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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes 
 

February 17, 2011      Deborah Roberts, Clerk 
4:20 p.m.         
 
Moment of silence. 
 
Action I.  Approval of the minutes of December 16, 2010 
 

II. Report of the President. 
 

The President reported on the recent Board of Managers 
meeting, when the budget was approved with 1) an increase of 
the faculty/staff salary pool of 2% and an increase (for the next 
year only) of 1% in the college’s contribution to the pension 
plan; 2) an increase of 3.9% in student charges; 3) progress 
toward restoration of the pre-2008 R&R levels (but we are still 
$700,000 short);  and 4) a 5.3% endowment take-down figure. 
(See Curtis Greene’s report, for AAC, below.) He reported that 
the Property Committee talked about faculty housing and will 
be doing more talking about it. 
 
The Board is planning a special “Retreat” for September 2011, to 
replace the normal October Board meeting, with the 
participation of more community members. Its agenda is to talk  
about a long-term Financial Model and Haverford’s role in the 
International Community in the long run; the Board invites 
suggestions from the faculty for other agenda items (soon.) 

 
 

II. Report of the Provost  (…which did not take place, since the 
Provost was stuck on Amtrak.) 

. 
III. Announcements, Reports, Items for Discussion.  

 
a. Martha Denney, Dean of the College 

 
This is the time (almost mid-term) for “Reports of Concern” 
from the faculty to the Deans about student performance. 
(As always, the Deans remind us of the main purpose: that 
your own particular “concern” about a student may well be 
echoed by other faculty members, in which case there is 
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probably a real problem, which we should deal with as soon 
as possible.) 
 
On the subject of “the emotional health of students,” about 
which we al have been talking lately: we note that often 
students talk to students about these things (rather than to 
faculty.) We are organizing discussions with the student 
body about these student-peer talks, urging student-peers 
who are trying to help their fellow troubled students to 
bring the Deans Office into such conversations. 
 
The College is proud to announce that Anders Hulleberg ’11 
has been named the U.S. Track and Field and Cross Country 
Coaches Association (NCAA Division III) Cross Country 
Men’s Scholar Athlete of the Year. 
 

b. Curtis Greene, for AAC (about the budget discussions at the 
Board meeting.) 

   
Curtis pointed out that the 3.9% increase in student charges 

was the smallest increase in recent years, but noted the Finance 
Committee concern that even this figure might be too high. There 
will be pressure next year to reduce it. 

He noted Board discussion of its (student charges) 
relationship to the 5.3% endowment spending figure. 

He noted its relationship to the 3% faculty/staff increases 
(2% salary pool and 1% pension increase), which is likely to loom 
larger in future budget discussions as it competes with student 
charges and endowment take-down. 

Three other topics figured in Finance Committee 
discussions: 1) an examination of the whole financial aid policy (not 
just the “no-loan” and “home-equity” piece) to insure that our 
financial aid dollars are getting optimal results; 2) an interest (more 
explicit than heard in previous discussions) in modeling at least a 
small growth in student body size; and 3) an examination of other 
unfunded priorities (including deferred maintenance) possibly 
through additional borrowing. The Faculty should express its 
views on these matters to the Board in an appropriate and timely 
manner. 

 
c. Jenni Punt (Admissions Committee), with Jess Lord (Dean of 

Admissions) 
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We (and all our Liberal Arts College peer-institutions) 
continue to ask questions about the gender-gap 
(female/male ratio) in student applications, acceptances, and 
enrollments, which runs from 52/48 to 58/42. We will be 
holding a Brown-bag lunch to discuss this: what do we think 
about it?   
 
We are discussing our recent practice of asking the faculty to 
help recruit particular students with very high qualifications 
and often very specific intellectual interests, (by asking the 
faculty to write letters.) The yield of this practice is low (3 
last year.) COMMENT: With a 3 % yield, is this an effective 
practice?  COMMENT: Perhaps we could involve students, 
especially recent graduates who are now doing graduate 
work in these intellectual fields, to participate in the letter-
writing recruitment. QUESTION:  Is the fact that we don’t 
have Merit Scholarships a factor is losing such desirable 
“star” students? REPLY:  Yes, certainly for some students, 
and also the fact that state universities are cheaper than 
private colleges; but it is not much of a factor; financial aid is 
less of a problem than it used to be now that we have created 
a new financial aid policy. 
 
Jess Lord summarized our current admissions picture:  
We now have 127 Early Decision students (like last year) 
plus 10 Questbridge matches, = 137 in place. 
Our applicant pool is up 5%, with a female-male ratio of 
56/44 (almost the largest imbalance ever.) 
The minority pool is over 40%; out international student 
applications are up; and our geographic diversity is up 
(beyond our traditional Atlantic Seaboard pool.) 

   
d. Wendy Sternberg, Associate Provost: “Editing the Faculty 

Handbook” (attached document) 
 

COMMENT:  We should not codify things that we do not 
want, such as procedures in which the Board of Managers 
makes decisions about faculty policies (bullet three.)  
COMMENT:  Such information should be elsewhere 
available, for instance in a document from HR (Human 
Resources), but not in the Faculty Handbook.  RESPONSE: 
There seems to be general agreement that this sentence 
(bullet three) should be omitted, (e.g., that we should omit 
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reference to things which are in the purview of the Board 
and not the Faculty.) 
 
COMMENT: No document will accurately reflect the reality 
of complex practice; but document texts can create reality.   
 
COMMENT:  The introduction’s first paragraph’s last 
sentence (“Faculty Standing Committees may 
recommend…”) should also go out (as a vague, and  
dubious, point).  RESPONSE: There seemed to be agreement 
on this too. 

 
RESPONSE:  So, in summary, we should be less specific 
rather than more specific; but we should be as accurate as 
possible.  
 
COMMENT: With reference to bullet two: There should be 
only ONE body that makes changes in the Faculty 
Handbook. 
 
COMMENT:  How do we know that the changes which are 
made are exactly those which the faculty has approved? IT 
WAS AGREED THAT: the final sentence, (“A final 
version…”) will be amended to this effect: ”…will be made 
available to the faculty for review and the faculty will be 
notified about such revising and then it will be posted on a 
protected website for approval and then it will be included 
in the Handbook”. Something like that. 
 
Thus: Wendy will modify the text of this proposal (omitting 
the sentences about which there was agreement to omit, as 
underlined above; and re-word the last sentence: “a final 
version…” ), and re-submit the proposal to the faculty. 

     
e. Richard Freedman, for EPC (attached document.)  

 
(Discussion of the Bryn Mawr proposal has been postponed 
to the next faculty meeting.) 
 
Discussion for today: EPC Review of Continuing Positions: 
proposed changes to the text. 
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QUESTION:  Isn’t there a contradiction between 1) and 2)? 
RESPONSE: No, 1) refers to creating new appointments.   
 
COMMENT: There is a difference between reviewing a 
person and reviewing a position;  however (and/but) not 
reviewing a position is equivalent to granting tenure. 
REPLY:  According to the AAUP rule, it is tenure after seven 
years. REPLY:  Well, that’s AAUP’s rule; should it be our 
rule? 
 
RESPONSE:  But a person can be dismissed when reviewed; 
then at that point, the position disappears.  
 
At this point, the Clerk reminded us of the time and the 
agenda. We will discuss this further at the next faculty 
meeting. 
 
A member of the faculty raised the issue of “quorum”; he 
noted that persons were getting scarce on the ground.  The 
Clerk responded that the Faculty Handbook does not 
mention “quorum” at all, based as it was on the old 
assumption of nearly total attendance. FAPC will eventually 
be discussing the whole issue of Faculty Meeting and how 
decisions are made.  

        
f. Gus Stadler, for FAPC 

 
Thank you for responding to the faculty survey on Athletics. 
We had a good discussion with the Board on faculty 
housing. We are now talking about the structure of 
Academic Council: work load, qualifications to serve, etc.; in 
that regard, we are planning Brown-bag lunches for March 
4. 

 
g. David Sedley and Rob Fairman, Faculty Reps. to the Board 

 
The Music Department gave a presentation to the Board 
about its facilities’ needs. 
 
There was a discussion about the choice for the awarding of 
honorary degrees at Commencement: To whom? Whether or 
not to sitting politicians?  
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There were discussions about financial aid to students and 
the trade-offs for it; about “need-blind admissions” and how 
that is defined; and about how this applies to international 
students. 
 
In explaining admissions-yields, it is clear that our 
“reputation” (e.g., U.S. News and World Report) is a very 
important factor. 
 
The Provost gave a report about Chair-compensation with 
the comparable data (our peer institutions.) In this 
connection, one Board member raised a concern about the 
option of course-releases for senior experienced members of 
the faculty: this takes them out of the classroom. 
 
Joe Spadaro’s report to the Board about the new ITT was 
very well received; particularly noted was improvement in 
the quality of service provided by the new Help Desk. 
 
Adjourned at 6:01 p.m. 
 

Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the 
Faculty 
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