #3 be accepted and that Procedure #4
be sent back to committee for further consideration.

Motion by Senator Becker, seconded by Senator Smith. The motion passed by a majority
with six senators opposing.

Chair Martin then addressed the Recommendation for Temporary Residential Housing
for International Students (included in April 7 Faculty Senate minutes). The Chair of the
International Students Committee did not request action on this issue, the purpose of the
memo being informational. She suggested that the Committee on Committees be asked

to watch this issue closely.

Chair Martin commented on the process of the search committee for a Chancellor. The
Executive Committee quizzed the Provost with regard to this issue, and although he is
not setting up the process, he did suggest that there probably will be a traditional search
committee and the search committee will be sensitive to the agreement that was reached
in 1988 with regard to faculty representation: that is, there will be as many faculty
represented as any other group. Also, the faculty appointed will reflect sensitivity to
appropriate representation including gender and ethnicity.

Senator Bobich then made “emergency” motions that:

1. The Executive Committee urge that the Faculty Senate elect the faculty members
on the search committee. (Seconded by Senator Becker).

2. The Faculty Senate recommend that the next Chancellor possess an camed
doctorate. (Seconded by Senator Hughes.)

The motions passed by unanimous consent.



. Chair-elect Vigeland reported the results of the election for the Faculty Senate Executive
Committee for the 1996-97 academic year. They are:

Chair Robert Vigeland
Chair-elect Sherrie Reynolds
Secretary Kenneth Raessler
Assistant Secretary  Lynn Flahive
Past Chair Kathleen Martin

Budget and Finance Committee:

Dwayne Simpson has been elected and Joe Bobich and Ed McNertney received the same
number of votes. A runoff election will be held in the September meeting.

. Chair Martin called attention to two handouts (attached) which summarizes the work of
the 1996-97 Faculty Senate.

The meeting was adjourned by Chair Martin at 5:13 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Yol (Bl

Kenneth R. Raessler, Secretary

FR: FACULTY SENATE
TCU 20X 297240

TN: wlLLIAM H XOEHLTR
TCU BOX 237040



THE FACULTY SENATE
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY

A summary sheet of the minutes from April 3, 1997

The following items were distributed to the Senate and are included with the minutes:

. University Academic Appeals Committee’s Procedures for Grade Appeals

. Recommendations by the International Students Committee for Temporary
Residential Housing for Intemational Students

. Budget and Finance Committee Proposed BFC Calendar for Effective Budget

Formulation Assistance
. AAUP Tenure Task Force Report on Periodic Evaluation of Tenured Faculty
. Recommendations from the Academic Excellence Committee
. Report of the Student Relations Committee (summary data sheet)
. Summary Evaluations of University Committees
. 1996/97 Financial Aid Applicant Data

Chair Martin apologized for the conflict with the Frye lecture and asked senators to
review the handouts carefully and discuss the information with constituents.

Senator David Grant presented the report from the Academic Excellence Committee.
Senator Fred Oberkircher presented the report of the Student Relations Committee.
Senator Manfred Reinecke presented the report from the Committee on Committees.
The Senate voted to rescind the following collegiality statement from the Handbook for
Faculty and University Staff: “The ability to work effectively with colleagues and
students.” The colleg:ality issue will then be tumed over to the Tenure, Promotion and
Grievance Committee for consideration as they find appropriate with the understanding

that the issue is one of consequence.

Chair Martin informed the Senate that the Teaching Materials Policy proposed by the
Senate has been approved by the Deans.

The nominations for the 1997-98 Senate officers were presented by President-elect
Vigeland. They are:

Chair - Robert Vigeland

Chair-elect - Sherrie Reynolds
Noel Donovan

Secretary - Kenneth R. Raessler

Assistant Secretary - Lynn Flahive



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE

May 1, 1997
3:30 P.M.

NOTE: Meet in Sid W. Richardson Room

Meeting Agenda
Approval of Minutes from April 7, 1997
Announcements: introduction of New Senators
Reports
* Action on Report from Committee on Academic Excellence
* Action on Report from Rol{e and Function Committee
* Action on Report from Committee on Committees

e Recommendations from Tenure, Promotion, and Grievance Committee:
Roger Pfaffenburger

*» Recommendations from Student Relations Committee: Fred Oberkircher

New Business
* Report from Budget and Finance Committee: Gregg Franzwa
* Procedures for Grade Appeals: Academic Appeals Committee

* Recommendation for Temporary Residential Hoursing for
International Students: International Students Committee

* Elections for Faculty Senate Executive Committee
* Elections for Budget and Finance Committee

Other

e Summary of the Faculty Senate accomplishments for 1996-97



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

April 3, 1997
The Faculty Senate of Texas Christian University met at 3:30 p.m. on April 3, 1997, in the Sid
Richardson with Chair Martin presiding. Senate members present included: Franzwa, Grant,
Lahutsky, Hughes, Fortenberry, Moore, Rinewalt, Paulus, Donovan, Reinecke, Gouwens,
Martin, Sacken, Patton, Curry, Solomon, Meckna, Garrison, Smith, Nichols, Greer,
Pfaffenberger, Vigeland, Raessler, Reynolds, Cagle, Oberkircher, Becker, and Quarles.
Senate members excused: Nelson, Haigler-Robles, and Miles. Senators not in attendance

included: Jenkins, Kucko, Gorman, Comer, White, Weeks, Moreland, Flahive, Cooper, Wilson,
Szajna, and Tucker.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM March 6, 1996

The minutes from the March 6, 1997, Senate meeting were approved as written with the
following corrections:

. The name of Joe Bobich was misspelled (Babich) on pages 2, 5, and 6 of the minutes.
. Susan Weeks and Linda Curry were present but neglected to sign the roster.

(Moved by Oberkircher and seconded by Reinecke)

ANNOUNCEMENTS

. Chair Martin apologized for the conflict between the talk by Dr. Robert Frye and several
Senate sub committee meetings.

. Chair Martin asked that all senators review the handouts before the May Senate meeting,
specifically the Academic Appeals Committee’s proposed Procedures for Grade Appeals,
The International Students Committee’s Recommendations for Temporary Residential

Housing for International Students, the Budget and Finance Committee’s Proposed BFC
Calendar for Effective Budget Formulation Assistance, and the national AAUP Tenure
Task Force Report on Periodic Evaluation of Tenure Faculty. She also briefly cited the
other handouts senators should possess.

REPORTS

. Senator David Grant presented the report from the Academic Excellence Committee on
the charges made to the committee by the Senate Executive Committee for the 1996-97
academic year (attached). The report centered on the study of the UCR which the



committee conducted this year. The committee recommended that next year a formal
evaluation of the UCR be undertaken by the Undergraduate Council and recommended
the steps to be taken. The Senate will be asked to vote on this at its May meeting, thus
Senator Grant requested that all senators study this document by the next meeting. He
stated that mechanisms will be set up whereby, formally, people may request
amendments to the university core curricujum.

Discussion followed:

1. Senator Reinecke asked whether this document will be distributed to those people
who do the advising.
Answer: Yes

2. Chair-elect Vigeland questioned what was really meant by modification of the

UCR. Senator Grant responded that they were recommending modification of the
University Curriculum Requirements, not courses within the UCR.

3. Senator Greer asked whether the committee was recommending this as a
procedure for modification.

Answer: Yes, but there is no guarantee that this will be the procedure if the Senate
votes approval. The committee is merely recommending an alternative.

4. Senator Oberkircher cited the dichotomy between the concept that the UCR
should allow departments to present potential courses which will meet core
requirements and the idea that only a particular discipline can teach that course.
He questioned whether the committee will make a recommendation as to which of
these philosophies will be the university policy or will the present laissez-faire
approach continue.

Answer: [ don’t know. [ would suppose that there will always be disputes about
these boundary issues.

S. Chair Martin recommended that senators e-mail their questions to the committee
for consideration.

Senator Fred Oberkircher presented the report of the Student Relations Committee (data
summary attached) on the advising process at TCU. The House of Student
Representatives is conducting a student survey of advising but the committee does not
yet have the results, thus the report contains mainly facts about the advising process. He
advised the Senate that this year students will be sent advising material before they come
on campus for orientation which will allow the student and their parents more time to
contemplate course choices before arriving on campus. The committee will make
recommendations at the May Senate meeting.

Senator Reinecke presented the report from the Committee on Committees (attached)
which includes summary evaluations of university committees by the members of the
committees based on efficiency and effectiveness. He noted that there appears to be no
past records of the Committee on Committees and described in great detail the process
that the committee used for the evaluation. Senator Reinecke made two proposals:



1. That a set of records be established for each standing committee so that the wheel
does not have to be reinvented again.
2. That an ad hoc committee be established to monitor ineffective committees.

Discussion ensued on the Intercollegiate Athletic Committee:

1. Senator Pfaffenberger suggested that it is his understanding that this committee is
required by the NCAA.

2. Past Chair Fortenberry suggested that there are issues here that would indicate
that if it is an NCAA mandated committee, then we should work to make it an
effective committee and live up to the charge.

3. Senator Lahutsky noted that the charge of the committee is to advise on academic
matters, and suggested that this is what should be done.
4, Senator Reinecke noted that this charge is a recent one, being in effect for only

two years. He is not aware of where this charge has come from.
OLD BUSINESS

. Senator Becker represented his motion on the collegiality issue which reads:
“As a matter of form we rescind the statement in the Faculty Handbook (‘the ability to
work effectively with colleagues and students’), not passing judgement, because it should
not have been in the handbook in the first place” (Senate minutes, April 3, 1997, page 8,

paragraph two).

The motion was then amended by Becker that the issue then be turmed over to the Tenure,
Promotion and Grievance Committee for consideration as they find appropriate with the
understanding that the issue is one of consequence. Senator Reinecke seconded the
motion.

Senator Grant noted that in approving this motion, as amended, the Senate does not
suggest that getting along with others is not an important issue. The amendment to the
motion was then restated before the vote: “That the issue of collegiality be turned over to
the Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee for further consideration.”

The amendment to the motion passed unanimously, the motion itself, which reads:

“That the statement in the Faculty Handbook which reads ‘The ability to work effectively
with colleagues and students’ be rescinded from the Faculty Handbook and the issue of
collegiality be tumed over to the Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee for further
consideration.”

The motion passed unanimously.

. Chair Martin informed the Senate that the Teaching Materials Policy proposed by the
Senate has been approved by the Deans.



. Senator Grant expressed concern over the status of the Senate archives. He suggested
that we must be certain that we have an archive where Senate records are kept because
our effectiveness will be diminished greatly if we are unable to trace what we did years
ago. Chair Martin stated that an attempt will be made to bring these archives together.

NEW BUSINESS
. The nominations for the 1997-98 Senate officers were presented by President-elect
Vigeland:
Chair - Robert Vigeland
Chair-elect - Sherrie Reynolds
Noel Donovan
Secretary - Kenneth Raessler

Assistant Secretary - Lynn Flahive
He then opened the meeting for nominations from the floor.

It was moved and seconded that the nominations be closed. Chair-elect Vigeland
requested a statement of goals by the candidates presented to Secretary Raessler by April
18th in order that they may be distributed with the May 1, 1997 agenda. Voting will take
place at the May | Senate meeting.

. Chair Martin commented on the 1996/97 Financial Aid Applicants handout (attached).
The information had been requested by faculty at one of the assemblies and had been
compiled by the Financial Aid Office.

. Senator Franzwa suggested that the Faculty Senate should choose the faculty members
who serve on the search committee for the new Chancellor. He is concerned that the
faculty representatives will be appointed. The Senate members expressed agreement
with this concemn, but no vote was taken.

The meeting was adjourned by Chair Martin at 4:59 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Vot O

Kenneth R. Raessler, Secretary




PLATFORM - CHAIR-ELECT

The Chinese word for “crisis” is composed of characters which mean “danger” and
“opportunity.” The next 2-3 years at TCU may well be described in the same way. The
Chancellor’s resignation, the threats to tenure, and the overall public perception of universities
suggest that the need for a strong Faculty Senate is stronger than ever. At the same time, the
Senate at TCU has grown stronger and more responsible in the time that I have been here. At
this point in our development I think it is essential that we continue to seriously and thoroughly
study issues related to academic life and that we monitor and account for the actions which arise
from the implications of these studies, holding ourselves and others accountable. I think it is
also important that we continue the initiative begun this year to enhance faculty communication:
the Senate web page, the Assemblies, conversations between senators and constituents, and
formal and informal meetings with members of the House of Student Representatives.

Sherrie Reynolds



PLATFORM - CHAIR-ELECT

A long time ago, when | was a sturdily cynical graduate student, my supervisor invited
me to a meeting of the British Academy of Science. I remember very little of the talks and
understood even less. What [ do remember, vividly, was a performance of Beethoven’s Missa
Solemnis in Durham Cathedral. | sat near to one of those gigantic incised Romanesque
pillars. Lord Adrian, a chemist of distinction, sat to my left. Stanley Westoll, my mentor,
and doyen of the world’s vertebrate paleontologists, was to my right. T’was the best of
company, listening to the greatest of music in one of the world’s finest buildings - and I have
been starry eyed about the academic world ever since! At its best, it is the chief guardian and
promoter of our reason. And when it functions well we can also find emotional contentment
in its operations.

As [ understand things, the historical role of the Senate is to maintain the primacy of
the academic mission, in terms of both freedom and responsibility. Our principal functions

« designing the curriculum (in all its labyrinthine extravagance),

» defining and protecting standards of scholarship,

« defining and protecting standards of adjudication,

« defining and protecting the professional interests of the faculty to other constituencies
within and without the university, and

« enhancing the sense of academic community that unifies a healthy university.

All of these things constantly require our creative attention.

We currently are faced with two additional challenges, one internal, the other external.
The resignation of Chancellor Tucker introduces a wild card into the otherwise beatific
serenity of our lives. We can best protect our functions and responsibilities by clear and
definitive assumption of those functions and responsibilities. In so doing we are following in
the footsteps of a recent sequence of strong faculty executives - but perhaps treading more
urgently. In addition we must indicate clearly that the university’s best interests are best
served by the full participation of elected faculty in the selection process for the new
chancellor.

We share our second challenge with faculties across the nation. The academy is under
attack in a manner that I have not witnessed before. We are no longer judged on our best
moments but on our worst. As a private university we are protected somewhat from this
attack - this means that we have time to mount a defense. First let’s not defend the
indefensible - we should not protect the prerogatives of inertia. Secondly, we can better our
position by positive involvement with the community that judges us. For example, recently
[’ve collated information from about fifty students concerning the adequacy of their high
school preparation for college. Over half of these students think that they were inadequately
prepared - with respect to grading standards, lecturing styles, study habits etc. A constructive
dialogue with high schools would do everyone a service and maybe help the retention
problem!

If elected to be chair of the Senate, I would expect lively and excited debate, followed by
smart action. [ would be unhappy if we could not. in some small measure, strengthen the

distinctive microcosm of academia that is TCU.

Noel Donovan



The following is the University Academic Appeals Committee's procedures for Grade
Appeals. We recommend that it be published on page 38 of the Faculty/Staff Handbock
following "Exception to Final Examination Policy”. Additionally, it will be published in the
Student Handbook. Please review these procedures. If you have any questions or
comments, | may be reached at X7499 or j.kucko@tcu.edu. We will vote on these
procedures at our May Senate maesting.

Procedures for Grade Appeals
{April 1, 1997)

GRADE APPEAL TO THE FACULTY MEMBER

1. In the event a student questions a grade assigned for a course or the
rasuits of another critical component of a degree requirement (6.g. oral
exam, juried exhibition, thesis, stc.), the student should discuss the matter
with the faculty member(s). Matters of grade disputes are best addressed
as sarly as possible into the next semester after the grade was assigned.
A Grade appeal must be initiated prior to the final drop date of the
subsequent fall or spring semester. Exceptions for students in unusual
circumstances (for example, studying abroad) may be granted in writing by
the dean of the college in which the course (or critical component) was
offered.

After hearing the appeal by the student, the faculty member may either deny
or accept the appeal. Normally, the faculty member should respond to the
student within five working days. In the event the faculty member upholds
the appeal, the normal process for changing a grade shall be followed.

GRADE APPEAL TO THE DEPARTMENT CHAIR

2. The faculty member(s)'s decision may be appealed to the department chair
within 5 working days after the responsae from the faculty member(s).

The department chair will become familiar with the tfacts of the case by
communicating with the student and faculty member(s). The parties have
tha right to meet with tha chair without the cther party present.

The department chair may either accept or deny the student's appeal. The
department chair will notify the student and faculty member(s) of his/her
decision in writing. in the event the department chair accepts the student’s
appeal, he/she may recommend a grade change to the dean of the college.
The recommendation for the grade change may be initiated by the
department chair.

GRADE APPEAL TO THE ACADEMIC DEAN

3. The chair’s position may be appealed by the student or facuity member(s)
to the appropriate dean within 5 working days of the department chair's
decision.

The dean will become familiar with the facts of the case by communicating
with the student, taculty member(s) and department chair. The parties have
the right to meet with the dean without the other party(s) present.

The academic dean will notify the student, taculty member and department
chair of his/her decision in writing. In the event the Dean uphold's the
student’s appeal, the change of grade shall be reported by the Dean to the
Director of the Registrar's Qffice.

GRADE APPEAL TO THE ACADEMIC APPEALS COMMITTEE

4. The dean’s position may be appealed by the student or facuity member(s)
to the University's Academic Appeals Committee within 5 days of the dean's
decision. The process for appealing to the Academic Appeals Committee
is available through all academic departments, the Dean of Campus Life
Office or the Chair of the Academic Appeals Committee.



DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY, SOCIAL WORK
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

TO: Kathieen Martin, President
Facuity Senate

FROM: Morrison G. Wong HGD
Chair, Intemational Students Committee

RE: Recommendation for Temporary Residential Housing for Intemational
Students

DATE: 24 March 1997

On February 7, 1897, the Intemational Students Committee convened to
evaluate the housing situation for intemational students. Present included: Momison
Wong, Yumiko Keitges, Peng Fan, Chares Bond, in-Mu Haw, Phyllis Bodie, Al
Miadenka, and Stefan Zosso (student). Invited guests inciuded Vice Chancslior for
Student Affairs Don Mills and Director of Residentiai Services, Roger Fisher.

THE PROBLEM: There is a lack of temporary, short-term housing for
intemational students. Although TCU seeks out intemational students to add to the
diversity of the student population, the university does little in providing any temporary
residential housing for international students if they amive a few days before the
university housing opens or if they need to look for an apartment. Cost for a stay at a
hotel until procurement of an apartment is expensive. It may even become prohibitive if
one considers the foreign exchange rate of the countries of some of our intemational
students. For some intemational students, this is a major investment. Compound this
situation with a lack of transportation (no car), a lack of facility with the English
language, a lack of familiarity with Fort Worth, cultural differences, the dislocation
process of not only moving, but moving to new culture, where one is totally alone, and
you have a person who is going to have adjustment problems.

Currently, the residential housing situation is handled by the Intemational House
(part of the Baptist Church, not part of TCU). In conversations with the Director, it was
ascertained that the Intemational House housed about thirty intemational students for
an average stay of two to four nights during the month of August 1996. During the
month of September, about six students were housed at the Intermational House. The
latter were mainly graduate students. During Christmas break (when the residence
halls are closed), about twelve students were housed at the Intemational House.
These students either armved two to three days before housing opened or were looking
for an apartment. While we applaud the work and efforts of the staff and volunteers at
the Intemational House, we feel that TCU should be involved in the process.

Texas Christian University «  TCU Box 298710 « Fort Worth, Texas 76129 «  (817) 921-7470 « (817} 921-7469



it shouid be noted that during the holidays, most (although not all) of the
intemational students who remain in the United States manage, through their own
networks and as they get adjusted to the ways of Fort Worth and TCU, to stay at a
friend's piace or with their Intemational Friendship family. The Business School MBA
Program has a data base of MBA intemational students and is able to take care of and
"buddy” up with most of the incoming graduate students. The housing problem
especially affects the first time recently amived intemnational student who has not
established these social networks, especially undergraduate transfers and graduate
students.

RECOMMENDATION. The Intemational Students Committee recommends that

efforts be made to supply temporary short termn_residential housing to intemational
students, utilizing university-owned retailed residential housing.

Several models have been proposed and need to be looked at in greater depth.
One involves more flexible on-campus residential housing, especially as it pertains to
co-ad residential living. Several intemational students, or just students in general, who
are living in a dorm may be given a single room at a reduced rate with the
understanding that there will be several days during the year that they will be sharing
the room with intemational students.

Another model involves renting a house (at a reduced rate or without charge) to
an intemational student or students who wili be responsible for the upkeep of the
house. The person(s) will serve as a "resident director.” The person(S) will provide
temporary lodging for intemational students who are in need. (if TCU is concemed
about the finance, the intemational student in need may pay a nominal fee for a
temporary piace to "lay his or her head” down.) Although law prohibits more than six
unrelated individuals living in one place at one time, the transient nature of their stay as
well as the period of needed temporary housing will probably not pose a problem.
During periods when there is fittle need, this house can be used for other programmatic
activities that involve intemational affairs (i.e., meetings, parties, etc.). Additionally, the
"resident director™ may be required to contribute 10 to 20 hours a week at the
intemational students office as partial payment for the reduced rent on the house or
especially if there is no rent.

As an aside, this temporary residential housing can also be used for other
groups other than intemational students. For example, TCU could probably save some
money on hotel costs by housing entertainers or speakers at the house. U.S. students
who need a place to stay for a few days couid also make use of the house (at nominal
cost). Parents who are visiting their children because of an emergency may wish to
utilize the housing. Great public relations.

in conclusion, if TCU wants diversity, if TCU wants intemational students, if TCU
wants to talk about globalization, then TCU not only has to be aware of the needs of
the intemational students, but also address these needs. Short term temporary
housing is a need.



DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY

February 21, 1997

To: Budget & Finance Committee (BFC) Members and Kathleen Martin
From: Joe Bobich
Re: Proposed BFC Calendar for Effective Budget Formulation Assistance

March-November: BFC receives input from Faculty Senate (FS) and Vice Chancellors
reiating to near-and long-term financiai planning.

November: BFC learns Chancellors and Vice chancellors preliminary and general
advice to their divisions in preparation for setting budget priorities. BFC communicates
this information to FS for discussion.

December: BFC receives copies of general budget guidelines and budget requests
from academic units and communicates same to FS. FS discusses budget goals and
priorities.

January: We recommend FS initiate a special January budget review for voting on next
years budget priorities. FS transmits recommendations to budget commitee, Vice
Chancellors, and Chanceflor. Summary budgets submitted to executive team also

submitted to BFC combined with FS Executive Commuittee. All three groups unite two
Friday afternoons to share views.

February: Budget managers and BFC advised of final budgets. BFC advises FS.

Approved by BFC 2/20/97.
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NATIONAL

AAUP Tenure Task Force Report on Periodic Evaluation of
Tenured Faculty

Task Force Recommendation

Guidelines For Good Practice in the Periodical Evaluation of
Tenured Faculty

1. Periadic evaluations should not be re-evaluations or re-validations
of tenured status as defined in the RRUP 1948 Statement of Principles
of Academic Freedom and Tenure.

2. Evaluation of procedures must insure the protection of academic
freedom as defined in the ARUP 1948 Statement of Principles of
Rcademic Freedom and Tenure.

3. Periodic evaluations should be developmental and supported by
institutional resources for professional development.

4. Evaluation procedures and the written standards and criteria by
which faculty are evaluated should be developed and conducted by
the faculty in accordance with the RAUP Statement on Government of
Colleges and Universities.

5. Evaluations should be flexible enough to recognize different
expectations in diverse disciplines and changing expectations at
different stages of faculty careers.

6. Evaluations should be confidential.

1. Facuity should have the opportunity to respond to evaluations,
and if an evaluation is negative there should be a right to appeal
through a grievance process.

8. In the event that a periodic evaluatian reveals problems with a
facuity member's performance that do not lend themselves to
remediation after several efforts and which call into question the
ability of the facuity member to function in his or her position, any
disciplinary or dismissal process must be in accordance with the ARUP
Recommended Institutional Regulations on Academic Freedom and
Tenure and the 1958 Statement on Procedural Standards in Faculty
Dismissal Proceedings.

9. Due process must be provided in the case of sanctions or
proceedings towards dismissal in accordance with the 1958 Statement
on Procedural Standards in Faculty Dismissal proceedings.



Recommendations from the Academic Excellence Committee to the Faculty Senau:
Spring 1997

Our committee was given the attached document entitied *“Procedure to Amend Umversity Core
Requirements,” dated May 1996, by the Senate Executive Committee, which received the document from
the Provost. The document was drafted last year by the University Curriculum Advisory Committee: We do
not recommend its adoption ﬁxthefollowing reasons:

1. The procedure would put the University Curriculum Requirements (UCR) up for potential revision
every semester. UCR are carefully nterwoven into mary departments’ associated requirements and
all students’ degree plans. Toputthetnupevmpommllyforywiymsmwouldcrm“mous

problems.

2. 'Ihepmoedurewou!dpmmotepieoemealrevisimsmﬂleUCR.BmﬁleUCRshouldbeapproached
holistically, and modifications to it should be examined mn the context of the entire UCR.

3. The process as outlined is too cumbersome to be effective. The authors of this proposal no doubt
wanted to prevent frequent changes to the UCR. But the same could be accomplished by simply
stipulating that the UCR will undergo formal review only every eight years and only at those
intervals will modifications to it be considered.

4 By allowing a proposal that is rejected to pass on to the next level in the outlined process, the
proposed procedure makes it possible to bypass the duly constituted University committee charged
with responsibility for the University’s undergraduate curriculum, the Undergraduate Council, and
the committee specifically charged with responsibility for proposed changes in the UCR, the
Umniversity Council. We believe that this subverts the established structures for curriculum approval.

Our study of the UCR this year has shown that, in general, faculty and admimistrators are satisfied with
them, although many have made thoughtful suggestions for slight modifications to the existing
requirements. (Data from the students’ survey is not complete.)

We recommend therefore, that next year a formal evaluation of the UCR be undertaken by the
Undergraduate Council, to include the following steps:

1. During fall 1997 the Undergraduate Council will solicit proposals for modifications to the UCR
from across campus on a form to be designed that will ask for (a) the nature of the change, (b) the
rationale for the change, and (c) a thorough explanation of the impact of the change on departments
and student degree requirements.

2. Those proposals will be studied by the Undergraduate Council and the Council will make a single
recommendation for modifications to the UCR to be distributed m spring 1998 to the departments
for review and approval, and that the recommendation then make its way to the college curriculum

committees, the Undergraduate Council, and the University Council for approval.

3. By fall of 1998, the approval process be completed so that changes in the UCR can be incorporated
in the catalog copy for the 1999/2000-200G/2001 Undergraduate Studies Bulletin.

4 Such a formal evaluation of the UCR should occur every eight years and that changes be made to
the UCR only at these intervals.

The Academic Excellence Committee will provide the Undergraduate Council with the full results of its
own study this year of the UCR.



Procedure to Amend
University Core Requirements

Because of changing circumstances, emphases, and priorities, it may be appropriate, even
necessary, on infrequent occasions to add, subtract, emend, or otherwise modify the
University Curriculum Requirements for Texas Christian University. For such changes the
following procedure is to be followed.

I.  ORIGIN OF PROPOSED CHANGE: THE INITIATION OF MODIFICATIONS,
PRIMARY POINT OF ENTRY FOR ALL PROPOSED CHANGES, AND
PRINCIPLE OF AUTOMATIC REVIEW AT THE NEXT HIGHER LEVEL

Changes to the University Curriculum Requirements may be initiated by thosc at any
level of the University ranging from full-time faculty to the Provost and Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs. Such proposed changes must be first submitted to
the University Curriculum Advisory Committee. After the committee has determined
that the proposal has been properly documented as described in section II below, the
chair of the committee will then forward the proposal to all academic departments so
that the procedures described hereafter may be followed. It is understood that if the
proposed change is blocked at any level except that of the Chancellor, the proposal will
automatically go to the next level for consideration accompanied by a written
description of the rationale for its earlier blocking. If the proposal is then blocked again
at this next level, the action on the proposal will cease, and one full semester must pass
before the proposal may again be submitted to the University Curriculum Advisory
Committee. The one exception to this provision is that if the proposal is blocked at
both the fourth and sixth levels by the University Curriculum Advisory Committee, the
proposal will automatically go to the seventh level for consideration. Decisions made
on proposals considered by the University Council will go to the Chancellor whose
decision will be final.

II. NATURE OF DOCUMENTATION FOR PROPOSED CHANGE

Proposals to change the University Curriculum Requirements must utilize the form
designed, approved, and supplied by the University Curriculum Advisory Committee.
This form must provide, in particular, two main kinds of information: (1) an explicit
description of the proposed change with accurate information and cogent reasons for
the change in the University Curriculum Requirements; (2) a thorough explanation of
the particular effects of such change on departments, individual academic programs,
and colleges. Copies of the completed proposal must be supplied to the appropriate
committees as designated below at least ten academic days in advance of any meeting at
which the proposal is to be a subject of discussion and action.

[II. ENTRY POINT AND COMMITTEE LEVELS FOR ALL PROPOSED UCR CHANGES
A. FIRST LEVEL: ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS

Proposals for changes in the UCR will be submitted to all academic departments for
approval. A favorable vote carrying a two-thirds (2/3) majority of the full-time
members of a department will be required for the proposal to meet the approval of an
individual department. In the event of an unfavorable vote, the chair of the department
will be instructed to compose a letter, sent to the University Curriculum Advisory
Committee within ten academic days, listing the exact vote in the department and
providing in full the reasons for disapproval. For admission to the next level of
consideration, the proposal must be approved by at least two-thirds of the academic
departments.



SECOND LEVEL: COLLEGES OR SCHOOLS

The college curriculum committees of the AddRan College of Arts and Sciences, the M.
J. Neeley School of Business, the School of Education, the College of Fine Arts and
Communication, and the Harris College of Nursing will consider the department-
approved proposals for changes in the UCR. In the event of an unfavorable vote, the
dean(s) will be instructed to compose a letter(s), sent to the academic department chairs
within ten academic days, listing the exact vote in the committee and providing in full
the reasons for disapproval. For admission to the next level of consideration, the
proposal must be approved by at least three of the five college curriculum committees.

THIRD LEVEL: UNDERGRADUATE COUNCIL

The Undergraduate Council will consider college/school-approved proposals for
changes in the UCR. For admission to the next level of consideration, a favorable vote
carrying a two-thirds (2/3) majority of the members constituting that council will be
required. In the event of an unfavorable vote, the chair is instructed to compose a
letter, sent to the college/school deans within ten academic days, listing the exact vote in
the committee and providing in full the reasons for disapproval.

FOURTH LEVEL: UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The University Curriculum Advisory Committee will consider Undergraduate Council-
approved proposals for changes in the UCR. For admission to the next level of
consideration, a favorable vote carrying a two-thirds (2/3) majority of the members
constituting that committee will be required. In the event of an unfavorable vote, the
chair is instructed to compose a letter, sent to the Undergraduate Council chair within
ten academic days, listing the vote in the committee and providing in full the reasons for
disapproval.

FIFTH LEVEL: PUBLIC HEARINGS

In the event of a favorable vote at the University Curriculum Advisory Committee level,
there must be four (4) public hearings scheduled by the University Curriculum
Advisory Committee with enough variation in scheduled times to accommodate all
faculty and other interested parties who wish to come. These hearings will be co-
chaired by two persons, one being a member of the University Curriculum Advisory
Committee, elected by that committee, and the other being the chair of that committee.
A set of guidelines for the conduct and sites of such hearings will be designed, drawn
up, and supplied by the University Curriculum Advisory Committee. At least half of
the University Curriculum Advisory Committee shall be present at each of the hearings.
One (1) of the four (4) hearings will be scheduled as part of a regular Faculty Senate
meeting to help insure broad representation of faculty constituencies.

SIXTH LEVEL: AUTOMATIC RECONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED CHANGES
IN THE UCR

Reconsideration by the University Curriculum Advisory Committee of the proposed
UCR change following the completion of the hearings, within ten academic days, will
be automatic. Questions posed, objections stated, concerns discussed at the hearings
focusing on the proposed change will constitute the sole agenda for the UCR meeting.
For admission to the next level of consideration, a favorable vote carrying a two-thirds
(2/3) majority of the members constituting that committee will be required. In the event
of an unfavorable vote, the chair is instructed to compose a letter, sent to the
Undergraduate Council Chair within ten academic days, listing the vote in the
committee and providing in full the reasons for disapproval.



SEVENTH LEVEL: THE UNIVERSITY COUNCIL

The Chair of the University Curriculum Advisory Committee and one other member,
clected by that committee, will carry the approved UCR change to the University
Council. After fully reminding that council of the rigorous and thorough procedure
through which this proposal has passed and indicating the principal reasons for its
approval, the chair and committee member should ask for an up-or-down vote. For
approval, a simple majority of votes is required.

FINAL LEVEL: APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL BY THE CHANCELLOR

MAY '96



ENROLLMENTS IN UCR COURSES, SUMMER 1992 - SPRING 1997

DISTRIBUTIONS WITHIN UCR CATEGORIES OF COURSE SUBJECT DESIGNATIONS

Cl TOTAL 11151 FA | TOTAL 9374
ART 43 0.39% ART 2319 24.74%
COSC 30 0.27% BALT 503 5.37%
CRIU 376 3.37% MUSI 2178 23.23%
DEFA 179 1.61% RTVF 1700 18.14%
DEMT 48 0.43% THEA 2674 28.53%
EDUC 96 0.86%

ENGL 165 1.48% FL TOTAL 11801
ENGR 34 0.30% FREN 2084 17.66%
FREN 64 0.57% GERM 745 6.31%
GEOL 81 0.73% GREE 76 0.64%
HCOL 19 0.17% JAPN 524 4.44%
HIST 329 £.95% LAY 17 0.14%
JOUR 96 0.86% RUSS 187 1.58%
NTDT 513 4.60% SPAN 8168 69.21%
NURS 1044 9.36%
PHED 15 0.13% HS | TOTAL 2435
PHIL 2363 21.19% HIST 2326 95.52%
POSC 1059 9.50% PHIL 32 0.90%
PSYC 827 7.42% REL 87 3 57%
RELI 276 2.48%
RTVF 34 0.30%
HS-U | TOTAL 6329
SOCl 1988 17.83%
HIST 6329 100.00%
SOWO 640 5.74%
SPCO 702 6.30%
L TOTAL 4834
THEA 112 1.00%
ENGL 4424 91.52%
FREN 88 1.82%
RELI 72 1.49%
RUSS 11 0.23%
SPAN 239 4.94%




UCR Enroliments 92M-97S, p. 2

M TOTAL 9589 RS TOTAL 8530
MATH 9589 100.00% ANTH 36 0.42%
PSYC 1 0.01%
oC TOTAL 2853 RELl 8492 99.55%
SPCO 2853 100.00% socl ! 0.01%
PE-A | TOTAL 7407 SS TOTAL 19106
PEAC 7407 100.00% ANTH 593 3.10%
BUAD 576 3.01%
PEH | TOTAL 7078 CRU 1310 6.86%
MODA 304 4.30% ECON 5692 29.79%
NTDT 4487 63.39% CGEOG 920 4.82%
NURS 1596 | 22.55% HCot 16 0.08%
PEAC 14 0.20% HIST ! 0.01%
PHED 677 9.56% NTOT ! 0.01%
NURS 242 1.27%
POSC 5546 29.03%
PS TOTAL 7726
RTVF 42 0.22%
BIOL 132 1.71%
SOCI 3424 17.92%
CHEM 1199 15.52%
SOWO 741 3.88%
HIST 1 0.01%
UBST 1 0.01%
NTDT 1074 13.90%
PHYS 1382 17.89%
pSYC 3938 50.97% WW | TOTAL 10198
COSD 1 0.01%
ENGL 10197 99.99%
PS-L | TOTAL 15132
BIOL 4927 32.56%
CHEM 1638 10.82% Compiled by Academic Excellence
Committee from data furnished by the
GEOL 3490 23.06% Registrar's office, March 1997
PHYS 4384 28.97%
PSYC 693 4.58%




Faculty Senate Committee Report

Student Relations Committee

April 3, 1997
ltems included:
+ Summer Orientation Advisors List 2 pages
- 1996-1997 paid Premajor Advisors 1 page
- 1996 Summer Orientation Student Schedule 10 pages
« ACT Advising Assessment Form 4 pages
- Notes from the Dean’'s Meeting of March 5, 1997 1 page
Poin R n
- 900 Approximate number of premajors - fall 1996
- 700 Approximate number of premajors - spring 1997
- 37 Number of premajor advisors +
Honors, Athletics, Business, Pre-Med
- 21 Number of paid* premajor advisors
* Requirements for being “paid”:
» Full time taculty
» 20 - 25 premajor advises
+ Pay is $275 per semester
«+ 175 - 3.75 Summer orientation time frame for both
advising and registration
+ None The limit of students per summer orientation
session
« ACT Initials of the testing company that has an

estabiished national advising assessment form



SUMMARY EVALUATIONS OF UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES
[as of April 3, 1997]

[* membership, charge or procedures need review or action)
[** requires active review by ad hoc Committee]

1. ACADEMIC APPEALS [CURRY]: no recommended changes.

**2 ACADEMIC COMPUTING [GOUWENS]: chair on leave; needs to be more active, change focus
and reduce membership

**3. ANIMAL CARE AND USE [REINECKE]: mandated membership and duties; could also handle #8;

*4. COMPLIANCE AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION [LAHUTSKY]: increase diversity in membership; redo
charge to coordinate with that of the Diversity Task Force.

*+5. EVALUATION [SOLOMON]: ineffective and unproductive; needs to be proactive.

*6. HONORS COUNCIL [CURRY]: should represent all colleges or divisions; maintain clear role of chair
and Director of Honors Program

7. HONORS WEEK [LAHUTSKY]: well-organized, task-oriented, productive

**8. INSTITUTIONAL BIOSAFETY [REINECKE): mandated, but seldom needed; combine with #3
*3. INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT [SOLOMON]: give feedback to grant applicants

**10. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS {BECKER]: needs to live up to charge or be abolished

**11. INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS [GOUWENS]: slow to respond; needs diversified membership,
clarified powers, revised charge {to perhaps include globalization) and delineated reporting
responsibilities [to Administration and/or Senate].

*12. LIBRARY [LAHUTSKY]: needs leadership continuity; encourage a shift to focus on policy issues

and dissemination of policy changes; continue the "State of Library" address to Faculty Senate; consider
adding English & History grad students

**13. MEDIATORS [GOUWENS]: mandated by Grievance policy but role is either contradictory or
ambiguous and needs to be clarified.

**14, RESEARCH AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES [REINECKE]: reinstate membership qualifications to
provide a panel of experts who can fairly evaluate and interpret proposals from all participating
disciplines; be more active in increasing the distribution, quality and quantity of research or creative
activity in all disciplines at TCU by providing encouragement and feedback, by urging submission of
proposals from all disciplines and by lobbying for increased funding to support the above.

*15. RETIREMENT, INSURANCE AND BENEFITS [BECKER]: review oversight; needs tenured, business
- lined members

16. SAFEGUARDS IN HUMAN RESEARCH [L.SMITH]: mandated; no problems



*17. SCHOLARSHIP AND FINANCIAL AID [SOLOMON]: appeais body; add members for summer
duties?

**18. STUDENT CONDUCT AND GRIEVANCE [BECKER]: appeals body with no business; consider
abolishing and using mandated University Court instead.

**18. STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS [CURRY]: No change except in charge to clarify judiciary role.
Would this fit with University Court?

20. STUDENT PUBLICATIONS [L.SMITH]: no probiems

21. TRAFFIC REGULATIONS AND APPEALS [FLAHIVE]: no problems; members satisfied and chair
efficient

**22. UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS [FLAHIVE]: rename Admissions and Retention; become
proactive not just reactive.

**23. UNIVERSITY COURT [FLAHIVE]: mandated appeals body which has never met; combine with
#18 and judicial part of #19.

Committee on Committees
Chuck Becker ECO
-Linda Curry NURS
~Lynn Flahive SPPA

David Gouwens BRITE
— Nadia Lahutsky REL

Ken Raessler MUS ex officio
Manfred Reinecke CHEM chair
Luther Smith ART

Judith Solomon MUS



1996/97 Financial Aid Applicants

2,510 Undergraduate Financial Aid Applicants

Family Income Range

of Dependent Students Average Student Income
<10,000 88 4% 4873
10,000 - 19,999 138 6% 3,242
20,000 - 29,999 217 10% 3,717
30,000 - 39,999 242 11% 3,427
40,000 - 49,999 222 10% 3,194
50,000 - 59,999 219 10% 3,334
60,000 - 69,999 217 10% 2,840
>69,999 816 38% 2,993

67% of dependent student applicants reported income.

Income Range

of Independent Students Average Student Income
<10,000 140 40% 3,794
10,000 - 19,999 93 26% 14,745
20,000 - 29,999 42 12% 24 468
30,000 - 39,999 30 9% 34,203
40,000 - 49,999 19 5% 46,077
50,000 - 59,999 12 3% 54,215
60,000 - 69,999 11 3% 64 363
>69,999 4 1% 88,420

Dependency Status

Dependent - 86%
Independent - 14%

Gender

_ Female - 63%
Male - 37%



1996-97
State Residency

Texas Residents - 75%
QOut of State -25%

Ethnicity

Black 7%
Hispanic 10%
Native Am. 1%
Oriental 4%
Caucasian 77%
Other 1%

Demographics by Family Income Range for Dependent Students

Family
Income # of
Range Gender

State
Students Residency

Average Student

Ethnicity Income

< 10,000

10,000-19,999

20,000-29,999

49 F
39M

80 F
58 M

145 F

88

138

217

76 TX
12 Non

117 TX
121 Non

173 TX
44 Non

25 Black
20 Hisp.

1 Nat. Am.

6 QOrien.
36 Cauc.
0 Other

19 Black
26 Hisp

0 Nat. Am.

12 Orien.
79 Cauc.
2 Other

20 Black
24 Hisp.

3 Nat. Am.

13 Orien.
156 Cauc.
1 Other

4,873

3,242

3,717



1996-97

Demographics by Family Income Range for Dependent Students

Family
Income
Range

30,000-39,999

40,000-49,999

50,000-59,999

60,000-69,999

> 69,999

Gender

#of
Students Residency

State

Ethnicity

Average Student

Income

138 F
79M

520 F
296 M

242

222

219

217

816

188 TX
54 Non

166 TX
56 Non

155 TX
64 Non

521 TX
295 Non

23 Black
32 Hisp.

S Nat. Am.

15 Ornen.
165 Cauc.
2 Other

S Black
15 Hisp.

4 Nat. Am.

6 Orien.
185 Cauc.
3 Other

13 Black
23 Hisp.

2 Nat. Am.

7 Oren.
172 Cauc.
2 Other

4 Black
19 Hisp.

1 Nat. Am.

6 Orien.
184 Cauc.
3 Other

17 Black

47 Hisp.

7 Nat. Am.

16 Orlen.
721 Cauc.

8 Other

3,427

3,194

3,334

2,840

2,993



1996-97

Demographics by Income Range for Independent Students

Student
Income #of State Average Student
Range Gender Students Residency Ethnicity Income

< 10,000 8 F 140 125 TX 24 Black 3,794
51 M 15 Non 14 Hisp.
1 Nat. Am.
7 Orien.
92 Cauc.
2 Other
10,000-19,999 93 90 TX 9 Black 14,745
3 Non 13 Hisp
1 Nat. Am.
2 Orien.
64 Cauc.
4 Other

3R
Zm

20,000-29,999 2 F 42 41 TX 6 Black 24,468
10 M 1 Non 2 Hisp.
1 Nat. Am.
0 Orien.
32 Cauc.

1 Other

O —
< m
Z
(@]
=1

30,000-39,999 2 30 29 TX 5 Black 34203
S Hisp.

0 Nat. Am.

1 Ormen.

17 Cauc.

2 Other

40,000-49999 16 F 19 19 TX 3 Black 46,077
M 0 Non 3 Hisp.
0 Nat. Am.
0 Orien.
12 Cauc.
1 Other



1996-97

Demographics by Income Range for Independent Students

Student
Income # of State Average Student
Range Gender Students Residency Ethnicity Income

50,000-59,999 10 F 12 12 TX 1 Black 54,215
2 M 0 Non 0 Hisp.
0 Nat. Am.
0 Onen.
12 Cauc.
0 Other

60,000-69,999 8 F 11 11 TX 1 Black 64,363
3IM 0 Non 1 Hisp.
0 Nat. Am.
0 Orien.
7 Cauc.
2 Other
» 69,999 4 F 4 1 Black 88,420
0 Hisp.
0 Nat. Am.
0 Omen.
3 Cauc.
0 Other

—
g 5
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THE FACULTY SENATE
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY

A summary sheet of the minutes from March 6, 1997

The following items were distributed to the Senate and are included with the minutes:

* Proposal for retirement contributions for the general staff from the Retirement,
Insurance and Benefits (RIB) committee

* Recommendations of the Role and Function Committee

* Recommendations of the Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee

* Most recent version of the proposed Teaching Materials Policy

* Minutes from the joint meeting with the House of Student Representatives

¢« Handouts on post-tenure review

Ken Morgan, Chair of the Retirement, Insurance and Benefits (RIB) committee reported
on a recommendation for retirement contributions for the general staff. The Senate
voted to endorse in principai the recommendation of the Committee.

Senator Greer presented the recommendations of the Role and Function Committee. He
reminded the Senate that we discussed these recommendations extensively at the last
meeting and he reviewed the changes to the proposal. The Senate voted to support all of
the recommendations of the Committee.

Senator Pfaffenberger reported on the recommendations of the Tenure, Promotion and
Grievance Committee reiated to the creation of a Center for the Support of Teaching. The
Senate voted to support the recommendation of the Committee.

The Senate voted to accept the proposed Teaching Material Policy with the amendment: "if
the instructor receives direct financial benefit".

The Senate voted to table discussion of the collegiality statement in the Handbook.

Chair Martin announced that the Executive Committee will meet with the facuity
relations committee of the Board of Trustees this month.

Chair Martin announced that the Executive Committee met with the Chancellor.



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE

April 3, 1997
3:30 P.M.

NOTE: Meet In Sid W. Richardson Room

Meeting Agenda

Approval aof Minutes from March 6, 1997

Announcements: Conversation on Teaching with Dr. Bob Frye

(Thursday, April 10 at 3:30 in Richardson Room)

Reports

Oid

Report from Committee on Academic Excellence: David Grant
Report from Student Relations Committee: Fred Oberkircher
Report from Committee on Committees: Manny Reinecke
Business

Collegiality Issue

New Business

Nominations for 1997-98 Senate Offices

Other

Meeting with Faculty Relations Committee of Board of Trustees

Student Financial Aid Profile



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

March 6, 1997

The Faculty Senate of Texas Christian University met at 3:30 p.m.
on March 6, 1997, in the Sid Richardson with Chair Martin presiding.
Senate members present included: Franzwa, Grant, Lahutsky, Hughes,
Fortenberry, Jenkins, Kucko, Moore, Goman, Rinewalt, Comer, Paulus,
Donovan, Nelson, Reinecke, Miles, Gouwens, White, Martin, Sacken,
Solomon, Cooper, Meckna, Garrison (ex.), Smith, Nichols, Greer,
Ptaffenberger, Vigeland, Reynolds, Cagle, Oberkircher, Wilson, Becker,
Szajna, and Tucker.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 6, 1997

The minutes from the February 6, 1997 Senate meeting were approved
as written. Joe Babich asked for clarfication of the reference to
"cutting our own throat" on the bottom of p. 4 of the minutes. Senator
Fortenberry clarified that the comment referred to Dean Downey's
remark that if we left the policy as stated we were leaving it open to
interpretation and could be cutting our own throats.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Chair Martin made the following announcements:

* Senators have received by EMAIL a request from the House of Student
Representatives to assist in adminstration of their advising survey.
Every senator now has a copy of the survey. Senators were asked to
help administer the survey because we represent a broader cross-
section of the University. If more surveys are needed to provide a
broad representative sample, then other faculty will also be asked
to help.

Marian Red commented that surveys will be mailed before break.
Senators are asked to administer the survey the week fcllowing
break. Written instructions to be read to the students will be
mailed with the surveys.

Senator Paulus asked if each student shouid be surveyed once.
Marian Red said yes and that this will be handled by the written
instructions accompanying the survey.



* Spring mini-assembly flyers have been sent to faculty and
University staff.

* Information has been sent to faculty about the conversations to be
heid with faculty who have received the Chancellor's award for
teaching. These are being held in conjunction with the charge to the
committee on Tenure, Promotion and Grievance.

Chair Martin suggested that it is important that senators post these
notices and encourage other faculty to attend.

REPORTS

Ken Morgan, Chair of the Retirement, Insurance and Benefits (RIB)
committee reported on a recommendation for retirement contributions
for the general staff (attached). The recommendation was the result of
18 months of study to find a solution which met the following criteria:
1) no reduction of current benefits and 2) no increase in contributions
from the University. The proposed solution is to create a vesting
program which would ailow the increased retirement benefits for
general staff while meeting the criteria.

Senator Pfaffenberger asked about grandfathering. Ken Morgan said
that would be done. Also, facuity recruited for positions at the
Associate or Professor rank might be vested immediately, at the
discretion of the Chancellor.

Senator Becker asked if the committee looked at compound interest
when they evaluated the feasibility. Ken Morgan said that they were
not able to.

Senator Vigeland commented that the annual net cost appears to be
about $10,000.

Senator Paulus said that the proposal is clever and as good as can be
done. It has a realistic shot and she urges support of it. She
commented that she also thinks it is unfortunate that personnel have to
find their own enhancement.

Senator Becker asked if Provost Koehler had any thoughts about it.



Provost Koehler said that he did not think it was appropriate for him to
try to influence the Senate. He mentioned that he didn't know if it was
appropriate to choose one benefit from an array of benefits. He said
that he would feel better if a benefits expert would look at it.

Senator Fortenberry said that a benefits expert looked at it last
summer and could not find another way to do it.

Senator Becker moved and Senator Reinecke seconded the following
motion: That the Senate endorse the proposal presented by the RIB
committee.

Senator Nichols commented that he didn't know that the Senate needed
to endorse the proposal with this particular option.

Senator Vigeland said that he was also concerned that we got the
proposal today and haven't had time to talk it over with constituents.

Senator Becker accepted a friendly amendment changing his motion
to: That the Senate endorse in principal the proposal of the RIB
committee.

Additional discussion foliowed.

Senator Vigeland asked if a month's delay would lessen the value of the
Senate's support.

Senator Greer asked whether there was any consideration of whether
we have more trouble finding faculty than general staff. He suggested
that maybe the reason that the University hasn't done this before is
because we are not having trouble finding general staff.

Senator Reinecke said that the number of general staff with 10 years
of service is extremely small. While there is not a problem finding
general staff, there does seem to be a problem keeping them. This
proposal will increase the loyalty and longevity of general staft.

Senator Grant moved to postpone consideration of the proposal. The
motion was seconded by Senator Miles. The motion failed by 17
(against) to 14 (for) with 5 abstentions.

Senator Greer presented the recommendations of the Role and
Function Committee (attached). He reminded the Senate that we



discussed these recommendations extensively at the last meeting and
he reviewed the changes to the proposal.

Senator Fortenberry moved that we support recommendation 1 as
submitted by the Role and Function Committee. It was seconded by
Senator Rinewalt. The motion was passed unanimously.

Senator Oberkircher moved that we support recommendation 2 as
submitted by the Role and Function Committee. It was seconded by
Senator Vigeland. The motion was passed unanimously.

Senator Cagle moved that we support recommendation 3 as submitted
by the Role and Function Committee. It was seconded by Senator Miles.
The motion was passed unanimously.

Senator Cagle moved that we support recommendation 4 as submitted
by the Role and Function Committee. It was seconded by Senator Miles.
The motion was passed unanimously.

Senator Oberkircher moved that we support recommendation 3 as
submitted by the Role and Function Committee. It was seconded by
Senator Kucko. The motion was passed unanimously.

Senator Pfaffenberger reported on the recommendations of the Tenure,
Promotion and Grievance Committee (attached). Senator
Pfaffenberger said that there is a proposal to create a Center for the
Support of Teaching being developed. He said that he did not bring the
proposal because it is a work in progress and that the committee's
recommendation is in support of development of a Center rather than
support of a particular proposal.

Joe Babich asked "What if they had a Center and no one came?”

Senator Pfaffenberger said that he was sure there were some faculty
who could not be drawn to the Center, but that others would be.

Marian Red asked how much student involvement there woula be.

Senator Pfaffenberger said that there would be student representation
on the committee.

Senator Becker asked if the subject came up as to whether teaching can
really be taught.



Senator Pfaffenberger said that they had discussed that and they had
discussed the "art and craft" of teaching. He said that much can be done
to help with the craft and with such things as use of technology. He
asked Provost Koehler if he had any comment.

Provost Koehler said that he began to talk with the Executive
Committee a year ago about transitioning instructional services to
something more, so he supports this idea.

Joe Babich commented that he thought it was not a good idea to build a
big Center and put a lot of money into it when there was no sense of
support.

Senator Pfaffenberger said he has been at two other universities where
a Center like this existed. A demand for the service has to be
generated. The Center would build gradually. The proposal is still in
the conceptual stages. He stated again that his committee is asking for
support of the general concept, not of a particular proposal.

Chair Martin commented that this first came up as a specific proposal
from Larry Kitchens. When the Provost presented it to the Executive
Committee, the Committee asked to work with the proposal in the
Senate since it deals with teaching which is the concern of the faculty.
Chair Martin reminded us that the Committee is asking that we support
the concept, not the specifics. The Senate is trying to take
responsibility in an area where we should take responsibility, which is
in the support of teaching.

Senator Greer moved acceptance of the recommendation as submitted
by the Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee. Senator Vigeland
seconded the motion. It was passed unanimously.

Senator Pfaffenberger said that the committee wili share the latest
proposal but that the intention is for the committee to keep working on
it. He called attention to the mini-assembly on teaching evaluation and
the talks with faculty who have won the Chancellor's teaching award.
He said that these talks are intended as open discussions where those
of us who care deeply about teaching can talk about such.

Senator Paulus pointed out that there is a time conflict between the
mini-assembly and Bob Frye's talk.



Chair Martin said that the conflict will be resolved.

Chair Martin called attention to the Teaching Materials Policy
(attached) and commented that this is about the eighth version of it.

Senator Smith moved acceptance of the policy as submitted.
Senator Greer seconded the motion.

Senator Vigeland suggested that "royalties” should be changed to
“financial benefit" because the statement was now broader than just
publication of books.

Senator Grant said that he was opposed to that because that would
include such things as owning stock in a publishing house from which
some small benefit might accrue as a result of requiring a textbook.

Senator Vigeland changed his recommendation to "direct financial
benefit*.

Senator Grant said that the addition of the word "direct® would take
care of his objection.

Senator Grant said that the chair of his department had said that he did
not feel qualified to judge whether a text was appropriate in a field
outside of his expertise.

Senator Vigeland said that the chair makes that judgement already
when he/she signs the book order.

Some discussion followed.

Senator Paulus pointed out that we are really talking about something
that will only come up in rare cases.

Senator Pfaftenberger asked if it would cover a situation where a
faculty member requires a book written by another faculty member.

Chair Martin said that it does not apply to that case.

Chair Martin called for the question: That the Senate accept the
proposed Teaching Material Policy with the amendment: "if the
instructor receives direct financial benefit". The motion passed. (32
in favor, 4 opposed).



Chair Martin said that the collegiality issue had been tabied last
meeting.

Senator Becker proposed as a starting point that as a matter of form
we rescind the statement in the Handbook ("the ability to work
effectively with colleagues and students®), not passing judgement,
because it should not have been put in the Handbook in the first place,
and then immediately deal with the issue.

Senator Becker moved that the Faculty Senate, on the basis that it has
not previously considered the coliegiality statement in the Handbook,
vote that it be rescinded from the Handbook with no judgement implied.
Senator Smith seconded the motion.

Senator Kucko said that she was concermed about pulling it out of the
Handbook because it may have been already used with evaluation of a
faculty member. She expressed concern about the legal implications.

Senator Grant asked if it was approved on November 5, 1995, as noted
in the Handbook?

Chair Martin said that she couid find no evidence of that. There was
discussion in the Executive Committee in 1972 but it did not get on the
floor of the Senate.

Chair Grant said that if we voted on it, then it is policy.

Senator Greer suggested that we not go back to debate this issue that
we all recognize the importance of collegiality to the effective
functioning of a department.

There was some discussion of the dates, finally resulting in Senator
Fortenberry's comment that if it was an amendment that was approved
on November 5, 1995. The rest of the policy was not approved, and the
amendment that was approved did not deal with collegiality.

Senator Reinecke moved that the motion be tabled. It was seconded by
Senator Lahutsky and passed unanimously.

Chair Martin called attention to the minutes from the joint
meeting with the House of Student Representatives (attached).
She mentioned that members of the Executive Committee meet



regularly with students from the House and that Senator Oberkircher's
committee works closely with the students. She said that the students
are concerned that the written comments on the student evaluations do
not go back to chairs. Students are advocating for this. She asked that
the senators talk with constituents about the written comments and
about their role in the evaluation of teaching .

Chair Martin called attention to the handouts on post-tenure review
(attached). Wayne Ludvigson (AAUP representative on campus) and
Chair Martin are trying to keep the faculty updated on this important
issue.

Chair Martin announced that the Executive Committee will meet with
the faculty relations committee of the Board of Trustees this month.
She said that we will primarily talk about budget and goals related to
the Institutional Effectiveness Report.

Chair Martin announced that the Executive Committee met with the
Chancellor. He indicated his continued support for the faculty
enhancement lines and salary increases.

Senator Vigeland reported that this will be the final year of the faculty
enhancement lines. He added that the Chancellor indicated support of
technology iniatives. He said that the Chancellor also acknowledged
that these initiatives are very costly.

The meeting was adjourned by Chair Martin at 5:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

Sherrie Reynolds,
Assistant Secretary



To: The Facuity Senate

From: Ken Morgan, Chair of the RIB Committee

Discussion & Recommendation

The RIB committee met Tuesday February 11, 1997 to continue the discussion of
retirement contributions for general staff. This has been an ongoing review for more
than a year. The RIB committee agrees with the Benefits Study Committee Report
(August 26, 1996), that the ultimate goal should be “an 11.5% retirement benefits
contribution for all emplioyees” (p. 5) at an estimated cost of $450,000 per year.
Recognizing this is perhaps not economically feasible at this time, the report otfered an
option of an increase in general staff benefit contribution based on years of service as
follows:

0-2 years 0 Benefits
3-10 years 6.5% Benefits contribution from TCU
11 and over 11.5% Benefits contribution from TCU

Estimated annual cost: $180.000

A Proposed Funding Option

Currently, TCU has a 2 year waiting period then all employees are fully vested to
receive the retirement contribution. Full vesting for other competing universities surveyed
generally ranges from 2-5 years with a 6-10% retirement contribution. Rice, SMU, Tulane,
Trinity and UTA contribute equal amounts to all employees. ( Source: Benefits Study
Committee Report--Appendix B, Retirement Comparison).

Recent preliminary research by TCU Human Resources estimates that a vesting
period at TCU of three years for all employees (current vesting is 0 years with a 2 year
waiting period) would have generated an average of about $170.000 per year based on a
review of the past 5 year period. This type of savings could be used to help pay for the
proposed general staff retirement contribution increase.

This option would be within the range of vesting at other institutions, generate the
monies needed, reward service to TCU and provide a more balanced retirement
contribution package for our employees without reducing individual benefits to anyone
currently employed at our university.

It should be noted, the proposed 3 year vesting period falls within the tenure review
time frame for new faculty. New facuity would still receive the current 11.5% retirement
contribution beginning after 2 years with full vesting after a total of 5 years. This proposal
does not preclude other contract arrangements that might be made for senior facuity hires.



With this in mind, the RIB committee makes the following recommendation:

The RIB committee concurs with the Benefits Study Committee
Report alternate option of assigning benefits for general staff based on
years of service but recommends exploring the option of establishing a
3 year vesting period at TCU. We propose the following retirement
contribution schedule for general staff:

General Statt Service ICU Retirement Contribution
Less than 2 years 0 Benefits-(2 year waiting period for participation)
2-10 years 6.5% TCU Contribution-Fully Vested After 3

Additional Years (Total of 5 years of Service)
After 10 years 11.5% TCU Contribution

it should be noted that the two year waiting pericd could be eliminated and not
affect the financial benefits of this proposal. This plan also coincides with the current
accrual of additional vacation time by general staff employees after 10 years of
service.

The RIB committee believes the adoption and implementation of this
recommendation would go a long way to providing a more equitable retirement
contribution for the general staff, improve their morale and provide an incentive and
reward for longer service to TCU.

The committee would like to express its appreciation to the Benefits Study
Committee which helped provide much needed data on this issue.

Ken Morgan, Chair
March 6, 1997



RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE FACULTY SENATE
SUBMITTED BY THE ROLE AND FUNCTION COMMITTEE

Recommendation |. The university committees dealing with undergraduate curriculum or
the UCR (Undergraduate Council and University Cumiculum Advisory Committee) shouid
be combined into the existing Undergraduate Council.

Justification. Reasons for this recommendation inciude the foliowing:

a.

There should be greater incentive for timety enhancements of the curriculum and
less frustration on the part of faculty and administrators submitting proposais. Many
chairs and faculty members have experienced the frustration of preparing a course
proposal or UCR change only to learn that they have prepared it for the wrong
committee or have used the wrong form or the incorect format. The more
straightforward the process, the less likely it will be viewed as a barrier to timetly
curriculum development. The use of a consolidated committee should be perceived
as more “user friendly” from a procedural perspective.

Scarce faculty resources will be utilized more efficiently. With consolidation of the
committees there will be less duplication of faculty activity. The Undergraduate
Council meets frequently and should be able to handle the additional curriculum
matters without a major increase in the time required to carry out its responsibilities.

Communication about all aspects of the undergraduate curriculum shouid be
facilitated. With current procedures comprehensive or inclusive communication
about the cumicuium is more difficult because of separate consideration of
proposals.

Faculty members serving on the Undergraduate Council should perceive even
greater importance in their roles. They will also have more comprehensive
knowiedge about cumiculum matters, be more broadly informed, and be better able
to communicate about curriculum matters with the faculty and administrators in their
respective units.

Timetables and scheduling should be more straightforward. Deadlines for
submissions of course or program proposals and changes, UCR designations etc.
will be simplified because there will be only one set of deadlines for the
Undergraduate Council.

The simplified procedures resulting from consolidation of the three committees into
one should promote a perception of openness and accessability.



Recommendation il. One universal form or electronic template should be adopted for all
undergraduate cumiculum and UCR actions. The same form should be used also for both
undergraduate and graduate cumiculum actions as well, with a simple blank used to
designate undergraduate or graduate actions.

Justification. The reason for this recommendation is the following:
a. One form will eliminate confusion and conserve resources.

Recommendation lil. A tenured faculty member, elected by the Faculty Senate, should
chair the Undergraduate Council on a rotating cycle of two years. Appropriate
compensation for the faculty member should be provided, such as teaching load reduction,
extra pay, etc. A dean should be appointed as an ex officio member to provide an
administrative perspective on curmiculum issues and staff support for the logistics of
handling curriculum proposals. An alternative would be to have a tenured faculty member,
elected by the faculty senate, and a dean co-chair the Undergraduate Council with the
dean providing staff support.

Justification. The reason for this recommendation is the following:

a. A faculty chair elected by the Facuity Senate will help insure that faculty have an
appropriate role in curiculum actions. Ex officio membership by a dean will help
insure that the Undergraduate Council understands the administrative implications
of cumiculum actions.

Recommendation IV. The Undergraduate Council's current representation of faculty from
the various university units should be retained. However, one-half of the members should
be appointed by the Committee on Committees and one-half should be elected by the
general faculty.

Justification. The reason for this recommendation is the following:

a. Election of the members of the Undergraduate Council will help insure that facuity
have an appropriate role in curriculum actions.

Recommendation V. The name of the Faculty Senate Role and Function Committee
should be changed to the Facuity Senate Committee on Organization and Administration.

Justification. The reason for this recommendation is the following:

a. The current name is not descriptive of the activities of the committee.



ANNOUNCEMENTS
Mini-Assembly on Measuring Teaching
Effectiveness and Spring Semester Forums
on the Art and Craft of Teaching

Mini-Assembly on the Evaluation of Teaching
The Mini-Assembly is scheduled for:

Wednesday, March 12, 3:30 PM to 5:00 PM

The Faculty Center
Moderators:
Roger Pfaffenberger and members of the Promotion, Tenure,
and Grievance Committee
Issues:

* To what extent and in what way should students’ perceptions of teaching
contribute to the evaluation of teaching?

* In what ways can a Center for the Support of Teaching contribute to better
teaching on campus?

* What are possible methods to assess teaching in addition to student evaluations?

Teaching Forums

Anantha Babbili March 13, 2:00 PM to 3:30 PM
Sid Richardson Board Room

Bob Frye Aprii 8, 3 30 PM to 5.00 PM
Sid Richardson Board Room



RECOMMENDATION TO THE
FACULTY SENATE
March 6, 1997 Meeting

Presented by the Tenure, Promotion and Grievance
Committee

Recommendation:

The Faculty Senate should support and promote efforts to create a Center for the Support of
Teaching.

Methods of Support and Promotion:

1. The Tenure, Promotion and Grievance Committee should be involved in the design and
development of the Center.

2. The Senate should communicate its support for the creation of the Center to all
constituents of the proposed Center (e.g., faculty, students, administration).

3. The Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate should promote the development of
the Center by working with the Provost in determining the design for the Center
(e.g., administrative structure, location) and in determining funding sources for
Center.

Justification:

The proposed Center would provide significant and needed support for the improvement of
instruction at TCU by prowviding staff consultation with faculty on improving teaching skills and
on designing new instructional products; by providing workshops and seminars on teaching
effectiveness; by providing peer consultation on instructional improvement, and by providing
forums for the faculty to exchange ideas about the art and craft of teaching In addition, the
proposed Center would raise the visibility of the importance of teaching excellence at TCU



Proposed
TEACHING MATERIALS POLICY

instructional materials authored, created, produced or supplied by
the course instructor may be assigned to be purchased by students
for a course taught by the author. If such materials are simply
reproduced for class distribution, the cost charged to students may
not exceed the cost of reproduction and distribution. If the
instructor receives direct financial benefit, the instructor must
disclose the financial benefit and the department chair or dean may
ask for justification before rendering a decision about the
appropriateness of the materials. The chair or dean must provide an
explicit rationale if the instructional materials are judged
inappropriate.

Approved by the Faculty Senate
6 March 1997



Comments from Joint Meeting of Faculty Senate
and House of Student Representatives
18 February 1997

Good teaching is Bob Doran: office hours, willing to accommodate, cares about the
students and their lives, makes it as interesting s Calculus can be. (student)

Good teaching is Anantha Babbili: incredible, is current, applies to everyday life,
charismatic, good sense of humor, maintains attention and interest of all 165 plus in
class. (student)

Good teaching means building rapport, not being in an adversarial position, letting
students know that you are seriously interested in their learning process,
establishing a dual compact with students that they master the subject matter.
(faculty)

David Grant explained the process for evaluation of instruction which occurs each
fall semester and how the evaluation forms are routed. (See Feb. 19 Skiff for
explanation.)

Larry Kitchens explained that there are so many forms used that no comparisons can
be made across colleges.

Student question: What does a student do about the tenured professor who is a bad
teacher? He had a problem with a professor and went to the chair who said the
professor had received bad reviews for 15 years. Chair said he talked to him every
time but professor always went back to old ways.

Faculty response: This is one of the reasons why the University has instituted a
post-tenure review; where each tenured professor will undergo review every 3
years. Tenure is not to protect incompetence; does not necessarily have to be ethical
misconduct for a tenured faculty member to be dismissed. Students who are having
serious problems with the teaching need to keep going to the chair and the dean.

Is there any training process for teachers if they have had a bad evaluation?
(student)

Faculty response: There is no formalized support system. Lots of departments are
very concerned. Some departments are more proactive in dealing with poor teaching.
Any chair who is doing their job right is willing to work with instructors who are
having problems. Some units have more problems with getting occasional faculty
because the pay is so bad and there is no continuity.

Faculty response: [f competent and up to date but not warm or fuzzy is different than
someone who blows off preparing or who treats the students in a cavalier fashion. On
improving teaching, we talk about it ali the time in our department. Most facuity
really do care about good teaching and try to help each other informally. Merit
raises are so little that it is difficult to use them to distinguish between excellence in
teaching and mediocre teaching.

Faculty response: Faculty are typically hired with an area of expertise, not for their
teaching excellence. Most faculty at college level do not have teaching training.
Department chairs are not the ones who hire or fire faculity; therefore the first line



of defense can not really do anything. Firing of a facuity member resides at the
highest level of the University and involves committee after committee.

How do you get training for a professor if they need it? Is there a crash course for
professors? (student)

Faculty response: A Senate committee (Tenure, Promotion, and Grievance) is
working with Larry Kitchens to develop a proposal to establish a Center for the
Support of Teaching. That proposal should come forward as a recommendation at the
March Senate meeting.

A faculty member explained that she supervises the TAs. These people are admitted
to a Ph.D. program and there is no way to judge how good they will be at teaching.
Some turn out excellent and some are deplorable. [f the latter, she tries to put them
in areas where they do the least harm. She talks to the TA before going into the
classroom/lab about being more effective with communicating with the students.
Getting rid of @ TA may be as hard as getting rid of a tenured professor. Students help
by providing feedback. The Center for Support of Teaching could provide a necessary
service for TAs.

Speaking for the House of Student Reps, Andy Mitchell stated that the overall feeling
is that teaching is good and one of the strengths of the University. The problem is
that the students have no confidence in the assessment process. Students do not want
to hatchet professors but want to know why they do not get better after year after
year of feedback. Lots of students put time into the evaluation process and feel that
year after year no one is paying attention. It is not about expelling a professor, but
about getting a professor who teachers badly to improve. The student evaluation of
teaching should be taken seriously, especially the written comments. The students
have a lack of confidence in their ability to impact improvement,

Student pointed out that the written comments can tell you whether there is a grudge
or a genuine concern about ineffective teaching.

Faculty member states that as a chair he could almost tell you what the comments
would be. it's not the lack of information; the problem is what the chair is able to do
with the information; sometimes you can only "hide"” bad teaching by putting the prof
where the least harm can be done. Persistent action with chair and dean will
eventually get results.

A student questions how confident can you be that when a student complains to the
department chair that it doesn't impact the students' livelihood - recruiting
references, etc.?

Faculty member states that bad teaching is correlated with other dysfunctional areas.

Faculty member states that poor teaching comes under the tenure issue; if the
university tries to fire, the faculty may file a law suit. Nothing will work with some
tenured faculty who are not motivated. |, too, as a chair could predict the written
comments. The question is what can we do about it.

What about the study abroad evaluation? One professor actually read the evaluations
as they were turned in. These were questions on a sheet of paper. (student)



Faculty response: These do not go through the Office of Instructional Services. There
is not a formal process currently. For the Summer Abroad program Delia Pitts is
supposedly collecting the information - not sure what happens to these.

Student was asked if she had problems and was able to report the problem to
someone?

Yes, but it was difficult. (student)
Best professors should be involved in the study abroad program. (student)

Faculty member states that the students have the power to make a difference. They
need to continue to let their opinions known.

Student response: If we continue to reward poor performance, then maybe we are not
being effective in making good tenure decisions. [f the department heads do know and
everyone knows, then is not the tenure system a farce? 1 think it should go to a

merit system.

Students need to get on Advisory Council for Center for Support of Teaching.
(faculty)

've been here for 4 years and | never knew what happened to the evaluation forms.
Students need information. (student)

Koehler told us that tenure has been established for sake of academic freedom. | have
had good teachers here and it may be important for them to be tenured to be good. Is
there a way to be able to get better occasional faculty? How can you know in advance
about occasional faculty? Most problems were dealing with these. (student)

| have had wonderful faculty but 2 problems with occasional faculty. (student)

We need to use a lot fewer occasional faculty. We can fire them if they do not teach
well. (faculty)

Larry Kitchens stated that the evaluation form has two purposes: (1) diagnostic for
professor, and (2) for personnel decisions. Students do not evaluate faculty; that is
a chair's decision. The forms represent students' perception. Evaiuation involves
more than teaching - although teaching is central to mission of the University. The
Center for Support of Teaching is to provide a place that professors can go to get help
to become better teachers.

All | am asking is that common sense is a big part in it. [f everybody knows who is
not teaching well, then something should be done. If a prof is doing a good job,
reward. Good professors are the ones who can explain stuff. Center needs to give
support and not workshops. The Center should be a supportive environment, not a
crutch or required as a bandaid. (student)

About 10 to 15% of students wiill not care and will be withdrawn. | can't get angry at
the class because some are noi working at it. When i assess if teaching is

worthwhile, | lock at the other 85 to 30% of the students. Classes should have
professors who work hard and try hard. (faculty)



What we can do to boost student confidence that their perceptions of teaching are
listened to? (faculty)

Develop a video regarding the evaluation process and make it available to the
students. (student)

Larry Kitchens stated that professors have the responsibility to explain the process
to the students and what they are to do with it. Students need to have confidence that
process will make a difference.

The professors need to be prepared prior to administering the evaluation. Students
want to work with the Faculty Senate and with the Administration to assist with
making the process better. Students do support tenure and do not want to endanger
academic freedom. (student)

Have the students considered publishing the data of the evaluation in the Skiff?
(taculty)

Speaking for the House, Andy Mitchell said he would like to see the process of open
communication addressed and it be a continual process. Are students refusing to
answer the evaluations honestly because they believe it is ineffective? s there is a
real process for removing poor teachers? How can the students impact the process?

Faculty member asks if students would consider letting the Facuity Senate lock at
this? He said he would you like to charge the Senate to discuss whether the written
part of the student evaluations should should go forward? Reminded us that the form
reads “Is this professor® and thus implies that someone else will be reading it.

Speaking for the Faculty Senate, Kathleen Martin stated that the issue will be put on
the agenda for the March meeting of the Senate.

Putting the chair's name on the syllabus couid give the student more information.
(student)

Faculty member says she would prefer that a student came toc her before going to a
chair.

Student response: |f you invited such, you would be the first one that | would go to.

Faculty member says the chair should not be seen as the problem-solver. Professor
should have the priority to work through the probiem.

Important that students know they are heard. What is so important for students is
knowing that they are being heard. (student)

Speaking for the House, Andy Mitchell states the need to reaffirm a commitment to
the evaluation process so that student confidence can be restored and that we commit
to the professional development of the professors.

Faculty member states she has some lack of confidence in the forms and in the
numbers they generate.

Faculty member suggests that maybe we need the form on the syllabus at the
beginning of class. This would insure that the student is better prepared to evaluate.



Texas Conference
American Association of University Professors
9513 Burnet Road, Suite 206, Austin, TX 78758
(512) 873-8295 - FAX (512) 873-7423

January 20, 1997
Dear Colleagues,

This spring our state conference meeting is February 21 and 22 at the Four
Points Hotel by ITT Sheraton in Austin. Our focus will be on influencing public
policy. This, of course, is prompted by the current post-tenure review initiative
and by the long decline in real compensation. In both these areas the private
schools share concems with the public. If possible, please make plans to join us
in Austin. You can contact the hotel at 512-836-8520 to beat the February 10
deadline for reservations.

At the Fall Conference National President Jim Perley led us, the Council of
Faculty Governance Organizations and the Texas Association of Coliege
Teachers through a consideration of the issues surrounding “post-tenure
review." A couple of Texas case histories presented at the banquet completed
the case that tenure and academic freedom are still essential to the preservation
of our profession. A joint statement by the presidents of the three organizations
has been sent to more than 55 newspapers throughout the state. In addition,
TC/AAUP passed four resolutions:

1. Whereas academic freedom and shared governance are essential to the
vitality of higher education, and whereas academic tenure is the chief bulwark in
the defense of these principles, and whereas "post-tenure review" is in effect a
violation of these principles, be it therefore resolved that the Texas Conference
of the American Association of University Professors opposes the current
nationwide movement labeled "post-tenure review."

2. Whereas a long history of declining real compensation and increasing
workload may reasonably be expected to produce discouragement and
intellectual exhaustion, and whereas faculty who have served under these



conditions for a iong period of time have demonstrated dedication, loyaity, and
ability, be it therefore resoclved that the Texas Conference of the American
Association of University Professors suggests that each institution have in place
a revitalization program for its facuity separate and apart from its dismissal
policy and that the Council of Faculty Govemance Organizations establish a
committee to collect and comment upon these designs.

3. Whereas the professoriate is facing increasing attacks, and whereas when
these attacks are successful, the effectiveness of the professoriate is
compromised, be it therefore resolved that the Texas Conference of the
American Association of University Professors undertake a program of public
information and that, for purposes of clarity and consistency, it coordinate its
efforts with those of the Council of Facuity Governance Organizations and the
Texas Association of College Teachers.

4. Whereas the professoriate of the State of Texas has faced a long period of
declining real compensation and increasing workloads, be it therefore resolved
that the Texas Conference of the American Association of University Professors
commends efforts in the Texas Legislature to bring the state average faculty
salary up to that of the average of the ten most populous states.

CoFGO will be sending these to the faculty senates.

A planned visit to UTSA has been conducted and the report is under
preparation. The situation there is indeed critical. A full report will be available at
the conference and actions taken by the conference will be reported to you.

Cases continue to develop and new ones continue to surface. | witnessed a
dismissal proceeding in which a sexual harassment charge was rejected when
the University could not substantiate its claim. Coincidentally, the professor had
strongly opposed the president in the facuity senate. In another ongoing case at
another school, the president ignored some provisions of a grievance hearing
and professional harassment of the faculty member continues. At another
school, two cases were resolved to the satisfaction of the faculty members after
AAUP intervention. At still another school the destruction of a professional
career has been given a reprieve after AAUP intervention. We are continuing to
monitor these and other developments.



For your reference, the following is the full text of SB 149 (post-tenure review)
which has been filed for the next legislative session by Senator Teel Bivins
(Amaritlo), Chair of the Senate Education Committee:

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT

relating to post-tenure evaiuation of faculty tenured certain institutions of higher
education.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF TEXAS:

SECTION 1. Subchapter Z, Chapter 51, Education Code, is amended by
adding Section 51.941 to read as follows:

Sec 51.941 POST-TENURE REVIEW

(a) In this section:

(1) "Governing Board" has the meaning assigned in section
61.003

(2) "Institution of Higher Education” means a general
academic teaching institution, medical and dental unit, or other agency of higher
education, as those terms are defined by section 61.003.

(b) Each governing board of an institution of higher education shall
adopt rules providing for a periodic post-tenure evaluation process for all faculty
tenured at the institution.

(c) In addition to any other provisions adopted by the governing
board, the rules shall include provisions providing that:

(1) each faculty member tenured at the institution be subject
to a comprehensive post-tenure evaluation process at least every six years after
the date that the faculty member was granted tenure at the institution;

(2) the evaluation be based on factors determined by the
governing board, including but not limited to the teaching, research, service,
and, where appropriate, patient care of the faculty member; and

(3) below-standard evaluations of a faculty member may
provide cause for revocation of the tenure of the faculty member.

(d) A governing board may not waive the evaluation process for
any faculty member granted tenure at an institution.

(e) Each governing board shall file a copy of the rules adopted
pursuant to this section, and any amendments to such rules, with the Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board on or before September 1 of each year.



SECTION 2. The rules adopted by a govermning board of an institution of
higher education pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall provide for the post-
tenure evaluation of each faculty member tenured at the institution as of the
effective date of this Act by January 1, 2004.

SECTION 3. This Act takes effect January 1, 1998.

SECTION 4. The importance of this iegislation and the crowded condition
of the calendars in both houses create an emergency and in imperative public
necessity that the constitutional rule requiring bills to be read on three several
days in each house be suspended, and this rule is hereby suspended.

As you can see, this is a direct implementation of the Senate Education
Committee resolution passed last spring, complete with the "cause for revocation
of tenure" language. Institutional regulations are to be adopted by the governing
board, i.e., political appointees. Personally, | do not understand how standing for
reappointment every six years differs from permanent probation. In other words,
passage of this bill is the effective end of tenure and would give each of us the
kind of academic freedom felt during our probationary period. it would also be
the effective end of meaningful shared governance.

The time to act is now. We must help the public understand that this move is not
in their interest. We must make sure every single legislator understands the
choice they will be making for the long term well-being of the state. Call and
write your legislators and join us in Austin. Make sure all of your colleagues
understand what's at stake. Academic freedom is not free.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Goa
TC/AAUP President



AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS

-,

February 14, 1997
To:  Professors in Texas

From: Ruth Flower
AAUP National Office
Government Relations

Re:  Legislative Alert

You've probably been monitoring the news about the Texas legislature's interest in ending tenure as we
know it.

Last week, the Senate Finance Committee reported out a version of SB149, which will require all public
universities and colleges to adopt system of comprehensive review of tenured faculty every six years. The
outcome of these reviews could range from a pat on the back, to recommendations for professional
development assistance, to dismussal Dismissal is supposed to be for good cause only, but "good cause" is
defined to include “incompetency"” as well as "unsatisfactory performance." Performance is to be
evaluated on the basis of "the professional responsibilities of the faculty member, such as teaching,
research, service, patient care, and administration, in addition to other factors determined by the
governing board. "

This legislation is of national significance If the Texas legislature adopts this bill as written, Texas will be
the first state to connect mandatory post-tenure review to the end of tenure and the possible dismissal of a
faculty member. Other states are watching, pnvate colleges and universities are watching.

Texas professors need to speak up Tenure is vastiy misunderstood in the Texas legislature, and because
of this misunderstanding, the legislature may do serious harm to the tenure system.

We urge you to contact your own representatives in the Texas House (we anticipate that the Senate will
have voted on SB 149 by the time vou receive this alert ) Your visit, phone call, fax, e-mail message or
letter should include the following points

. Tenure is important because it protects academic freedom. The freedom to research topics
that mught be currently unpopular and the freedom to teach a vanety of views of history, art,
political science. math and the sciences 1s what makes a university a respected place of learning.
Commercial forces, perhaps more than political forces, impinge on that freedom today. Protection
of academic freedom is cnuical to the survival of university education.

. Tenure does not protect incompetence or non-performance of duties. Under current practices,
a tenured professor may have to face such charges, and may be dismissed in a set of proceedings
that are carefuliv protected by due process considerations

' Tenure does not mean never having to be reviewed. Most major universities incorporate some
kind of routine review of all faculty  These routine reviews help guide professional development,
unve shape and direction to departmental plans, and help to allocate the work of each department



But these generalized "check-ups" do not carry the threat of dismissal. Only individual charges of
incompetence or of some equally serious malfeasance should be able to invoke a process that can
lead to dismissal.

*  If Texas weakens the tenure system in its colleges and universities, it will weaken the state's
ability to compete nationally for the finest scholars and the finest students. Institutions that have
commanded national respect would decline in comparison with other universities and other states.

Please call/ fax/ e-mail your message today. For reasons best known to the authors of the legislation, this
matter is considered to be "an emergency” -- and so the legislation has been put on the fast track in the

Texas legislature.

To contact a member of the Texas House of Representatives by telephone, call 512-463-3000 (the
Speaker's Office) and ask to be transferred to your Representative's office. To fax a message, call your
representative's office and ask for their individual fax number.

To e-mail, go to http//www house state.tx.us/house/findmbr.htm
On your individual member's web page, his or her e-mail address will be listed.

To send mail, address your letter to:
Representative [ ]
Texas House of Representatives
Capitol Building
Austin, TX 7870}

ALL members of the House of Representatives need to hear from professors about this issue. But the
Committee on Higher Education will consider the bill first, and will have the best opportunity to alter or
reject it. [F YOUR REPRESENTATIVE IS A MEMBER OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION
COMMITTEE, PLEASE MAKE AN EXTRA EFFORT TO CONTACT HIM OR HER AS SOON AS
POSSIBLE.

Higher Education Committee members are

Rep Irma Rangel (Chair) Rep Ciro D Rodnguez
Rep Jim Solis (Vice-Chair) Rep Henry Cuellar
Rep Kevin Bailey Rep Bob Rabuck

Rep Ted Kamel Rep Jim Dunnam

Rep Elvira Reyna

Other Resources Available on Request from National Office:

AAUP letter to full House
OpEd piece submitted to Texas papers in late January

For copies of these documents. call 202-737-5900, extension 3042 or 3029
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THE FACULTY SENATE
TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY

A summary sheet of the minutes from February 6, 1997

The following items were distributed to the Senate and are included with the minutes:

. Final Report: Study Group on the Creation of a University Committee on Campus
Diversity

. Statement on Community Values drawn up by the Division of Community Affairs
of the Community Values Project

. Recommendations to the Faculty Senate submitted by the Role and Function
Committee

. Teaching Matertals Policy Proposal

. Second Semester Faculty Senate Roster 1996-97

. Budget Recommendations of the Budget and Finance Committee presented to
Vice Chancellor James McGowan - 12/6/96

. Ethical Principles for College and University Teaching, AAHE Bulletin,

December 1996

Comell Thomas and John Butler presented a status report on the work of the Committee
to Study the Need for a Committee on Diversity.

Senator Robert Greer presented the interim report of the Role and Function Committee
and solicited responses from the Senate.

The Senate discussed and debated the Teaching Materials Policy Proposal submitted by
Senator Rebekah Miles and Brite colleagues. The Miles proposal was amended and
passed.

Extensive discussion ensued with regard to the issue of collegiality and its relationship to
tenure. The Senate tabled a motion by Senator Becker that the issue of collegiality be
removed from the Faculty Handbook with the intent of reviving the discussion at the
March Senate meeting.

Chair Martin presented a summary of written responses to Fall Assemblies and a
tentative plan for Spring Assemblies.

Past president Fortenberry reported that the Budget Commuttee of the Senate will be
reviewing the Budget Committee reporting process as outlined in the Faculty Senate
Handbook. This review was suggested by Provost Koehler and the deans of the
university.



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE

March 6, 1997
3:30 P.M.

NOTE: Meeting will be held in the Sid W. Richardson Room on
the 5th Floor of SWR
Meeting Agenda
Approval of Minutes from February 6, 1997

Announcements: Spring Mini-Assemblies and Conversations
about Teaching with Chancellor Awardees

Reports
* Report of RIB Committee on Staff Benefit Equalization (Ken Morgan)
» Recommendations of Role and Function Committee (Bob Greer)

* Report and Recommendations from Tenure, Promotion, and Grievance
Committee (Roger Pfaffenberger)

Old Business

* Proposed Teaching Materials Policy: Response from Deans
» Collegiality Issue

New Business

« Joint Meeting of Faculty Senate and House of Student
Representatives: Evaluation of Teaching

Other
* Meeting with Chancellor Tucker

* March Meeting with Faculty Relations Committee of Board of
Trustees

* Post-tenure Review: AAUP and Legislative Alert to Professors in
Texas



Senator Reinecke issued a request from the Committee on Committees for information
about university committees.

Assistant Secretary Reynolds notified the Senate that the process of elections for the
1997-98 Faculty Senate 1s now beginning.

Chair Martin reported that various profiles of the TCU student body are being requested
from the administration.

Chair Martin reported Scott Nicholson, library liaison, has provided a new link on the
Faculty Senate Home Page entitled Phased Retirement Plans.

Senator Tucker reported to the Senate on the Next Frontier Campaign and encouraged
more faculty input into the advancement goals of the university.



TEXAS CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE MINUTES

February 6, 1997

The Faculty Senate of Texas Christian University met at 3:30 p.m. on February 6, 1997, in the
Sid Richardson with Chair Martin presiding. Senate members present included: Franzwa,
Grant, Lahutsky, Fortenberry, Kucko, Moore, Gorman, Paulus, Donovan, Nelson, Reinecke,
Miles, Gouwens, White, Martin, Patton, Weeks, Curry, Flahive, Solomon, Cooper, Meckna,
Garrison, Smith, Greer, Pfaffenberger, Vigeland, Raessler, Reynolds, Cagle, Becker, Szajna, and
Tucker. Senators not in attendance included: Hughes, Jenkins, Rinewalt, Comer, Sacken,
Moreland (ex.), Haigler-Robles, Nicholas, Oberkircher (ex.), Wilson, and Quarles.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM DECEMBER 5, 1996

The minutes from the December 5, 1996, Senate meeting were approved as written with the
following correction: Linda Moore was present at the meeting. She was reported absent in the
minutes.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

. Chair Martin stated that Chancellor Tucker had approved use of the Sid Richardson
Room as a Faculty Senate priority and spoke briefly about the virtues of meeting here.

NEW BUSINESS

. Comell Thomas presented the final report of a Study Group on the Creation of a
University Committee on Campus Diversity (attached). The report was submitted to
Provost William Koehler on December 17, 1996. Dr. Thomas presented John Butler,
reporting on behalf of the Division of Community Affairs. Rev. Butler stated that the
Division has organized its program in four stages. Stage one is helping people become
aware of why diversity should be a concern. and an outcome of the work in this stage 1s a
carefully drawn statement about community values (attached) to be used broadly
throughout the university to stimulate conversation on this subject.

. Bob Greer presented the interim report of the Role and Function Committee (attached).
The first recommendation presented was to combine the UCR committees
(Undergraduate Council and University Curriculum Advisory Committee) with the
existing Undergraduate Council. The second recommendation 1s that one universal form
should be used for all curriculum actions, be they graduate or undergraduate actions. The
third recommendation would be to put UCR designations in the course descriptions in the
university catalogue. The fourth recommendation is that a faculty member, elected by
the Faculty Senate, should chair the Undergraduate Council on a rotating cycle of two
years. An alternative would be to have a faculty member and a dean co-chair the council
with the dean providing staff support. Recommendation five would have all members of



the Undergraduate Council elected by the faculty. Recommendation six would change
the name of the Faculty Senate Role and Function Committee to the Faculty Senate
Committee on Organization and Administration.

Much discussion followed.

Discussion synopsis:

1.

(V%)

Senator Moore - Question: In Recommendation 2 would all university curriculum
committees in the college use the same form? Answer: We would have to begin at
the college level.

Senator Smith - Current technology would enhance this effort.

Senator Reinecke - How large will the work load be on these committees? Answer:
Would not expect it to be excessive.

Senator Grant - Question: How many proposals for UCR credit go through the
council from already existing courses? (no answer) I suspect that most UCR
courses are processed in this matter. One problem with Recommendation 1 would
be that only one set of faculty will be looking at UCR proposals, but this seems
minor and I think this is “do able.”

Senator Paulus - Also thinks it “do able” and more important than to have a faculty
member chair the council.

The conversation then switched to Recommendation 4.

6.

10.

Chair Martin - Possibly, if it does go in the direction of a faculty chair of the
council, then it might be wise to go through a period of a faculty/dean co-chair to
see if 1t really would be possible for a faculty member to handle the load.

Chair Martin - stated concem over the election process for the council. Should they
be all elected or partially elected and partially appointed by the Committee on
Commuittees.

Senator Moore - Favors partially elected and partiaily appointed to better control
the constituency of the committee.

Senator Reinecke and Senator Grant discussed the number of years it would take to
change the rules with regard to courses approved as UCR courses. The discussion
centered around the length of time the university catalogue remains in effect to an
entering TCU student.

Chair Martin suggested that the committee be charged to investigate the concemn.
She then took an unofficial straw vote on each recommendation.

Recommendation 1 - no real concerns presently
Recommendation 2 -  no real concerns
Recommendation 3 - committee will recheck ramifications



Recommendation 4 -  general support. Concern expressed about load of faculty
member - must be given a course load reduction.

Recommendation 5 - Suggested that the committee be /2 elected by faculty and %%
appointed by Committee on Committees

Recommendation 6 -  History of committee was discussed. No real concerns indicated.

OLD BUSINESS
. TEACHING MATERIALS POLICY -

Senator Tucker moved approval of the submitted motion (attached). Seconded by
Senator Greer. Senator Lahutsky proposed an alternative to the second sentence.
Senator Gouwens stated that then the first sentence would need to also be changed.
Senator Vigeland stated that his department had difficulty with the vagueness of the last
sentence. Senator Grant questioned the use of the word may in the last sentence. Much
discussion ensued on the wording of the last sentence, and it took many forms. Finally,
an amendment on this third sentence was approved by a majority. Thus, the proposed

Teaching Materials Policy now reads:

Instructional materials authored by the course instructor may be assigned to be
purchased by students for a course taught by the author. If such materials are
unpublished and are simply reproduced for class distribution, the cost charged to
students may not exceed the cost of reproduction and distribution. If such matenals
are published and the instructor benefits from royalties, the instructor must disclose
the benefits and the department chair or dean may ask for justification before
approving the text book order.

. COLLEGIALITY AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO TENURE

Chair Martin gave a brief history of the emergence of the word collegiality into the 1992-
93 Faculty Handbook. The wording never came on to the floor of the Senate, but it was
discussed by the Executive Committee of the Senate and Vice Chancellor Koehler. It
was never voted on by the Senate.

Senator Becker made a motion that the issue of collegiality be removed in every instance
from the Faculty Handbook. The motion was seconded. He defended his motion by
expressing concern over the fegality of proving collegiality or lack of it.

Senator Garrison stated that she was not married to the word collegiality but she does
propose that the statement “to work effectively with colleagues and students” 1s a crucial
element.

Senator Paulus stated that her issue was that the statement was added without
consultation or support from the faculty.



These opposing views precipitated much discussion and debate from Senators Reynolds,
Greer, Franzwa, Donovan, Patton, and Flahive.

Professor Joe Babitch, who stated he might be voted “Mr. non-collegial of TCU” if a vote
were taken, stated that he never felt threatened at TCU because he spoke his mind, even
though it might be in opposition to his department. He suggested that it is always
important to have all opinions and it is imperative that we do nothing to stifle that
potentially lone opinion.

The Senate then voted, by a majority, to table the motion because of the late hour and to
revive the discussion at the March Senate meeting.

NEW BUSINESS

. Chair Martin stated that, based on the feedback she has received, it appears that the
Senate is in favor of presenting several small assemblies. She also stated that in the
Institutional Effectiveness Report, it was suggested that the Chancellor give a State of the
University address each year. A straw vote was taken on this 1ssue. The Senate
unanimously requested this address. The Chair also asked the body if the post tenure
review process should be another assembly topic. She stated that the AAUP has come
out strongly against post-tenure review. [t was suggested that this issue be left to the
discretion of the Executive Committee of the Senate.

. Faculty Handbook Consideration

Senator Fortenberry reported that the Faculty Senate Handbook must be approved by the -
Board of Trustees of the university. Prior to the November Board of Trustees meeting,
the handbook was distributed to the deans for their feedback. This feedback had to do
mainly with the Budget Committee and to whom the Budget Committee reported its
information. They were concemed that we might be “cutting our own throats.” Dr.
Koehler gave it back to the Senate to look at again and Senator Fortenberry 1s giving it
back to the Budget Committee to look at the specific notations for possible rewording.

OTHER

. Request from Committee on Committees for information about university committees
Senator Reinecke again stated that the Committee on Committees is doing an in-depth
evaluation of the committee structure and requested comments from senators on
committees as they know them.

. Upcoming Senate Elections

Assistant Secretary Reynolds stated that James Comer will be replacing David Cross on



the Senate this semester. She also stated that the process of elections for the 1997-98
Senate 1s now beginning. She asked that senators encourage their colleagues to run for
election.

Student Profiles

Chair Martin stated that profiles of our student body are being requested from the
administration i.e. financial profiles, incoming freshman profiles, etc. We are hoping to
get this every year.

Chair Martin reported that Scott Nicholson, library liaison to the Senate, has provided a
new link on the Faculty Senate Home Page entitled Phased Retirement Plans.

Senator Tucker reported to the Senate on the Next Frontier Campaign. He noted the
matters included in his handout. He thanked the faculty and staff for raising more than
$2.1 million dollars toward the campaign. He stated that the faculty have no input into
the goals of the university, and he has asked Vice Chancellor Bronson Davis about the
upcoming Advancement Goals and Bronson responded that he does not know because he
has not yet received them from Provost Koehler. Senator Tucker suggested that faculty
should indeed have input into the goals of the university and perhaps a committee should
be established to pursue this.

The meeting was adjourned by Chair Martin at 5:08 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
/N, S ‘
Kenneth R. Raessler, Secretary
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I1.

FINAL REPORT: STUDY GROUP ON THE CREATION OF A
UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS DIVERSITY

CHARGE to the Study Group

A. Determine whether T.C.U. needs a standing committee to deal with campus
diversity.

B. If a standing committee on diversity is recommended, the Study Group should also
recommend:
1. the charge to the committee

2. the makeup of its membership
3. the means of evaluating its effectiveness

C. Requested procedure for the Study Group
1. Consult with a wide variety of individuals on and off campus to provide:
a. Insights into the issue
b. examples of positive, non-adversarial programs on other campuses
2. Submit a report which would include at minimum:
a. a summary of the group's deliberations
b. recommendations for action

PROCEDURES of the Study Group

In addition to meetings to plan procedure and formulate the recommendation, the Study
Group met on the following dates with the people named to discuss the topic listed.

A. Apnl 15, 1996. Mecting with Dr. William Koehler. Initial charge to the Study
Group.

B. Aprl 29, 1996. Meeting with Rev. John Butler, former head of the Minority
Affairs Task Force to discuss the research and report of the Minority Affairs Task
Force.

C. May 13, 1996. Meeting with Dr. Claudia Camp, former chair of the Affirmative
Action and Compliance Committee to discuss activities of the committee and its
relationship te the proposed committee.

D. May 22, 1996. Meeting with Dr. Kathleen Martin, current president, Faculty
Senate, and Dr. Bob Vigeland, past member of Faculty Senate Committec on
Committees to discuss present University commitiee structure and (o solicit input
regarding the Study Group's charge.

E. May 28, 1996. Meeting with Dr. William Koehler to discuss the progress of the
Study Group.

F. September 18, 1996. Study Group discussion of information gathered from other
untversities: Baylor, Emory, Pean State, Southermn Methodist, Trinity, Tulsa, and
Wisconsin (Madison).

G. October 3, 1996. Meeting of Study Group representatives with the FFaculty Senate
to discuss the tentative recommerndations of the Study Group.

H. In addition to the above meetings, the Study Group also solicited input {rom
students and colieagues at T.C.U. and conducted ongoing rescarch regarding
current T.C.U. programs and nceds.



III.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on all information and deliberations, the Study Group recommends that:
A. The University take all possible steps to continue to make diversity a major part of

its mission, consistent with the Philosophy, Objectives, And Goals Statement of

Texas Christian University: "We hope to perpetuate diversity in our programs and
people, for we believe that no single vision will suffice for direction in a complex

enterprise."

. The University form an advisory council on diversity rather than a standing

university committee. Such a council would act in an advisory capacity to the
Chancellor and/or Provost.

. The Diversity Council be comprised of:

1. two members of the current study group (for continuity)
2. acore of members, to include at least one member of the following
constituencies:
a. faculty
b. university staff
c. general staff
d. student body
3. additional members appointed by the Chancellor and/or Provost, to reflect the

diversity of the campus.

. The charge to the Diversity Counci! be:

1. To further T.C.U.'s ongoing commitment to and awarcness of the essential
nature of diversity in a university experience for students, staff, faculty, and
administrators.

2. To enhance awareness of existing programs and foster the development of new
contributions increasing diversity in all aspects of campus Jife., including the
curriculum, student affairs, and employee refations.

3. To sponsor and promote activities focused on building a sense of community
and inclustveness at T.C.U..

4. To gather and disseminate information and encourage dialoguc relating to
diversity issues.

5. To assist adminustrators in employing diversity to improve campus climate and
retention of students, staff, and faculty.

. Anannual budget and staff be allocated to support the efforts of the Diversity

Council.

. The Diversity Council conduct a baseline program evaluation and needs assessment

duning its initial year to determine priorities for future study and action. Thereafter,
the Council present an annual report to the university community evaluating the
success of activities and programs for the year and outlining goals for the upcoming
year.

The efforts of the Diversity Council be evaluated during the 10 vear self-study.



Each student, faculty, and staff participates in establishing the strengths of the
TCU community by preserving the values defined in the philosophy and goals of
the university. Those values enable individual participants to discover the many
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