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DRAFT MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 21, UFC MEETING

The meeting was called to order at 12 p.m. 

Present:  Ralph Brill, Howard Chapman, Howard Eglit, Joel Goldhar, Greg Prygrocki, George Schipporeit, Mike Young

Absent:  Phil Nash, Liam Coffey, Phil Troyk, Jay Schieber, Sheldon Mostovoy, Miles Wernick   

Guest:  Allen Myerson, Gerard Voland, Peter Lykos, Carole Orze

1)  Provost Myerson presented to the Council a proposed plan regarding the division of Armors College into two colleges -- one made of the five engineering departments, and the other made up of the other six departments currently located in Armour.  He noted that in terms of faculty members and research dollars, the two new colleges would be pretty much equal.  He further noted that the administrative task of running Armour, as it is now constituted, is a daunting one and that it really cannot be done well, given the size of the college and the number of issues that arise.

Provost Myerson noted that he intends to present his proposal to the Board of Trustees in March and that if it is adopted, he will in short order convene search committees to seek out deans for the two new colleges.  His preference, he noted, would be to engage in internal searches.

Discussion was had; no vote was taken (as none was called for, given that the matter of such reorganization is not one that is subject to UFC assent).

2)  The Council next addressed the joint agreements that IIT has with several other colleges (all of them sectarian, as it turns out).  Most particularly, this discussion was prompted by the fact that at least one of these colleges imposes an Oath of Faith as a precondition to being employed as a faculty member.  Thus, many of the faculty employed at IIT would not be able to be employed at that college.  

Carole Orze, Director of Educational Services, presented data concerning these joint agreements, i.e., number of students, etc.  She observed that the joint agreements provide for one-way streets, so to speak:  students from the other colleges can attend classes and receive credit for them at IIT, but IIT students do not attend classes at these colleges.  In other words, these programs are not designed to afford IIT students access to courses that they otherwise would not be able to secure at IIT; rather, they are revenue-generating programs designed to enable students from these other colleges to take courses at IIT that they would not be able to take at their home schools.

Discussion was had, in which Ms. Orze, as well as Gerard Voland, participated.  Joel Goldhar eventually moved to end discussion, and the motion was seconded by Howard Chapman.  The vote was unanimous in favor of the motion.  The bottom line, then, was that no action was called for and no action was taken. 

3) Discussion was had concerning the tuition exchange scholarship program.  Mike Young, who had applied for the scholarship for his son, reported that because no particular faculty member was found to be exclusively eligible, by virtue of the criteria established for eligibility, for the scholarship, the recipient of the benefit was chosen by lottery.

Discussion was had and it was agreed that the structure of the program, whereby a priority system based on the merit of the faculty member, is used as the basis for the award of the scholarship, was one that was not found to be appropriate.  Howard Chapman moved that a letter be drafted by the Chair and sent to the President expressing the Council's disapproval of the merit-based scheme, and proposing that further work be done -- with faculty involvement -- to come up with a better approach.  The Chair agreed to draft such a letter and to circulate it to UFC members prior to its being sent to the President.    

4) Discussion was had as to the question of whether it would be wise to draft a new harassment policy that covers not only sexual harassment, but other types of harassment as well.  It was agreed that that would be the wise course to follow, particularly inasmuch as the failure to have such a broad policy in place could leave the university exposed to liability should a victim of harassment make a claim and, in so doing, be able to point to the absence of such a policy.

Howard Eglit reported that three law school faculty members -- Richard Gonzalez, Mary Rose Strubbe, and Laurie Leader -- had volunteered to work on drafting such a policy and that he would be contacting them for assistance. 

5)  The Chair reported that in response to his request made to academic units for comments as to the motion adopted at the previous UFC meeting to create a new rank of Senior Instructor, he had received only one comment, and that was from the Provost, who expressed the view that he thought the change was a good one.  Inasmuch as the UFC had by vote designated this change to the Faculty Handbook as a minor one and thus one not needful of referral to the full faculty, the Chair advised that he would communicate to the President the UFC's approval of the creation of this new faculty rank so that the President could -- if he chose -- take the matter to the Board of Trustees.

6)  It was agreed that the next UFC meeting would be held at noon, on April 4.  

A motion to adjourn being made and seconded, and the members unanimously of said motion, the UFC adjourned at 2 p.m.

Submitted,

Howard Eglit, Chair (and acting Secretary)





