
  Faculty Assembly Meeting 
Minutes for November 19, 2013 

3:30 – 5:00pm 
Blow Hall Board Room 

 
Members Present:  Eric Chason, Bill Cooke, Sarah Day, David Dessler, John Eisele, 
Nancy Gray (acting Secretary), Susan Grover (Vice President), Courtney Harris, Will 
Hausman, Gina Hoatson, Gul Ozyegin, Lily Panoussi, Suzanne Raitt (President), Ron 
Rapoport, Jeanne Wilson. 
 
Members Absent:  Rick Gressard, Carl Hershner, Scott McCoy, Brent Owens, Lea 
Theodore (Secretary). 
 
Others in Attendance:  Michael Halleran (Provost), Terry Meyers (Parliamentarian), 
Chon Glover (Office of Diversity and Equal Opportunity), Sharron Gatling (Office of 
Diversity and Equal Opportunity), Angela Leruth (NTE Faculty Association 
Representative) 
 
 
The meeting was called to order at 3:40pm.  
 
1. Approval of the Minutes 
 

A. The minutes of the October 22 meeting were approved. 
 

 
2. Provost’s Report and Q&A 
 
 a)  The Provost has asked Virginia Torczon (Dean of Graduate Studies and 
Research) to come to the BOV meeting during the Provost’s Report to talk about William 
and Mary’s graduate programs.   

b) On Wednesday at 3pm in Tidewater A of the Sadler Center, there will be a 
presentation and discussion by a panel representing Creative Adaptation projects. 

c) Several changes to provide clarification of policy in the Faculty Handbook are 
in the works:  1) clarification of the language of “inadequate consideration;” 2) a clear 
statement on who is eligible for SSRLs in order to correct disparate accounts in different 
documents; 3) change in the practice of when salary notification letters are sent out, to 
make the delivery date more flexible to accommodate unexpected delays that may come 
up from year to year; 4)  provision for inclusion of a detailed rationale if there is 
disagreement on tenure and promotion decisions at any level, including a provision in 
cases of a negative decision for no further discussion of the rationale to take place until 
after the case is completed; 5) clarification of the family leave policy to ensure that all 
faculty members know what the entitlement is, how to get it, and what is involved in 
extending one’s probationary period on the way to tenure if the leave is taken.   

 
Questions:  Will Hausman asked if there has been any discussion of the cost of 
implementing the new undergraduate curriculum.  The Provost replied that if the 
curriculum were passed and were totally unaffordable, it would not be implemented. He 
reiterated the advice he’s offered all along, which is not to let financial concerns be the 
primary driver of the decision, but rather design a desirable curriculum and see what’s 
affordable along the way. Discussion ensued as to the feasibility of determining cost of 



implementation in advance of a decision to adopt the new curriculum, and various 
perspectives were aired. 
 
 
3.  Report from Chon Glover: Issues of Diversity on WM Campus 

Chon Glover introduced Sharron Gatling, Assistant Director of the Office of Equal 
Opportunity.  Chon Glover then gave a power point presentation on where we are with 
regard to diversity among our faculty, staff, students.  Today’s report included a 
comprehensive accounting of racial diversity on campus in the categories of Minority 
Faculty; Minority Executive, Administrative, Managerial employees; Minority Other; and 
Minority Students. William and Mary falls about in the middle when compared to other 
institutions in the state in terms of faculty and staff (4% in each category, and 9% in 
Minority Other), with our strongest success among students from the class of 2013 
through the class of 2017 (projected figures for each year were included). 

The second part of the presentation concerned the information, education, and 
monitoring provided by the Office of Diversity and Equal Opportunity during the hiring 
search and selection process. The Office’s primary aims are to provide transparency; to 
guard against conscious or unconscious bias; to enhance diversity in the workforce that 
is consistent with federal law; and to safeguard achievement of these ends by monitoring 
throughout the process.  The aspects that constitute a proper job description were also 
discussed.  The William and Mary Search and Selection Manual is available online.  

The final part of the presentation concerned issues of “Climate” in our efforts to ensure 
diversity and inclusion.  Chon Glover emphasized that it is not enough to bring diversity 
onto campus, but we must ensure that the on-campus climate is such that retention is 
assured.  Data on why faculty members leave, which at present is largely anecdotal, 
indicates that climate is very important in a faculty member’s decision to stay or leave.  
For pre-tenure faculty, prominent among reasons cited for leaving are: lack of 
appreciation for diverse scholarship, solo status, and living in this geographic area.  For 
post-tenure faculty, prominent among reasons cited for leaving are: a better offer, life 
circumstances, job climate.  Chon Glover then provided an overview of several models 
of best practices, such as the Future Faculty Career Program at RIT; Target Opportunity 
Programs; the Active Hiring Program at University of Oregon; SREB Doctoral Scholars 
conference to increase applicant pool; and the Mellow Foundation. 

Questions:  Will Hausman asked about the categories included in bias: why are sexual 
orientation, gender identity and expression not included? Chon Glover replied that the 
categories used must conform to federal categories.  Gul Ozyegin asked what is the best 
way to ensure diversity – are there good models for it out there?  Chon Glover replied 
that there must be a clear commitment, clear procedures, and follow-through on all 
practices.  Gul Ozyegin noted that despite meeting all those criteria, the problem often 
comes at the point when William and Mary’s offer is not competitive enough to get the 
desired candidate.  Michael Halleran noted that salary level should not be the reason we 
lose out; that is, we should not be pulling back because of such concerns.  Bill Cooke 
asked if the Office of Diversity and Equal Opportunity has data on potential pools. Chon 
Glover replied that we have national data, but must create the data for William and Mary. 
Sharron Gatling added that there is some information distinguishing the national data 
from our Affirmative Action plan, which is more holistic.  The bottom line is that 
departments can get information that will help from the Office of Diversity and Equal 



Opportunity. Chon Glover offered this advice:  before you throw in the towel, reach out to 
her office for more information.  Bill Cooke asked that at least the national data to be 
circulated in anticipation of searches.  Lily Panoussi asked if we have a good sense of 
the primary reason people leave. Chon Glover replied that based on her own sense of 
the anecdotal evidence, climate and the feeling of being held in low regard are most 
prominent.  Courtney Harris asked if there is a greater retention rate for majority faculty 
than for minority faculty.  Chon Glover replied, yes.   

4.  Standing Committee Reports 

A.    Academic Affairs:  Jeanne Wilson 

a.  This Committee was charged with putting together a document that 
outlines the Faculty Assembly’s recommendations of best practices throughout 
the College for effective implementation of the “academic innovation” section of 
the William and Mary Promise, BOV Resolution 25.8, which requires all schools 
to develop policies for how they will address the achievement of appropriate 
balances between teaching and scholarship for tenured and tenure-eligible 
faculty members. Jeanne Wilson reported that all the schools now have policies 
broadly consistent with what the Committee is recommending, except Arts & 
Sciences, which is finalizing their policy.  The Committee’s overall goal in 
outlining best practices was to provide principles broad enough to allow for 
flexibility, but not so general as to be useless.  A draft of that document was 
distributed to all members present for discussion.   

Questions and comments:  Suzanne Raitt noted that there is a question 
mark in one of the recommended practices under principal 2 (recognition of the 
value of teaching), regarding where a faculty member may register an appeal if 
feel they have been treated unfairly. Some discussion ensued as to what wording 
might be inserted, and what appeal procedure should be followed, and whether 
this level of detail should be left to the schools.  Michael Halleran expressed 
concern over the use of the word “punishment” in the first of the bullet points for 
recommended practices under the principal 2. (The draft reads: “additional 
teaching should be reserved for effective teachers and not used as a punishment 
for poor performance.”) He noted that the practice of dealing with a complaint 
would be to determine whether the faculty member was treated reasonably within 
the parameters of his/her school’s policy; and if the faculty member disagreed, 
she/he would go through the grievance procedures already in place.  Suzanne 
Raitt suggested that we vote on adopting the draft document with the proviso that 
the Academic Affairs Committee work on wording for appeal, and a mechanism 
for advocating for funding.   

Bill Cooke moved that we amend the draft to remove the bullet point concerning 
the question of where appeals should be made.  The amendment passed by 
unanimous vote in favor of the deletion.  

Courtney Harris moved that the word “may” be substituted for “should” under 
principal 5, bullet point 2 (the new version to read “the policy may allow for 
‘course banking’…”).  After some brief discussion, this change was approved by 
unanimous vote.  



A vote on the amended draft document was called for.  The document as 
amended was approved by a unanimous vote in favor.  

Suzanne Raitt will send a memo with the document to the deans of all the 
schools, and provide a copy to the Faculty Assembly.  

 

B.     Faculty Affairs:  David Dessler 

a.  The NTE proposal for representation on Faculty Assembly:  the NTE 
Faculty Association request is for “at least one” NTE representative, and for 
modification of the Faculty Assembly constitution and by-laws to allow for this. 
David Dessler distributed the FA-FAC report, which covers the request made by 
NTE Faculty Association, what the request would require us to do, and AAUP 
recommendations for NTE inclusion in faculty governance.  He suggested it 
would be a good idea to invite a representative from the NTE Faculty Association 
to a future meeting to discuss the proposal.   

Angela Leruth, from the NTE Faculty Association, was present today in order to 
hear what Faculty Assembly views are on this matter.  Discussion ensued as to 
whether the NTE Faculty Association might go for inclusion on existing faculty 
governance bodies, set up a separate Assembly, or both.  There was also some 
discussion on issues of involvement on such bodies of instructors at the various 
levels of status recently implemented, particularly in regard to expectations of 
time involved in governance activities, and assurances of academic freedom for 
them.  Bill Cooke made the point that it may be premature to make a decision on 
the NTE Faculty Association request, because the Arts & Sciences policies are 
still in the process of being developed and we don’t yet have a track record of 
what happens with newly developed positions such as Senior Lecturer.   

David Dessler reminded the Assembly that this document is meant as a starting 
point for extended discussions.  Further discussion ensued about what’s involved 
in integration of NTE faculty members, as well as the need for more detailed 
information about the positions involved and what will be realistically feasible.  

No decision on the request brought to us was reached today, but Faculty 
Assembly will take up the issue at subsequent meetings. Suzanne Raitt will invite 
NTE representatives to come to future meetings for more detailed discussion on 
the matters raised today. 

 

C.     COPAR:  Scott McCoy 

a.  PBRs – no report. 

 

 



D.    Executive Committee:  Suzanne Raitt 

No report. 

E.     Liaison: Suzanne Raitt, Susan Grover 

a.  Board of Visitors meeting:  Suzanne Raitt solicited volunteers to attend 
 those BOV sessions that no one had yet said they could attend.  

In the interest of time, items b (meeting with Bob Scott), c (Michael Luch’s 
BOV presentation), and d (restructuring the Faculty Survey) were not 
discussed. 

5.  Old Business 

None. 

 

 6. New Business 
 

Suzanne Raitt suggested that the Faculty Assembly’s recommendations to the 
Provost for faculty membership on the Honors System Advisory Committee be 
Clay Clemens (Government), and Ronald Hess (Business).  There was full 
agreement from the Assembly.   
 

 
Meeting was adjourned at 5:45pm.   


