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Minutes of Senate Retreat

Saturday May 18, 2013

Watson House – New Cairo Campus
Present: Abou Oaf, Abou Zeid, Ali, Aly Sh, Amin, Z, Anderson, Arnold, Badran, Edel-el, Fahmy, Farag, Fares, Fernandes, Fleita, Fox, Goneid, Kenney, Johnston, Kamel B, Kenney, Lotfallah, Macdougall, Makhlouf, Maswood J, Mohamed, Motawy, Nasrallah, Norman Ch, Norman P, Nosseir, Peterson, Peuchaud, Rae, Rafea, Rashad, Rateb, Runyon, Saady-al, Salah, Sawy-El, Sayess S, Selim, Shaarawi, Shimi-El,  Shoeib, Soliman E, Soliman I, Switzer, Tutwiler. 

Absent: Abaza, Amin A, Anis, Farghaly, Ferguson, Fiqi El, Fouad, Galal, Gebril, Ghazaleh, Glavanis, Habib, Hamdy, Harman, Hassan, Hegazy, Kamel S, Lesch, Mahalawi, Melaney, Pinfari, Salama, Samaha, Sayed, Sayess F, Shawki, Swanson, Zaalouk. 

Non-senators: Salma Sherif, Stephanie Thomas, Hala Mahmoud, Louise St. Laurent, Dalia saad, George Marquis, Sawsan Mardini. 

Meeting called to order at 10.15 am

Welcome and opening remarks by Senate Chair, Dr. Magdi Nasrallah

Opening Remarks by President Lisa Anderson:

· We have had a productive year

· Special thanks to Senate Executive Committee who made great effort during and after the gate closure in September.

· It has been a calm semester

Opening Remarks by Provost Amr Shaarawi:

· Praises senate interaction with Provost’s Office, and spirit of collaboration
· Commends members of senate
Approval of Agenda after Amendments:

· On the agenda at 12.00 to 12.15, AIC discussion refers to Academic Integrity Committee, not Academic Integrity Council
· Amendment to 12.15 -12.30 item. Proposed senator from Office of the Dean of Undergraduate Students added to this item.
Discussion of Faculty Handbook, Presented by Dr. Mahmoud Farag, Faculty Affairs Committee:

Discussion of Addition of Section on Faculty Compensation for Administrative Duties:

· The proposed changes in the faculty handbook are to replace the existing appendix 11, which describes faculty compensation for administrative duties, department size, release time for chairs, etc.
Questions / Comments:

· Comment by Dean Bruce Ferguson: The proposed text is a bit too systematic.  Could include the numerical size of departments instead of descriptors of average and discussion of course releases for non-pedagogical activities such as editing of journals.  The 11% annual compensation for department chairs privileges those who have higher salaries, better to identify a flat rate compensation.  The 3/2 division for teaching would acknowledge teaching of large classes, which needs to be incentivized.  The document is a good start, but many things still need to be considered.
· Q: What are the weights for each of the four indicators of department size?
· Q: Please confirm that any change in the faculty handbook policies will not impact any faculty member negatively.
· Comment: The size of department, the number of generated credit hours, the size of faculty and the number of majors are all related, we can state department size in a simpler way?
· Q: If department chair has release time, can they take overload?  Provost: Release time must be approved by dean and the provost.  The release time stated in the proposal for chairs and associate chairs is per semester, not per year. 
· Provost: Criteria for department size need to include the number of degree programs, not the number of majors.
· Q: There should be uniform release time for chairs across semesters, 2/1 indicates that one semester has less of a workload than another.
· Q: There is a large body of faculty in ALA, but it is not a degree offering program, what policies for compensation will govern them? 
· Dean Switzer: ALI, ELI and Rhet department sizes suggest that there should be jumbo size departments.  The associate chair in Rhet has lots of logistics to deal with.  Agree with dean Ferguson that there should be equitable pay for the job, not based on seniority.  3% does not adequately recognize their efforts.
· Q: Some departments have flexibility of assigning course releases based on their needs. Should this apply to all departments or just some? Provost: the chair has to specify the need, the dean approves, then it is considered in the Provost’s Council.  
· Dr. Magdi Nasrallah: Department sizes need to be more specific, and the document needs to discuss overload when someone has release time.
· Dr. Mahmoud Farag: No document is perfect in addressing all concerns.  The main concern is that faculty do not know how such things are allocated.  The document allows the provost to deal with special cases and deviations from these policies.  The faculty handbook is a living document that we improve as we go along.  The current proposal is better than the one that exists right now in the faculty handbook, we cannot wait for it to be perfect before we vote, it is not the Bible or the Quran.  We should vote with amendment: change number of majors to number of degree programs, and add number of staff members.
· Dean Ferguson: We need a committee to discuss some of these comments before voting.
· Senate votes on whether or not we should vote on Faculty Handbook Proposal: more people want to vote.
· Senate approves the following addition to the Faculty handbook, 64% approval:

Additions to the faculty handbook

Issues for discussion in the Senate retreat May 18, 2013

Faculty Compensation for Administrative Duties 

(to replace appendix 11 of the 2012-13 of the faculty handbook)

This section explains the compensation system for administrative duties assumed by faculty in managing departments and programs. Specific provisions of the system are detailed in each department, center and/or unit, showing roles recognized, cash compensation, and associated release time. This course release system is determined through analyzing the workload for all positions and the size of departments and divisions; the size defined will remain valid for two academic years. 

Departments are divided into three sizes: 1) Average; 2) Above Average; and 3) Large, according to:

· Number of generated credit hrs.

· Number of equivalent full-time faculty (FTEs)
· Number of students served by the department


· Number of degree programs offered by the department.

· Number of staff members

The definitions of these three categories are based upon the statistical averages of each of the four parameters under consideration. All release time is assigned on the department’s category basis, and their calculations are by semester. 

For large, above average, and average departments respectively, the recommended release time is 6 hrs/semester, 4 ½ hrs/semester, and 3 hrs/semester. The release time for the large and above average departments will be shared by two faculty members: the Chair and the Associate Chair. Some departments due to the unique nature of their activities, will be granted release time that deviates from the unified approach described above.

Chairs: Chairs are eligible for 4.5 credit hours release time, will teach an annual load of 2/1, with 11 percent annual compensation.

Associate Chair: Associate Chairs eligible for 1.5 credit hours release time, will teach an annual load of 3/2, with 3 percent annual compensation.  

Unit Head: This position is defined only for units with degree programs.  In some cases Unit Head positions may have less work to do than other program coordinators with considerable number of undergraduate students within a more general degree program; they are compensated LE 3,000 per year.
Graduate Directors: In departments which offer graduate programs, release time for the graduate director faculty member is granted to administer the admission, advise the graduate students, and oversee the implementation of the program.  Graduate programs are divided into two categories: 1) Large; 2) Average; the number of release hours depends upon the size of the program, with a 3 and 1 ½ hr/ semester given respectively; with an LE 6,000 compensation per year. 

Exceptions to this rule will be in departments with only graduate programs, in which chairs are not administering  undergraduate programs; therefore, no additional release is recommended for them.

Center Directors: Recognizing the variations among these centers and that some of them are self-supporting, and other have a specific structure of administration contingent upon sponsor’s support, directors of centers are treated on a case-by-case basis.  
Positions that are unique to various departments and schools will follow the same criteria as other administrative positions. 

Release Time Guidelines:

· Individuals will not be allowed a course release time for more than one position at a time without approval of the dean. 

· No release time may be taken as an overload; yet up to 9 credit hours of release time may be “banked,” and used to accumulate a semester without teaching duties at the end of a term.

· With the authorization of the dean and provost, release time of 1-3 credit hours may be granted for specific and urgent activities. (program assessment for accreditation or review)]

· No release time is granted during summer and/or winter semesters; with the availability of new technologies, no partial, acting or “summer chair” assignments will be made, except in exceptional circumstances approved by the dean and provost.

Discussion of Addition of Section on Faculty Benefits:
Comment: We need to add the word permanent disability

Q: The current practice is that if a faculty member dies, their dependents who are enrolled still finish their program.  Do those who are not yet enrolled benefit from this?

Comment: We should add ‘within a 2-3 year period of their death’

Dr. Mahmoud Farag: Let us endorse the current practice, and note this in the Faculty Affairs Committee next year.

President: You are being more restrictive than the current policy.  Currently, if the faculty member dies in office, dependents will finish.  The retirement policy can take care of other situations.

The following motion is approved for addition to Faculty Handbook: 97% approval

Faculty benefits

Tuition at AUC is free for faculty and qualifying dependents who are academically qualified for admission to the University. In the event of the death or physical disability of a full-time serving faculty member who has spent ten years of service at AUC, his / her qualifying dependents who are currently admitted or enrolled will continue to benefit from free tuition at AUC. 
Discussion of Addition of Section on Promotion to a Higher Rank on Exceptional Basis:

· Comment: The provost also needs to approve eligibility
· Provost: The statement needs to be in a context.  What does exceptional mean? A: Typically in the third or fourth year of tenure track.
· Comment: The current wording means that there is possible instantaneous promotion upon hiring.  What circumstances will define that? A: The chair, dean and provost will decide.
· Comment: Can we give a minimum number of years of service before this promotion? Provost: This gives authority to the departments to make justification to the provost.  No one is promoted in the first year usually, but we do not want to make absolute restrictions.

· Dean Switzer: Say “if the faculty member would like to be promoted prior to the typical timeframe …”

Senate members vote on addition of following text to Faculty handbook: 81 % approval

Promotion to a higher rank on exceptional basis

 To be considered for promotion on exceptional basis, a faculty members submits a request with justification to the department. Approval of the request by the department and dean are needed for the case to be considered.
Discussion of Addition of Section on Promotion of APoP to PoP:

This motion adds that the promotion to PoP follows the same procedure as promotions for professorial level faculty.

· Comment: The procedure is not so clear. A: Each department creates its own detailed procedure and gets dean’s and provost’s approval.  It is in each department’s governance document.
Senate members approved adding following text to faculty handbook with show of hands.
Promotion of APoP to PoP

The procedure for promotion of professorial level faculty applies here, with due consideration of creative endeavors as a possible substitute for research.
Discussion of Adjunct Faculty handbook, Version 5, Dr. Mahmoud Farag, Faculty Affairs Committee:

Many people have been involved in the making of the Adjunct Faculty Handbook, it has been in the making for at least 2 years.  It is the result of much discussion, input from all constituents and a survey of adjunct faculty.

· The Adjunct Faculty Handbook took the current Faculty handbook, and changed parts of it to reflect the adjunct faculty relationship with the university.  The first few chapters which talk about AUC’s mission and profile, etc., are the same.

· Chapter 4 is related to adjunct faculty appointments and titles.

· Chapter 5 is about procedures for appointment, promotion, hiring policy, first time hires, returning hires, orientation, training, mentoring, assessment, rehiring and promotion.

· Chapter 6 is about rights and responsibilities.

· Chapter 7 is about compensation and benefits.

· Chapter 10 includes issues under consideration or awaiting approval.

Questions / Comments:

· Provost: This document is a good step forward.  Special thanks to Sara Sayess and Nate Bowditch for their managing of this project.  One of the significant changes is the way adjunct faculty are ranked, there have been criteria developed for how they move through our system.
· Q: Do adjunct faculty have the right for grievance? A: Yes.
· Q: What about advising and supervising theses? Provost: Adjunct faculty may do that but not exclusively.
· Comment: Having five levels of adjunct faculty is too complicated.
· Comment: In some departments, a third of the faculty start off as adjunct, then build their way up.  The document places an administrative load on AUC, but they deserve this investment.  I hope this is a legal document that governs their relationship with the mother institution.
· Comment: No adjunct faculty attend professional development sessions, they say they are not paid on their days off to attend workshops.  We should require attendance and compensate them because they need teaching development.
· Comment:  There was an issue with requiring the date to show on the business card, but the rationale for having the date is now clear.  They requested we make the date less bold.
Adjunct Faculty Handbook approved by senate by a show of hands.

Discussion of Assessment of Teaching by Dr. Mahmoud Farag, Faculty Affairs Committee:

· The student evaluation of instruction has been renamed Student Feedback on Instruction.
Questions / Comments:

· Q: Who is the student representative that should attend the department meeting?
· Comment: In number 2, change “should not be taken into account” to “should not be involved in statistical analysis”
· Ann Amin: In 2008, we made an investigation and found that participation increases when it is mandatory, and when students have feedback on what departments do with the results of evaluations. Also, a student representative at a department meeting is not making it public.  Implications of results must be publicized to the student body in general. We should have a department forum instead of a meeting.  Not sure how comfortable students will be in sharing their concerns in a faculty meeting.
· Comment: Mid-term evaluations should be mandatory, because they give students the opportunity that the course will improve while they are still in it.
· Comment:  We should remove number 2, and make participation in evaluation mandatory.
· President: Faculty have to be present at a department meeting that discusses results, then there should be a larger general forum with students as the audience.
· Comment: Item 6 should say formative midterm assessment instead of midterm evaluations.
· Comment: Removing results that are less than 25% of the class might cause bad professors to discourage students from participating.
· Comment: Faculty resent having to encourage students to participate, they should not be involved.
Senate approves Assessment of Teaching Proposal with change: on item 6, use “formative midterm assessment” instead of “midterm evaluations” (voted using show of hands).

Discussion of Student Attendance Policies, Ghada Elshimi, Student Affairs Committee:

· Existing attendance policies discussed. We will not propose changes today, just have a discussion and note important concerns for discussion and proposal next year.

· Comment: Sports excuses – the Rhet department requires students to inform intended sports absences at the beginning of the semester, and students are required to make arrangements in advance of their absence, this is what happens in every university.  Those absences are NOT over and above the 9 hours allowed.

· Sr. John Swanson: Appreciate not making a decision today, the Provost’s Council is discussing this and will share with the Student Affairs Committee.

· Q: This suggests that there should be a common attendance policy, are faculty given the freedom to decide on their own policy?  A: If there is nothing on the syllabus, the student reverts to the university policy.

· Comment: Attendance is not an essential ingredient in learning.  Allowance should be increased for faculty, extended illness, and other activities students may be involved in.

· Comment: Instead of six sessions, it should say 9 hours of absence allowed.  We should remove AUC does not distinguish between excused and unexcused absence, that is illegal.

· Provost: The university has to make some decisions.  We are proud of our extra-curricular activities, but punish them for missing class to attend them.  The issue is to enable advance planning so the learning continues.  Medical issues have to be dealt with in a different way.

· Comment: Attendance impacts assessment, also their ability to give feedback on instruction.

· Comment: I have never believed that attendance serves anybody – faculty or students.  We should think of participation, not attendance.

· Comment: We cannot trust medical excuses, they are given too easily. Cannot be verified.

· Comment: We do not need to take attendance, but can make class important, so they miss important tasks if absent.

These comments will be taken to the Student Affairs Committee and Senate next year for further discussion.  Important to invite community discussion.

Discussion of Academic Integrity Committee Proposed Change in Bylaws, Presented by Academic Affairs Committee:

Comments / Questions:

· Comment: It is unacceptable that the new bylaws have removed the senate representative from the committee

· Comment: It is good to have renewable memberships, but there should be term limits; memory of events is important, but so is new blood.

· Comment: The committee tries to get business done by drawing on the Academic Integrity Council to which it reports, this is a conflict of interest.

· Comment: These changes have been approved by the Executive Committee

Proposed changes approved by senate by show of hands.

Motions to Propose adding a Senator at Large from Academy of Liberal Arts, and a senator to represent the Office of the Dean of Undergraduate Studies: Both motions approved by show of hands.

Awards Ceremony: 

The following people were recognized for support for the senate, or distinguished work relating to faculty or the senate: President Lisa Anderson, Provost Amr Shaarawi, Late Provost Medhat Haroun, Professor Adly Bishay, Dr. Maher Younan, Dr. George Scanlon, Dr. Ahmed Abdelmeguid, Dr. Kevin O’Connor, Dr. Sanaa Makhlouf, Dr. Nicholas Hopkins, Dr. Walter Lami, Dr. Mohamed Abozeid, Dr. Richard Tutwiler.

Senate Executive Committee members were also honored: Dr. Amr Goneid, Dr. Dina Rateb, Dr. Ghada Elshimi, Dr. Ibrahim Hegazy, Dr. Mahmoud Farag, Dr. Mervat Abo Ouf, Dr. Mohga Badran, Dr. Pandeli Glavanis, Dr. Tarek Selim, Dr. Magdi Nasrallah, Dr. Sally Shenouda.

Announcement from EVP, Dr. Brian McDougall:

Beginning the coming year, there will be a semi-annual fixing of the exchange rate – July 1st and January 1st, based on the official exchange rate.

Break for Lunch and 20th Anniversary of the Senate Slide Show

Discussion of Proposed Retirement Plan, presented by Provost Amr Shaarawi:

Introduction to the Plan, by Provost Amr Shaarawi:

· The preamble summarizes recent history
· The 2009 plan was too expensive for the university
· In order to have a system, we had to have a cost mitigation.  The Executive Committee came up with an idea of an agreement with the department to be involved in the planning of faculty retirement – the department agrees not to hire replacing faculty when someone retires for two years.  
· Plan A raises the age of retirement to 65 years to not provide incentive for the best faculty to leave the university.
· Plan B is a withdrawal plan giving the faculty senior scholar status, where they teach gradually less courses.  The lump sum is half of what they get in plan A.
Questions / Comments: 

· Comment: Requiring a person to get department approval is worrying – retirement is a right, the department should not be able to block it.
· Comment: The university withdraws health insurance right at the time when faculty need it most.  We should provide people with an option of cheaper coverage. Provost: The university can negotiate this with insurance companies, that’s something to discuss.
· Comments: Worried about the word department approval A: The word department approval is not in the proposal.
· Comment: The plan puts pressure on the department not to replace faculty, this sets up problems for departments that are small, perhaps the department won’t approve. President: Currently, people can retire without department knowledge.  This plan gives the department advance knowledge and planning.  The system must be in consultation with the department and the faculty.  When there isn’t faculty to cover, there will be adjuncts.
· President: For US taxpayers, it is better to be paid over the course of two years than to get one lump sum, same as leave with pay.
· Q: In a situation where several faculty from one department decide to retire at the same time, can someone be told not to retire now?  President: This proposal creates incentives for collective thinking and advance planning.  Provost: Most departments will be able to handle this with advance planning.
· Comment: Medical insurance should be 5 years, because the first two are technically not paid by the university, because the faculty member will not have officially left.  
· Comment: Perhaps make length of medical service coverage dependent on years of service.
· Comment: The dates for notifying department of retirement should be placed on the calendar.
· Q: If someone dies during the two years when the lump sum is being paid, does AUC have a commitment to continue paying it to their dependents? A: Yes.
· Q: Do both of these plans apply to instructors: A: Yes
· Comment: We need to add that the plan includes free access to the university clinic.
Decision to take Retirement Proposal to the Faculty Affairs Committee for further discussion.

Discussion of the 5-Day Week Proposal, Presented by Dr. John Swanson:

Provost: Several motivations for the proposal:

· Some departments are unhappy with 2+2 schedule – math, physics, sciences and engineering prefer three 50-minute classes per week, 75-minute classes too long.

· The 2+2 schedule is cramming classes in a compact time schedule.  There is not time to spend on campus, the student life reviewers observed that there was no community and little interaction, and that life on campus revolved around the bus schedules.  Introducing some classes on Tuesday mornings would relieve the schedule and at the same time continue to offer the option of 75-minute classes for most courses.  Also there is a longer assembly hour.

Dr. John Swanson:

· Two major changes: teaching on Tuesday mornings, and longer assembly hours.
· The reviews indicate that Tuesday is already being used for teaching of Scientific Thinking and other classes.
· Assembly hours that are one hour long are too short for most activities.  Assembly hour was moves up to 11.30 because the 1.00 assembly hour conflicts with the way SSE schedules labs.  This schedule allows them to do it more easily.
· We are not asking to approve this now – this is the first step in a university-wide discussion.  In September or October, it will come back to the senate for implementation in Fall 2014.  Students need to be brought in to the discussion.
· Something the schedule doesn’t address is the fact that currently, faculty and students can come 2 days a week, though the minimum requirement for faculty is 4 days a week.
Questions / Comments:

· Comment: Assembly hour at 11.30 takes up the prime time for teaching. A:  Sciences and engineering labs must meet for three hours, so assembly hour must be either at 11.30 or 2.30.
· Q: How about breaking Tuesday into 1-hour slots? A: this can be looked into, but the bus schedules need to be the same for all days.
· Provost: Tuesdays can also be used for making up classes.
· Comment: The schedule does not give an opportunity for field trips
· Q: Why are classes 90 minutes each?  Senior classes sometimes need longer.  A: Those can be scheduled in 2-hour blocs.
· Comment: Irregular classes can use Tuesdays.
· Comment: Most graduate students have jobs.  Requiring them to come to campus at 5.30 is too early. A:  This is an improvement on the current schedule, where graduate classes start at 5.00.
Draft Motions by Academic Affairs Committee postponed for need for further discussion.

Discussion of proposed changes to Senate Handbook postponed because of absence of quorum.

Announcements:

· General Faculty Meeting on Sunday May 19th, 2013 at Moataz Al Alfi Hall, 1pm.
· Next senate meeting on Tuesday May 21, 2013 at 9.30am.
Meeting Adjourned at 4.10 pm
Respectfully Submitted,

Ghada El Shimi
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