April 7th, 2010

Faculty Assembly Executive Council (FAEC) Meeting

Present: Eddie Saiff, Ira Spar, Iraida Lopez, Anita Stellenwerf, Bob Becklen, Jim Morley, Elaine Risch, Rich Lowell, Beth Ricca
Secretary: Kristin Kenneavy

1. In-Service Planning and Scheduling

A. The dates of the in-service have been moved to May 25th and 26th (pending location of a space).  These dates are after the grades due date. 

B. Some units have expressed the opinion that they don’t like the suggested topic (academic rigor). Some would prefer to see governance discussed. It was added that a good (better) use of this time might be to talk about the Middle States requirements; particularly assessment.  The original rationale for the topic of rigor was that, in some programs, exit surveys revealed that students do not feel challenged and that cheating is an issue. 
C. It was further proposed that the in-service be run with more faculty input, including the timing and topics. Therefore, at the FA meeting on April 14th, possible topics will be solicited.  The Provost might explain to faculty the purpose of meeting.   

D. Lysandra Perez-Stromolo and Kristin Kenneavy will organize the first meeting and create an agenda once faculty input has been heard. 
Faculty Assembly Draft Agenda
1. Minutes of last meeting

2. FA President Report

A. In-Service Dates
B. 1Step Presentation

3. President/Provost Report

4. Faculty Assembly At-Large Nominee Presentations

5. ARC Report

6. New Business

7. Instructional Design Center Report (cut)
8. In-Service Ideas

9. AFT Report

2. Discussion of the FA Agenda for the April 14th Meeting

A.  There was a discussion of the process by which certain groups or individuals are allowed time to speak or present at the Faculty Assembly meetings.  

B. In particular, it was agreed that there should be a standardized process whereby any non-faculty group or person wanting time would provide, in advance, an abstract of the topic to be covered.  What remained unresolved was whether this process should be formally codified in the bylaws, or whether it is a process that the FAEC should enforce and regulate internally. 

C. The impetus for the above discussion was a request by the student environmental group, 1Step, to give a short presentation of its classroom panel discussion. This request was approved (5 min.). 
D. A discussion was also held regarding the continued utility of including the Instructional Design Center Report, given the Governance Review Committee’s recommendation that such reports be limited. Past practice and agreements had dictated its inclusion. After some disagreement, the IDC report was cut. Anita Stellenwerf agreed to communicate this decision to Valerie Scott. 

E. Added to the agenda was time to discuss, provide justification for, and solicit feedback from faculty regarding the upcoming in-service. 

3. Cahill Center Discussion

A. Beth Ricca, recently hired Director of the Cahill Center, joined the FAEC to discuss challenges faced by the Cahill Center and solicit ideas for how the center may best work with faculty.  Prior to working at Ramapo, Ms. Ricca worked at Monmouth College and Claremont McKenna College.  
B. Recently, the number of staff working at the Cahill Center was cut from 12 to 7. This has had implications for a variety of programs, including: alternative spring break programs, the student literacy corps, service learning, community service projects, and secretarial services. 
C. Alternative Spring Break programs include trips to Guatemala or North Carolina. For the Guatemala trip,  students pay $500 to cover costs.  The NC trip is cost-free for students.  
D. Many student programs are funded with Job Fair fees collected from participating employers.  However, the number of participants is down to 53 from ~80. This creates a funding challenge. 

E. The discussion centered on the following four themes. 

1. CEP, Experiential Learning: It was agreed that this is a natural place where the Cahill Center might collaborate with faculty. A definition of experiential learning needs to be created and the application of this aspect of courses needs to be more standardized around the college. It was suggested that the Cahill Center Staff work with the Greater Expectations team. A staff member (Karen Booth) is already on the sub-committee on experiential learning.  Resources to support this function would currently appear to be limited, although Babs Verano and Lysandra Perez-Stromolo have offered to help. 
2. Field Placements: Many majors require this and the Cahill Center could help facilitate. Ms. Ricca might want to meet with convening groups on the above two items. 

3. Job Placement and Tracking Alumni: Ramapo College does a poor job of this, even one year out from college. The Ramapo College Foundation has expressed an interest in collaborating with the Cahill Center on this task. It would help with placements if we actually knew where alumni have ended up. Tracking of May 2009 graduates is in progress, but a more comprehensive approach is warranted. 
4. Alternative Spring Break: Since only one trip is actually conducted out of the country, Jeremy Geller did not seem particularly interested in helping with this program. 
5. Faculty Advisory Board: The current board is not set up to advise the director but to run events for students. This may need to be reexamined. It would be beneficial to have unit representatives to serve on this board and assist with the above tasks. 
F. Finally, a number of other suggestions were made. These included: changing the name of the center so its purpose is more obvious, putting the center’s concerns on the Fall 2010 in-service agenda, including adjuncts in the experiential learning aspect, and the need for assessment of current programs. 
4. Faculty Assembly Website

A. There was a discussion of the wording of the descriptions of the Faculty Assembly and Executive Council for inclusion on the website. Regarding when the FA president can make decisions: it was agreed that it should communicate that “time-sensitive” situations may necessitate fast action by the president (not that the president is making his/her own ad hoc decisions on a regular basis). There was some disagreement over the exact wording.

B. Everyone was asked to review the FA webpage and the Provost’s webpage. It was proposed that there be a link from the Provost’s website to the FA website, but that the positioning be such that the FA doesn’t appear to report to the Provost. 
5. Government Review Committee Recommendations Evaluation
A. A new committee should be formed to review by-laws: Accomplished. 

B. FAEC needs to execute existing by-laws, including timely agendas, reports, and minutes: Accomplished. 
C. Enough time should be provided in unit councils: Mixed.  Little time is available in SSHS and AIS; otherwise the news is generally good. 
D. All-college representatives’ purpose: Mixed.  The role and purpose of these representatives still required some clarification and mechanisms for them to receive feedback should be established (perhaps include a link to their emails on the new website). 

E. Decision-making Process of the FA (flowchart): Mixed.  The FAEC uses this, but the faculty as a whole may not be well aware of this flowchart (should be put on the website). Flowchart needs to contain fewer acronyms. Stephen Klein may be asked to revise and include full titles of entities. 

F. Parliamentarian: Accomplished. Kay Fowler is performing this task, but currently received no reimbursement and it is a bit unclear as to whether she will continue in Fall 2010. A parliamentarian in-training (and some substitutes) are needed. 
G. Transparent FAEC: Mixed.  The FAEC sends out Key points immediately after meetings and also posts minutes in a timely fashion. However, some faculty would still like advance FAEC agendas to be published a week in advance. It was generally agreed that this may not be feasible because issues some up very quickly at times.  
H. FAEC service should be compensated: Mixed to Poor. Little progress. This needs to be negotiated with the Provost. Service on the FAEC should be regarded as significant, but there is no current award for service.  It was pointed out that reappointment and promotion committees should be instructed to take FAEC service into consideration. 
I. Provost and President Report in Advance/Administrators by invite only: Unconstitutional. Can’t ban administrators from the FA meetings under the currently by-laws (decided by vote of the FA). The President was offended by this recommendation; it was not worded well.  
J. FA meetings need to be more productive: Mixed.  There are too many requests for announcements. A place to publicize events is needed. 
K. FA representatives to BOT meetings should provide written reports: Poor.  Some representatives are not currently complying with that request. Could make this the domain of the all-college representatives to the FAEC. 

L. Civility at meetings: Accomplished to date.   This hasn’t been an issue since last spring. 

6. Faculty Assembly Presidential Duties

A. A list of groups/committees/positions with whom the FA president interacts on a regular basis is needed. 
B. May need to delegate some of the meetings to the FAEC representatives.
C.  Also needed is a more clear-cut definition of what can be dealt with by the FAEC and what needs to go to the FA. 

D. It was stated that faculty members shouldn’t have their hands in everything (e.g. parking) because it devalues our voice in issues in which we should have a say.  

FAEC Minutes from 3/31 approved.
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