Berks-Lehigh Valley College

Faculty Senate Council

Friday, April 29, 2005 1:00-2:30 pm
Minutes
Attendees:  R. Egolf, S. Snyder, R. Zambanini (Officers); A. Romberger (Parliamentarian & Univ. Senator); K. Fifer J. Hillman,  M. Kline, M. Mart, R. Newnham,  H. Patterson, V. Rowe, D. Sanford (Senate Council); P. Campbell (Faculty); C. Balliett (Assistant to the Secretary)

1. Call to Order
2. Approval of Past Minutes – Approval of minutes from the March 18, 2005 meeting of the Senate Council –The minutes were approved unanimously, with a correction under Forensic Business- Chain of Command.  The correction will read” faculty members had gone to Dr. Speece and to Dr. Williams …”
3. Reports of Officers and University Senators 

A. Chair (Roger Egolf) 
· The Lehigh Valley Senate has ratified their new Constitution and a slate of candidates for Senate offices will be voted upon at today’s faculty meeting.  
· Information and documents regarding the LV Senate are available online at the web site: www.lv.psu.edu/senate .
· A document entitled “Berks-Lehigh Valley Concerns about the Reorganization” was distributed and will be included with today’s meeting materials.  These were concerns based on comments from faculty from each campus.  It has not been sent to University Park.  The Chair wanted to give Council a chance to read it and give their opinion.  There were no objections to this document.  A statement will be added to the document to express dismay over the way the decision was made.
· There was a sense that the budget continues to be the biggest concern for both campuses.  For Berks there is a concern as to the degree of control that the campus will have over its degree programs.  Locus of tenure is the biggest concern for faculty on the tenure-track; of which fourteen have BKLV tenure “homes”.  The document will be e-mailed today to Kim Steiner, Chair of the University Faculty Senate. 
· Dr. Romano does not see big changes in the budget at first, although he does not have too much information other than what was in the white paper.
· Many faculty members have voiced their criticism about how the plan was implemented rather than with the plan itself.  Concerns were raised that if President Spanier is allowed to make unilateral decisions, such as this one, and if he will continue to feel empowered to make more of these types of decisions.
· Since the last meeting, more chain of command issues have surfaced.  There is concern that the statements made by Administrators at the last meeting are not being followed.  
· A reminder was made that Dr. Erickson will visit the Lehigh Valley Campus on May 18, 2005.  The visit will be teleconferenced to Berks at 12:00 pm.  Members are encouraged to get the word out so there is ample attendance.
B. Vice Chair (Steve Snyder)
· The draft of the Provisional Constitution was sent out to the faculty via email. At this time, twenty five votes have been cast, half of which is needed to ratify or reject the document.   Fifty-one percent of the faculty is needed to vote.  Once the Provisional Constitution has been ratified, nominations and elections can take place for Senate officers and At-Large members.  The Provisional Constitution will expire on        December 31, 2005, at which time a vote will be taken on a permanent Constitution.       It is hoped that everything will be in place by Commencement.
· After attending the most recent Transition Committee meeting (formerly the Administrative Council), it was suggested that more faculty involve themselves in this transition process, by representing their Divisions.  The Administration has asked the Vice Chair to find one faculty member from each Division, to discuss academic issues related to transition.
C. Secretary (Bob Zambanini) 
· The vote on the Constitution is 25-0 in favor as of today.
D. University Senators – Andy Romberger
· The last Senate meeting was extremely long and it was necessary to leave before its conclusion.
· There was a discussion on what it means to dismiss tenured faculty for “adequate cause.”  It was to be determined just how detailed the statement should be. This was merely a discussion session with no resolution.
· Dr. Spanier addressed the Senate.  He said the reorganization was driven by demographics and cost.  He stated that each campus will remain viable and that there is no move to close any campus.  When questions were taken, more questions were taken on the University Park day care situation than the reorganization plan.
· Kim Steiner, who chairs the Senate, stated that the emails received on the reorganization fell into three categories: criticism of the process, criticism of the plan, and concerns on implementation.  The largest number of concerns dealt with the process.  At this point no one has strong details.   John Romano will probably not have a chance to look at the budgets until July 1, 2005.
· A proposal to revise the policy on Academic Renewal was voted upon (in particular, simplifying the process and providing academic advising for students returning after academic renewal.)  Students may return and have their GPA’s wiped clean after two years. Choosing a major and taking the appropriate courses is critical to the success of these returning students.
4. Comments by Administrators – No Administrators were in attendance
5.
Reports of Committees 

· Faculty Affairs (Steve Snyder)
· Because of the state of the transition, the FAC will begin to start again to look at the P&T statement.  There may be changes.
· The Committee did deal with the issue of sending a narrative statement to external reviewers.  This practice is permitted, due to a recent amendment to HR-23.  The Committee had a split vote on this issue.  The “senior” faculty members were opposed to this, while “junior” faculty members were in favor of the statement.  Carl Lovitt inquired of Vice Provost Blaine Bowen at University Park for clarification.  The College could adopt this, but it can not be optional:  it must be consistently done.  Since this is an important issue, and the FAC does not want to rush the process, it will be considered again once the revision process is in place.   This can be brought up in detail for discussion at Senate in October.
6. Forensic Business – None
7. Unfinished Business – None
8. New Legislative Business- None

9. Announcements-None

At this point in the meeting, the discussion shifted to discussion of the Berks Provisional Constitution.  The Chair agreed to remain to run the meeting, allowing the Vice-Chair to be a voting member.
Discussion of the Berks Provisional Constitution
· The Provisional Constitution has been sent out for a vote.  It was suggested that there should be agreement as to the timing of the nominations and the voting for Senate.  The Pre-Commencement breakfast may be a good time to announce the results.  
· A call should go out for nominations for candidates for representation of the HASS, Science, and EBC Divisions in addition to a call for nominations for Senate Officers.
· A suggestion was offered that in order to stagger the terms of election for the Chair and Vice- Chair, the Chair’s position would be a one year term this year.  Next year’s term would be two years.  The Vice-Chair would be a two year position as well, but staggered. Most members were in agreement.
· The question of elimination of “At-Large” members should be examined in the fall when the permanent Constitution and Senate structure is established.  
· Questions were raised as to how to proceed if the needed 51% of the vote is not achieved.  Several members said that they would contact colleagues to “get out the vote.” 
· Nominations for offices while the ratification process continues.
10. Adjournment 






