
Minutes 
Faculty Advisory Council 

March 26, 2003 
Texas State University – ASB South, Room 332 

 
Members in Attendance: 
Steve Awoniyi, Nathan Bond, Christopher Brown, Deborah Buswell, María De la Colina 
(substitute for Marilyn Goodwin), Michelle Hamilton, Judy Leavell (substitute for 
Jennifer Battle), Marla McGhee, Alicia Paredes-Scribner, Bobby Patton, Jovita Ross-
Gordon, Greg Soukup, Jo Webber 
 
Members Absent: 
Jennifer Battle, Brenda Beatty, Marilyn Goodwin, Sharon O’Neal 
 
Guest:  Steve Gordon 
 

------------------------------------------ 
 

Chair Webber called the meeting to order at 1:15 p.m. 
 
I.  Approval of the Minutes from March 12, 2004 
 
Christopher Brown motioned that the minutes from February 27, 2004 be approved. Judy 
Leavell seconded the motion. The motion passed. 
 
II.  Old Business 
 
A. Constitution revision committee report and discussion  
 

Jovita Ross-Gordon reported on the progress of the Constitution Revision Committee. 
After listening to previous comments from the FAC members, the committee met several 
times and identified four changes that could be made to the Constitution. Several of the 
changes were suggested during a FAC meeting in October. The four changes included: 
the timeline for the elections, the number of times that the FAC meets during the year, 
attendance issues and quorums, and the succession and continuity of the leadership and 
planning. Because of the limited amount of time remaining in the semester, the FAC 
suggested that the FAC focus on the timeline for the elections. Major constitutional issues 
would be addressed in the next calendar year. 

 
Election Process and Timeline:  Jovita Ross-Gordon proposed that the FAC discuss 

the first issue, which reduced the number of days for the elections. The Constitution 
Revision Committee proposed that the number of days between each step of the election 
process be reduced. Discussion followed. Holding elections at the end of the spring 
semester was mentioned. At that time in the semester, some faculty members still do not 
know their fall schedules. In addition, the FAC members considered how the changes 
would affect the Round Rock campus. Still, another FAC member proposed holding the 



elections during the College of Education meeting before the semester started. Using 
electronic instead of paper ballots was also proposed as a way to reduce the amount of 
time. 

The FAC finally decided to begin the nominations process during the College of 
Education’s meeting at the beginning of the fall semester. Faculty members would have 
one week to submit their nominees’ names to their FAC departmental representative. 
After identifying the list of candidates, the ballots would be emailed to all eligible faculty 
members for their vote. 

The FAC members then turned their attention to the wording in the Constitution. 
 
Deborah Buswell motioned that Point #4 in the section entitled “Membership and 
Elections” of the FAC Constitution be edited to read, “An elections committee appointed 
by the Council Chair, with one member from each department, shall conduct elections at 
the department level. Eligibility for voting shall be the same as eligibility for membership 
on the Council” and that the remaining information in Point #4 be moved and placed in 
the FAC Policy and Procedures Manual. Christopher Brown seconded the motion. The 
motion passed. 
 

The FAC clarified the timeline for the elections. The nomination process would 
start during the first week of the fall semester and last for five days. Faculty members 
who received at least two nominations would have three days to state their intentions of 
running for a position on the FAC. The final election ballots would be distributed as 
email attachments, and faculty members would have five days to print out their email 
ballots and return a paper form to the ballot box.   
 Chair Webber asked Nathan Bond (CI), Bobby Patton (HPER), Christopher 
Brown (EAPS) and Sharon O’Neal (RRHEC) to serve as election subcommittee 
members. 
 
 Frequency of Meetings:  The FAC began discussing the second change that was 
identified by the Constitution Review Committee, the number of times that the FAC 
meets. Several points were mentioned. For example, when the FAC meets frequently, 
more work is completed and Dean Beck can meet with the group more often. The Dean 
wants the FAC to become actively involved in reviewing COE business, such a 
evaluation chairs and assistant deans. When issues need to be addressed quickly, Dean 
Beck would like for subcommittees to form and address the issues. The FAC decided to 
continue thinking about this issue. In May, the FAC will propose a calendar for the next 
school year. 
 
 
III. New Business 
 
A. Develop COE Tenure and Promotion Guiding Principles (Steve Gordon)  
 

Steve Gordon guided the FAC through the preliminary steps of developing the 
guiding principles for the Tenure and Promotion Committee. First, he shared four 



examples of guiding principles, some of which were recently discussed by the 
university’s new Tenure and Promotion Committee. The gist of each principle is: 

• The faculty members in the College of Education write the policy and the 
Dean reviews, makes revisions to, negotiates on and approves the policy 
and guidelines. 

• The College’s policy and procedures should be broad enough for 
individual departments to write their own. 

• The department’s personnel committee develops the department’s policy 
and the chair reviews, revises, negotiates and approves the policy. 

• The policies should take a broad view of scholarship and creative activity. 
  

Next, the FAC generated a list of guiding principles for consideration: 
 

1. There should be full faculty input and representation throughout the process.  For 
example, tenure-track and full time faculty members should be represented on the 
committee. 

2. On the committee, there should be equal representation by department, rank, 
location, gender and ethnicity. 

3. The COE committee should be aware of the T&P policies in other colleges at 
Texas State and at the other universities in our system. 

4. The committee should explain the areas that will be considered and valued for 
T&P.  These might include a sustained focused research agenda, quality teaching, 
participation in university and professional governance. The areas should be 
broadly based. 

5. All faculty members should be able to offer suggestions or approve the policy 
before it is approved at higher levels in the administration. For example, the Dean 
would not approve the College’s policies until departments have approved them 
first. 

6. Each faculty member would be evaluated according to his / her job description. If 
there is differentiated staffing, then the evaluation should be differentiated, too.  

7. An open door policy on feedback should be established. The committee will need 
to develop a uniform process for giving feedback to faculty. A standardized 
process for taking information from senior faculty and returning it to junior 
faculty will need to be developed. The process must also reflect the time of the 
process. For example, is this the first-year evaluation, third-year evaluation, etc.?  
Also, a senior faculty member might check the chair’s feedback for accuracy 
before it is given to the faculty member. 

8. No chairs would be involved in peer review process. 
9. The committee would provide a specific checklist to junior faculty for tenure. 
10. The committee specifies a mentoring process. 
11. The committee will state which criteria will be emphasized. For example, which 

is more important, scholarship and teaching? The College’s emphases should 
match the university’s philosophy and mission. Are all three parts (scholarship, 
teaching and service) equal? 

12. The policy should further the university’s goals and reward endeavors that further 
the university’s goals. 



13.  The T&P policy should match the policies to the university’s policies. 
14. The T&P policy should enhance the College’s image across the campus 
15. The policy should match the COE’s mission. 
16. The policy should hold a broad view of scholarship and take into consideration 

that different fields in education value different types of scholarship. 
17. The input from comparable peers should be valued. The input closest to the 

person should have serious consideration. 
18. The policy should state the guidelines for choosing external reviewers and 

procedure for input. 
19. The T&P policy should be a self-enhancing process (e.g., oral presentation, 

narratives, dossier). 
20. The policy should discriminate between those who meet expectations and those 

who do not. 
21. The policy should be phased in to account for those faculty members already in 

the tenure pipeline.  
22. The policy should value the furtherance of knowledge in the academic world. 

 
The FAC members then voted privately on the ideas that they supported. Because of the 
limited time, the remaining work was tabled. 
 
B.  Evaluation of the Chairs and Assistant Deans 
 

Dean Beck would like a subcommittee to work with him on the forms that will be 
used to evaluate the Chairs and Assistant Deans. He wants the subcommittee to edit the 
proposed forms and offer feedback on the process. Specifically, he wants to know how to 
get more faculty members involved in the evaluation process. Chair Webber reminded 
the FAC that its role was to assist with the process and to provide anecdotal evidence to 
the Chairs, not to be the group that evaluates the Chairs.  
 Each FAC members will edit the forms and return their revisions to Nathan Bond.  
Also, each FAC members will email comments to Chair Webber about increasing faculty 
involvement in the evaluation process.  
 
 
Greg Soukup motioned that the meeting be adjourned. Judy Leavell seconded the motion. 
The motion passed. 
 
The FAC will not meet on April 9th, due to the Easter Holiday. The next FAC meeting is 
scheduled for April 23rd from 2 to 4 p.m. in ASB South, Room 332. 
 

Chair Webber adjourned the meeting at 4:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Nathan Bond 
FAC Secretary 
 


