
Open Forums for Process/Revisions to Faculty Handbook  

Friday, Sep 16, 2016 

Monday, Sep 19, 2016 

Wednesday, Sep 21, 2016 

Friday, Sep 23, 2016 

Comments/Suggestions on the Process: 

Revision of the Faculty Handbook is one of the university operating goals for 2016-2017, falling under 

the purview of Dr. Mayer.  The goal is to restructure the Faculty Handbook as a governance document 

exclusive to faculty. 

The document outlining the process was presented by Dr. Mayer.  The people on the committee listed in 

the first item were identified as Dr. Mayer, Sr. Julie Krahl, and Dr. Michael Doherty.  A question was 

raised as the involvement of the Personnel Committee in this process.  It is up to the Faculty Senate to 

decide if Personnel Committee approval will be required for Senate passage, VPAA Mayer hopes for an 

up or down vote for the new Faculty Handbook in Senate.   

If promotion and tenure requirements are changed, the Faculty Handbook Committee will determine a 

process for how current tenure track faculty will be handled.  Operationally Dr. Mayer would like to 

avoid running parallel systems.  Protection of tenure track faculty and the institution are primary 

considerations in whatever system is developed for handling a transition to a new system. 

Submitting suggested changes anonymously was discussed.  Hurtful comments may be submitted.  Non-

tenured faculty may not want to own comments, fearing reprisal.  Trust needs to be built to create a 

comfort level in taking ownership of suggestions.   

Legal council will be hired.  Faculty noted past changes to the Faculty Handbook had input from legal 

counsel who created a list that was requested but that faculty did not receive. Dr. Mayer noted that it 

may not have been public material.   

Discussion ensued on how the faculty will approve changes to the Faculty Handbook.  Changes to bylaws 

currently requires a two-thirds majority of all faculty members.  Non-bylaw changes need a quorum of 

the faculty present at the meeting when a vote is called.  Dr. Mayer wants broad input and approval 

from faculty in this process.   

Discussion of the process for revision will be extended to the meeting on Monday, Sep 19th.  

Concern that process is coming from top down as some parts are only under purview of faculty.  

Involvement is needed by all faculty and at all levels.   

Faculty stated that as per the current Faculty Handbook, revisions to the handbook must be submitted 

to the Personnel Committee, who will take the proposed changes to Faculty Senate.  Dr. Mayer stated 

that in the process he had outlined up to Faculty Senate to approve the new Faculty Handbook through 

whatever process they saw.  Dr. Mayer envisions development of a new constitution, in which case the 

current Faculty Handbook does not apply, and they will consult with the Faculty Senate Executive team 

to determine the involvement of the Personnel Committee.  Sr. Cyndi indicated that she planned on 



having the Personnel Committee In review the new Faculty Handbook before it came to Senate for a 

vote.   Other faculty members commented that the Personnel Committee was not always effective in 

processing proposed changes to the Faculty Handbook.  

Timeline is very aggressive.  If the Faculty Handbook changes midyear, the Promotion and Tenure 

process/requirements must be considered, clear, and communicated.  Effective date may be different 

from the Board approval date.  If more time is needed, Board approval will be pushed to May 2017.     

In past revisions, each subcommittee of Faculty Senate reviewed sections particular to them (ex. CES, 

Graduate Council).  This will be strongly considered by the committee.  

 

Brainstorming on areas of the Faculty Handbook that need revisions: 

 Extensive work is needed from administration on the green and blue sections of the Faculty 

Handbook.    These sections are ancient; black text is more current 

 Promotion and Tenure grievance– informal and formal (Grievance Policy) 

o Numbers on those not passing is a point of concern.  5 of 6 were denied last year.  

Promotion applicants can re-apply, tenure applicants cannot.   

o Those denied receive no feedback on why they were denied, for neither promotion nor 

tenure denials.  This is of great concern.   

We can perhaps figure out some specificity, how it is phrased, and if it is written or not – 

with legal input and considering confidentiality. 

o Appeals are generally procedural-based, with confidentiality 

o Lack of clarity on how bodies are to give feedback 

o Providing expanded feedback may open the door for retaliation/litigation 

o Faculty cannot improve if they don’t know what they are lacking 

o Promotion denial feedback in writing is desired 

o There have been breaches in confidentiality – this must be addressed 

o Even though 5 of 6 were denied, it does not necessarily point to process flaw, different 

issues may have been the problem 

o The role of the Board of Trustees in denying promotion and/or tenure was questioned.  

A decision by the BOT cannot be reversed.  Tenure denials are within the purview of the 

BOT; and some promotions also may be if they undermine the university mission.  

o P&T denial grievance – currently includes administrators of the process (3) and a pool of 

tenured faculty to pull from for grievances. Would like legal representation when this 

process in the handbook is being discussed.  

 Grievance Policy/Process (formal) – administration part is not thoroughly defined 

o Has a hard timeline which subverts the process, with no language on how to extend 

 Professional conduct had been removed – this is a concern 

o It is still in the Promotion and Tenure Guidebook  

 This guidebook is mentioned in the Faculty Handbook 

 Guidebook is shared with P&T applicants at boot camps held by P&T committee 

 Is this guidebook part of the process or not? 

 Consistency is needed on what faculty are told about what they need for P&T 



o It was too vague and made it easy to deny people; it must be defensible if included 

o Professional conduct must be clearly defined 

 Faculty rank definitions are inconsistent in several places.  This and other inconsistencies 

indicate a lot of clean-up to be done.    

 Rights and responsibilities of administrators that have faculty privileges – define formally.  

Current handbook indicates faculty can meet without administrators.  The language used must 

provide a clear definition. 

 Adjunct faculty that been here a long time versus new adjuncts teaching one course – 

distinguish/recognize their differences. It is noted this is a very controversial subject: defining 

the appropriate role of adjuncts in governance.   

 Peer review of administration; define criteria for teaching by administrators who have faculty 

rank but don’t teach 

 Peer review used to be formative, yet became summative when it became part of the 

promotion and tenure process.  Suggestion is to return peer review as a formative process and 

define peer review criteria to use for P&T body 2 review.  SAS is still more formative – they 

include P&T applicants in their body 2 meetings. Uniformity and clarity is needed for all Schools.    

 Promotion & Tenure Process 

o Body 4 members from SAS are often recused as they take part in Body 2 so they must 

find people not in the applicant’s school.  Handpicking substitutes can raise suspicion.  

Instead, faculty could recuse from body 2 if they are an elected member of body 4.   

o SAS has many tenured faculty, other schools have very few for body 2.   

o Conflict of interest, reviewed by peers can they exercise professional judgement? 

o Body 3 contentions when their reviews from prior years do not include issues, but then 

surface in recommendations and are denied for promotion/tenure. 

o Body 4 to check if on-track or not 

o Membership composition – one rep from each school 

o Faculty may be lazy, have bias, or don’t want to hurt feeling and do not give a thorough, 

professional review.  How do we make Body 2 more effective? 

o not consistently implemented across campus 

o Dr. Mayer wants to hold bodies accountable to do their job. This also involves working 

with the Deans, to support and educate faculty in the process to ensure consistency. 

o P&T is not a progressive system, each body is independent, and bodies do not know the 

recommendations of higher bodies.  Bodies normally don’t open lower body 

recommendations until after they form their own opinion as it may skew their opinion.  

When promotions or receipts of tenure announced, there may be audience shock when 

applicants were passed by early bodies but ultimately denied.  

o What is the advantage of Body 2 review over peer review?  

o Recommendations should include why recommendation was made. Share as feedback? 

 Promotion and Tenure – requirements/faculty portfolios and faculty evaluation 

o Grandfathering process for P&T changes for those collecting data for recent past years 

for near future portfolios 

o Quantify well the definitions for Service, Scholarship, and Teaching and apply 

consistently  



 It seems to be subjective when it comes to service outside of the university- 

must it be related to discipline or can it be other community service at a church, 

etc.  Some advice says put it all in, others say only include service related to 

their discipline.   

 Previously, any service done represented Marian University.  Services then 

moved to only include service related to discipline.  Currently Faculty Handbook 

does not state that requirement.  Interpretation and application of handbook 

differs and that could open the door for denial appeals of the process when not 

applied consistently.   

 Need to define service, there are many service definitions around campus/on 

forms that are inconsistent. 

o Peer evaluations are also very different between schools and needs consistency, 

uniformity of what is included and in execution of peer review. First need to define if 

peer evaluation is summative or formative. 

o There is less feedback as you advance, receive tenure (3-year review) 

 Should tenured faculty review happen every year?  Some deans are asking for 

annual.  This practice would not match the handbook requirements.  Would it 

be used against them?  

o Recommend possibility of having monthly informal meetings with faculty to provide 

feedback 

o Dean evaluations should also be consistent across schools and be applied and used 

uniformly.  There is lack of consistency in doing dean evaluations.  Some faculty may not 

have any written dean evaluations as it may have been done verbally. 

o There is no template for the self-evaluation which also needs consistency and in how it 

affects P&T.   

 The self-evaluation is subjective – they can choose which course 

evaluations/comments to include.      

o The P&T process is cumbersome when all portfolios are different. 

o Another issue with inconsistencies:  School restructuring,  new deans hired, new VPAA’s  

o Desired culture of calling it out as it happens so there are no surprises later. 

o In the School of Business, faculty submit a pre-portfolio and are given detailed feedback 

o People don’t have time for review, goals/achievement of goals 

o There are no rubrics to define excellence 

o Evaluation practice is culture vs policy – the Faculty handbook disregarded.  Evaluation 

practice should not conflict with the handbook, but can enhance it.    

 Personnel salary & benefits proposal action.   More transparency from administration is desired 

regarding budget allocations and shared governance with administration, deans, and faculty.     

o Ongoing education for BOT is to be more open to conversations regarding faculty role in 

guiding university decisions.  Faculty have an important and long term commitment to 

the university just as BOT members do.  Building trust between them is desired.   

 Explain why faculty are brought in on tenure-track or not.   

 Faculty senate committee structure, sub-committee work 

o Burden not evenly distributed, assigned by dean in SNHP 

o Some autonomy, some governance 



o Diluted of power, less onerous when serve on committees; how does admin feel about 

committee work.  If admin already knows what they want, communicate  

o Used to be more committees 

o Shared governance, more meaningful work, more investment 

 Purpose of Faculty Handbook  

o outline what shared governance means  

o Faculty rights, responsibilities, and expertise 

o Set structure, policy, procedures that is shared governance 

 Guiding principles - Clarity and fairness were guiding principles in past – are there any for this 

time? 

o Not yet for this time 

o Yes on clarity 

o Fairness not primary, rather:  creating a structure that promotes faculty engagement 

and empowerment in areas of faculty primacy for institutional success 

o Revisions on a regular basis have not been done.  Is the Personnel Committee working?  

o Review committees annually, receive and act on suggested changes.   

o Reorganization – definitions on one place instead of several different definitions 

o Blue and green sections updates by administration may help guide other changes 

 Created to identify who can change what in the Faculty Handbook 

 Administration – final steps of grievance policy are needed  

 Academic Council – as an advisory group, does not need to be in Faculty 

Handbook as changes structural changes occur based on the administrator  

 Intellectual copyright policy is an  example of shared governance – approved by 

faculty, administration and the board of trustees 

 Making it a codified shared governance document.  Then it would be sustainable 

regardless of who is in administrative roles 

 Workload, release time, overload pay, release time for scholarship given, workload for program 

chairs,  

o Workload definitions  

o Monthly meetings of program directors/department chairs with their faculty – what 

faculty want, what they should be doing 

o Define compensation equity – this has been done in the past and should be included in 

the handbook 

o Workload section will not be part of this year’s changes, perhaps next year  

 Need to define expectations around research, assessment, etc. 

 How workload is distributed varies over time and needs to be defined before 

inclusion in the handbook.   

  Professional development defined better versus teaching and scholarship requirements 

o Professional learning requirements could fall under P&T scholarship or under teaching 

(for example: developing new courses).   Course develop is an activity that produces a 

product.  Professional development is engaging in activities (conference, number 

attended). 

o There is no structure to include reflection to identify goals or goal achievement    



o Some professional contributions may fall under service or feeds into teaching – it 

depends on what it is used for 

o Professional development is a way to list what you attended; what you learned is not 

necessarily applied anywhere.  This flexibility is needed. 

o Research requirements for graduate faculty must be defined.  There should be different 

criteria for undergraduate and graduate faculty.  Part of the problem is that Graduate 

Council does not fall under Faculty Senate, so are not under requirements of handbook.  

Another reason for people denied P&T to have grounds to appealing the process.   

 Should graduate faculty have “certification” if they have separate 

requirements?  

 Definition of graduate faculty is not in faculty handbook 

 There should not be a lot of barriers or we can’t function, as many faculty teach 

in both undergraduate and graduate programs 

o Is professional development a P&T requirement or is it part of peer review?  

Professional development should be part of the conversation with program chairs and 

deans.  We need a better system for professional development.   We want to ensure it 

happens but it does not need to be in the faculty handbook.  It is part of administrator’s 

job to ensure faculty are doing what they’re supposed to be doing.  

o Program review contains a lot of professional development goals.  It is also included in 

annual report submitted by programs.   


