
Comments to the Commonwealth Caucus from Abington College Faculty Senate on Matters Pertaining to the Reorganization of the Campus System.
Forensic meetings were held October 11 and 12, 2005. The following is a summary of the comments of colleagues regarding the issue of 1) the Final Report of the Promotion and Tenure Committee (October 11, 2005) and 2) The Final Report of the Joint Committee Curricular Integrity (September 13, 2005). 

Comments Regarding the Final Report of the Promotion and Tenure Committee.
The consensus of Abington College Faculty is that the current three-level system of Promotion and Tenure Review used by our faculty and administration is workable and fair. The perception of some University College Faculty that the review process is not adequate for disciplinary review is not shared by the Abington College Faculty in light of the procedures now in place.
While we appreciate the concerns of our University College colleagues, we are of the opinion that the models presented in the final report to remedy the perceived ills of the University College Promotion and Tenure review process are solutions to a problem that does not exist at the Abington College.
 Therefore we do not endorse any of these models insofar as they would constitute any substantive change to the procedures already in place for our Faculty. At present, our three levels of review parallel those procedures followed by University Park Colleges. We have an initial disciplinary level review in the faculty member’s Division, followed by a review by peers and administration at the College level in accordance with HR-23. And finally, the candidate’s dossier is reviewed at the University Promotion and Tenure Committee level.*
To reiterate, the Abington College Faculty considers the present procedure to be a most effective, transparent and equitable review process that serves us well. In addressing specifically the concern that was  raised in the final report that the Commonwealth/ University College “provide a  disciplinary home” for faculty, The Abington College has designed and implemented a review process which has “successfully functioned as intended.” We see no justifiable reason to alter a process which already meets satisfactorily the needs of the Abington College. We see no cause to fix what is not broken.
*Disciplinary review for University College faculty, if desired, may be accomplished within a three level process by selecting some members of a candidate's first level committee chosen from Penn State faculty in the candidate's discipline. Abington faculty have expressed a willingness to serve on colleagues' committees
Comments Regarding the Report of the Joint Committee on Curricular Integrity

Of particular concern was the recommendation to “establish a standing Administrative/Senate committee composed of faculty and administrative representatives charged with academic strategy and review…” (p.13.)

The relationship between this über committee and the University Faculty Senate’s Curricular Affairs committee is ambiguous. The understanding of the Abington College Faculty is that this recommendation appears to jeopardize the University Faculty Senate’s traditional and legitimate authority over curricular issues in the sense that it dilutes the Senate’s authority and might possibly lead an administrative takeover of what are Senate functions. This committee appears to have the functions of both review and strategic planning, functions which one might argue should be separated. 

Another question that the report raises is whether the above recommendation encroaches upon the Colleges’ curricular authority, including shared authority. Our colleagues raised doubts about the need and the efficacy of this proposed committee in light of procedures already in place, such as Dean-to-Dean (P-3) “preliminary review, consultation and facilitative feedback.”  There is concern that by creating a parallel process of review and consultation, established functions of shared curricular authority would be preempted and that the envisioned committee would make possible an “agile” initial chop by the administration for proposed programs. 

It is not clear as to what additional efficiencies would be created by superimposing another committee upon the curricular development process. In sum, our colleagues fear that the risks generated by such a committee are all too real and the benefits all too speculative. 
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